
Land Use Board Minutes – 1/20/2020  Page 1 of 12 

 

BLAIRSTOWN TOWNSHIP 
LAND USE BOARD 
January 20, 2020 

 
MINUTES 

 
The Blairstown Township Land Use Board met in a regular session on Monday, January 20, 2020, at 7:30 pm at the 
Blairstown Municipal Building, 106 Route 94, Blairstown, New Jersey.  The following members were present: Barbara 
Green, Richard Mach, Nicholas Mohr, Rosalie Murray, Michael Repasky, Steven Sikkes, Debra Waldron, Wickliffe 
Mott, Norman Talley, and Adam Baker.  Also present were: Board Engineer, Ted Rodman, Board Attorney, Roger 
Thomas, and Board Secretary, Linda Grohs.   
 
SALUTE TO THE FLAG:  was recited.  
 
ADMINISTRATION OF OATHS: 
 
Roger Thomas administered the Oaths of Office to Board members: Steven Sikkes, Deb Waldron, Wickliffe Mott, 
Norman Talley and to new Board members Walter Orcutt and Evelyn Tilney.  
 
ROLL CALL: was taken.   
 
THE SUNSHINE STATEMENT: was read.  
 
Meeting was called to order by Roger Thomas, Esq. who stated: 
“Adequate notice of this meeting of the Blairstown Township Land Use Board has been provided in accordance with 
the Open Public Meetings Act (Chapter 231.P.L. 1975)”. 
 
REORGANIZATION: 
 
At this time, Roger Thomas called for nominations for the 2020 Chairperson. 
Michael Repasky was nominated as Chairman by Mrs. Waldron and seconded by Walter Orcutt.  There were no 
further nominations made for Chairperson. 
 
Action:  Roll call vote:  Green, Mach, Mohr, Murray, Orcutt, Repasky, S. Sikkes, Waldron, Mott, Talley, Baker, and 
Tilney – yes. 
 
Chairman Repasky assumed the Chair, and called for nominations for the 2020 Vice Chairperson. 
Walter Orcutt was nominated as Vice Chairman by Mrs. Waldron and seconded by Mrs. Green.  There were no 
further nominations made for Vice Chairman. 
 
Action:  Roll call vote:  Green, Mach, Mohr, Murray, Orcutt, Repasky, S. Sikkes, Waldron, Mott, Talley, Baker, and 
Tilney – yes. 
 
At this time Chairman Repasky, called for the following nominations: 
 
Action:  The nomination for Barbara Green to serve as Board Secretary, was duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded 
by Mr. Repasky.  Roll call vote:  Green, Mach, Mohr, Murray, Orcutt, Repasky, S. Sikkes, Waldron, Mott, Talley, 
Baker, and Tilney – yes. 
 
Action:  The nomination for Roger Thomas, Esq., Dolan & Dolan, to serve as Board Attorney, was duly made by Mrs. 
Waldron, seconded by Mrs. Murray.  Roll call vote:  Green, Mach, Mohr, Murray, Orcutt, Repasky, S. Sikkes, 
Waldron, Mott, Talley, Baker, and Tilney – yes. 
 
Action:  The nomination for Ted Rodman, Rodman Associates, to serve as Board Engineer, was duly made by Mrs. 
Waldron, seconded by Mrs. Green.  Roll call vote:  Green, Mach, Mohr, Murray, Orcutt, Repasky, S. Sikkes, Waldron, 
Mott, Talley, Baker, and Tilney – yes. 
 
Action:  The nomination for Linda Grohs to serve as Board Clerk, was duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded by 
Mrs. Green.  Roll call vote:  Green, Mach, Mohr, Murray, Orcutt, Repasky, S. Sikkes, Waldron, Mott, Talley, Baker, 
and Tilney – yes. 
 
There was no nomination for Land Use Board Planner. 
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Resolution Complying with the Open Public Meetings Act 
 
This Resolution will include adoption of the Schedule of Meetings and designation of The New Jersey Herald, Star 
Ledger, and Express Times as official newspapers, complying with the Open Public Meetings Act. 
 
Action:  Mr. Mohr motioned to adopt, and was seconded by Mr. Mach.  Mr. Thomas stated that this could be handled 
as a voice vote.  All in favor:  All.  Opposed:  None.  Abstentions:  None.   
 
LAND USE BOARD DEADLINE DATES: 
 
Chairman Repasky stated that submission of information supporting applications must arrive at Town Hall 10 
calendar days prior to meetings.   
 
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS: (As distributed prior to the meeting date).  
 
Minutes of the November 18, 2019 Regular Meeting of the Land Use Board were approved. 
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Murray, seconded by Mrs. Waldron, to approve the Minutes of the 
November 18, 2019 Regular Meeting of the Land Use Board.   
Roll call vote: Green, Mach, Murray, Repasky, S. Sikkes, Waldron, and Talley - yes. Abstained:  Mohr, Orcutt, Mott, 
and Tilney. 
 
RESOLUTIONS:   
 
LB 03-15B Darst, Block 2003, Lot 28, 38 Hope Road, 6 Week and 6 Month Extensions to Conditions of Approval for 
Amended Preliminary/Final Major Site Plan, C Bulk Variance 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that the Resolution had been distributed and he had not received any suggested modifications.  
He submits that it is an accurate representation of the actions taken by the Board at the November 18, 2019 meeting. 
 
Mrs. Waldron made a motion to approve the Resolution, but emphasized that there is a deadline on this and there are 
some issues that are not resolved.  Mr. Thomas answered that the deadline date is May 1, 2020, and the Board 
Secretary replied that the removal of boats and trailers is six weeks from the date of the memorialized Resolution 
which is March 2, 2020.   
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded by Mrs. Murray, to approve the Darst six (6) week and 
six (6) month extensions to Conditions of Approval.   
Roll call vote: Murray, Repasky, S. Sikkes, Waldron, Mott, and Talley - yes.  Abstained:  Green, Mach, Mohr, and 
Orcutt.   
 
LB 10-19 Blair Academy (Main Street Parking Lot), Block 906, Lot 13, and Block 1212, Lot 1, Preliminary / Final 
Major Site Plan, Preliminary / Final Major Subdivision, and C Bulk Variance 
 
Mrs. Green stated that the County had sent a letter requiring three changes to the plans and wanted to know if that 
should be a Condition.  Mr. Thomas replied no, that the application is already subject to that, and whatever needs to 
be done will be reviewed by Ted Rodman.  If it significantly affects any action taken by the Board, they will have to 
come back before the Board to get an amendment. 
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Murray, seconded by Mrs. Green, to approve the Blair Academy (Main 
Street Parking Lot) resolution.   
Roll call vote: Green, Mach, Murray, Repasky, S. Sikkes, Waldron, Mott, and Talley - yes.  Abstained:  Mohr, Orcutt.   
 
LB 12-19 Oz94 LLC / Kramer, Block 703, Lot 4.05, 174 Route 94, D Use Variance 
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Green, seconded by Mr. Repasky, to approve the Oz94 LLC/Kramer 
resolution.   
Roll call vote: Green, Mach, Murray, Repasky, Mott, and Talley - yes. Recused - S. Sikkes, Waldron.  Abstained – 
Mohr and Orcutt.   
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Special Presentation:   
Mr. Repasky interrupted the meeting at this point (7:44 p.m.) for a special presentation.  Mrs. Waldron paid tribute to 
Mr. Jim Sikkes, Chairman of the Land Use Board.  Jim was an excellent steward of the Town of Blairstown and 
served the town for over forty years.  He was very pragmatic in his approach and had the best of intentions for this 
Town always.  Jim is very much missed.  We counted on Jim for his good counsel, for his recommendations which 
were always correct, and as Planning Board Chair he gave great leadership skills to the rest of the Board.  He was a 
tremendous steward when he came to be the Land Use Chair.  Mrs. Waldron made a presentation of a plaque to Jim 
Sikkes’ son, Steven Sikkes, who is on the Land Use Board and is a Township Committee member.  We all wish that 
this plaque commemorating Jim’s service had been given to him prior to losing him.   
 
Mrs. Waldron also expressed the great loss of losing Mr. David Keller, Vice Chairman, who resigned from the Board 
effective January 15, 2020, to enjoy his private life.  Mr. Keller was a Planner in his own right and that was his 
profession which is and would have continued to be a tremendous asset to the Board.   
 
Mrs. Waldron welcomed two new Board Members: Evelyn Tilney as an Alternate, Walter Orcutt as a full member.  
Walter is a former Mayor and Chair of the Planning Board, and he is now coming on as Vice Chair to this Board.   
 
COMPLETENESS:   
 
LB 15-19 Bentley, Block 2201, Lot 6.17, 2 Garsson Lane, C Bulk Variance (copy of Township Engineer, Ted 
Rodman’s report of December 6, 2019 is included) 
 
Mr. Thomas asked the applicant to provide his name and address, and the applicant stated that he is Allan Bentley of 
2 Garsson Lane.  Mr. Thomas confirmed that Mr. Bentley had a copy of Mr. Rodman’s report of December 6, 2019.  
Mr. Thomas asked Mr. Rodman for his comments on the actual completeness, and Mr. Rodman answered that there 
were three (3) items.  They were key map on the map, and block and lot as they appear on the tax map.  It should be 
noted that the block and lot number are shown, but they reference Lot 6R instead of Lot 6.17 (the former 
designations).  Zoning requirements are not on the plat.  The title block is not correct, but that can be a condition of 
approval.  Mr. Thomas stated, that although there are some deficiencies, the matter could be deemed complete as 
there is sufficient information for the Board and the Public to review this application intelligently, and Mr. Rodman 
confirmed.   
 
Mr. Thomas outlined the procedure for Mr. Bentley whereby there needs to be a determination as to whether his 
application is complete. Mr. Rodman, Township Engineer, reviewed the application, and he has indicated that there 
are a couple of items that are missing, but he has indicated to the Board that he feels those items are not so 
substantial that he would not recommend that those items be waived.  Therefore, if the Board agrees with Mr. 
Rodman, there will be a motion to deem the application complete.  Mr. Bentley had no questions. 
 
Mr. Repasky advised Mr. Bentley as to how to prepare for Public Hearing.  He stated that questions would be asked 
as to whether the concrete block on the building is painted, what color is the vinyl siding, and what color is the 
roofing. Mr. Repasky suggested that Mr. Bentley come prepared to present answers to those questions at the next 
meeting.  He also advised that Mr. Bentley should provide a floor plan of the inside of the building.  Mr. Bentley 
answered that he has sketches in color.   
 
Mr. Thomas stated that if the Board agrees with Mr. Rodman’s recommendation, it would be appropriate to solicit a 
motion to deem the application complete, granting the waivers requested.   
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded by Mr. Orcutt, to deem the Bentley application 
complete with waivers. 
Roll call vote: Green, Mach, Mohr, Murray, Repasky, S. Sikkes, Waldron, Orcutt, Mott, and Talley - yes.  
 
Mr. Thomas advised that the next meeting would be on February 17, 2020.  Mr. Thomas also advised Mr. Bentley 
that he would need to provide Notice at least ten (10) days in advance.  Mr. Bentley confirmed that he was aware. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING:    
 
LB 11-19 DeKorte, Block 801, Lot 6.02, 23 Four Corners Road, C Bulk Variance 
 
Mr. Thomas swore in Wayne DeKorte of 23 Four Corners Road.  Mr. Thomas asked if Mr. DeKorte was here alone 
(without an attorney), and Mr. DeKorte confirmed.  Mr. DeKorte explained that the application was for storage and 
that he was trying to get all of his equipment and vehicles into one place and out of sight to clean up his property.  Mr. 
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Thomas understood that this application came before the Board on November 18, 2020, and asked if there were any 
changes since that time; Mr. DeKorte answered no.   
 
Mr. Mach explained that there had been a concern as to color and design of the structure that the applicant was 
going to erect, and this is why he is here tonight.  Mr. DeKorte presented a picture of what the building will look like, 
and he had given copies of it to the Board Secretary for the Board which the Board confirmed.  Mr. DeKorte has a 
print with the height of the building as there was a height concern.  Mr. Thomas instructed that the photo (which is an 
exact replica) be marked as Exhibit A1.  Mr. Thomas asked if that was a manufacturer’s cut, and Mr. DeKorte 
confirmed and said that the manufacturer is Pioneer Pole Barns. Mr. Thomas asked what the height of the building is, 
and Mr. DeKorte replied that the height will be 23 feet, 3 ½ inches to the peak.  Mr. Thomas asked if the height 
diagram had already been submitted, and Mr. DeKorte confirmed.   
 
Mr. Thomas asked if there were any questions from the Public in regard to this application, and there were none.   
 
Mr. Rodman commented that all questions were addressed.  
 
Mr. Thomas asked Mr. Mach if he would be willing to include the six (6) conditions in his motion, and he agreed. 
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mr. Mach, seconded by Mrs. Green, to approve the DeKorte application with 
conditions. 
Roll call vote: Green, Mach, Murray, S. Sikkes, Waldron, Mott, Talley, and Repasky - yes.  Abstained:  Mohr and 
Orcutt. 
 
RESOLUTION: 
 
LB 11-19 DeKorte, Block 801, Lot 6.02, 23 Four Corners Road, C Bulk Variance 
 
Mr. Thomas had prepared a Resolution based on the discussion that took place at the November 18, 2020 meeting, 
which outlines the previous testimony and covers everything.   
 
Mr. Repasky asked for a motion to memorialize the Resolution for the DeKorte C Bulk Variance application.  
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mr. Mach, seconded by Mrs. Waldron, to memorialize the DeKorte Resolution.   
Roll call vote: Green, Mach, Murray, S. Sikkes, Waldron, Mott, Talley, and Repasky - yes.  Abstained:  Mohr, Orcutt. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING:   
 
LB 13-19 Korpos, Block 505, Lot 1.13, 5 River Run Hollow Road, C Bulk Variance 
 
John Paul Velez of Forster Arbore Velez introduced himself on behalf of the applicant, Mr. Korpos.  Mr. Velez 
explained to the Board that they are here for a Bulk Variance (C2).  The applicant is the owner of a property known as 
Lot 1.13, Block 505 on the tax map of the Township of Blairstown.  This property is located in the R-5 zone and 
consists of 1.02 acres.  The side yard requirement under the R-5 zone is fifteen (15) feet.   
 
The applicant is seeking a side yard setback variance to eight (8) feet pursuant to NJSA 40:55D-70 c. 2.  This allows 
for a variance when the applicant establishes that, where in an application or appeal to grant for this specific piece of 
property, the purposes of this act would be advanced by deviation from the zoning ordinance requirements and the 
benefits of the deviation would substantially outweigh any detriment.  Subsequent to a denial in April 2008 when the 
applicant first made an application with respect to the construction of this particular garage, there was construction 
pursuant to an actual zoning approval and a construction building permit.  The original application that sought the 
variance which was denied by the Board was for a 36 ft. x 45 ft. building which was subsequently lowered to 40 ft. x 
33 ft.  Ultimately, the garage that was constructed on the property was 28 ft. x 28 ft. which was in accordance with the 
ordinances.  At the time of the construction it was believed by the applicant and by his contractor that the structure 
was in compliance with the side yard requirement for the R-5 zone.  The applicant has recently learned that the 
garage is actually 8 ft. from the property side yard and has therefore made this application with the Board.  The MLUL 
does require that the applicant satisfy both the positive and negative criteria.  In this matter the positive criteria is 
satisfied because the purposes of the act would be advanced by deviation from the zoning ordinance requirements 
and the benefits of the deviation would substantially outweigh any detriment that could be set forth by any objectors.  
The granting of the variance would promote a desirable visual environment under the circumstances.  They have 
photographs with respect to this.  The granting of the deviation would not outweigh any of the benefits.  With respect 
to the negative criteria the applicant has satisfied the requirement or will satisfy the requirement by establishing that 
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the variance can be granted without substantial detriment to the public good.  It will not substantially impair the intent 
and the purpose of the zone plan or the zoning ordinance.   
 
Mr. Thomas swore in Mr. Edward Korpos of 5 River Run Hollow Road.  Mr. Velez handed out to the Board members 
two (2) chronological photographs which he will label Exhibit A1 and A2.  Mr. Korpos explained that A1 is a 
photograph of where the house is located without the garage (taken in 2007) which was prior to the construction of 
the 28 ft. x 28 ft. garage that is currently situated there.  Mr. Korpos explained that A2 is a photograph of the house 
again with the garage built.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked who constructed the fence, and Mr. Korpos answered that it was the neighbor.  Mr. Velez asked 
if when the A2 photograph was taken, was that after the application that he referenced in his opening statement 
which was originally denied by the Board, and Mr. Korpos confirmed.  Subsequently, Mr. Korpos applied for a 
construction permit and constructed this particular garage.  Mr. Korpos explained that this is a 28 ft. x 28 ft. garage, 
for which he received a Certificate of Occupancy.  Mr. Velez asked Mr. Thomas to mark the next exhibit as A3 which 
is the Certificate of Occupancy.   
 
Mr. Repasky asked for an explanation of the purpose of the garage and what is stored in it.  Mr. Korpos explained 
that he has two (2) vehicles that are stored inside the garage.  Upstairs there is storage for additional parts for his 
cars.   
 
Mr. Velez asked questions that Mr. Korpos answered as follows: 

- The construction was completed in 2008/2009 as shown on Exhibit A3 which is the actual Certificate of 
Occupancy issued in January 2009. 

- The garage that is depicted in A2 has been on his property since January of 2009 
- When the garage was constructed, he was aware of the setback line.  Mr. Korpos explained that the setback 

line in the R-5 zone is fifteen (15) ft. 
- Prior to commencing the construction to ensure the garage was within the ordinance, Mr. Korpos explained 

that he spoke to the neighbor who lived there when they were doing the construction.  They strung a line 
from the front marker (which is a cement block), across the ridge of the retention basin, and down the back 
of the property.  Mr. Korpos and the neighbor’s understanding was that basically the center of that retention 
basin was their (Mr. Korpos’ and the neighbor’s) property line.  Mr. Korpos confirmed that the neighbor was 
part of the stringing of the line, and Mr. Korpos put two markers in where the corner of the garage should be.  
Mr. Korpos then moved forward with the construction of the garage.   

- When they moved forward with the construction of the garage, Mr. Korpos agreed that it was actually more 
than the fifteen (15) ft. required.  Mr. Korpos believed that it was closer to twenty (20) ft. at that time.   

- Mr. Korpos had received no complaints regarding the garage that has been depicted on Exhibit A2 since the 
time of the completed construction in about 2008 and the Certificate of Occupancy that was granted in 
January 2009.   

- There have been no issues with respect to any light emanating from the garage in Exhibit A2 since the time 
of the completed construction in about 2008 and the Certificate of Occupancy that was granted in January 
2009.   

- There were no complaints from any neighbors that Mr. Korpos was aware of regarding noise as a result of 
that construction or any of the activities that go on within the garage.   

 
Mr. Thomas stated that his understanding is that the cars that Mr. Korpos stores are either antique or classic cars, 
and Mr. Korpos answered yes and that he has one race car.  Mr. Thomas asked if the work he does is really storage 
and light maintenance, and Mr. Korpos answered that he does light maintenance.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked the following questions that Mr. Korpos answered as follows:  Mr. Korpos said this is not part of a 
business that he owns, that these are his personal cars.  Mr. Korpos has an auto body business which is separate 
from the garage with his personal cars. Mr. Korpos stated the original purpose (in his initial application) was to store 
antique vehicles.  
 
Mrs. Waldron stated that she is in the building business and when they put up any kind of structure, it is surveyed 
with monuments - they don’t assume.  They have to be within the guidelines of the survey, and the survey usually has 
monuments.  To put up a structure of this size, as close as it is to Mr. Korpos’ neighbor’s property, he or the 
gentleman hired to put up something this extensive should have undoubtedly checked to make sure it was within the 
boundaries of the property.  Mr. Korpos replied that it was up to him to do that, and what he did was to run a string 
across the top of the ridge on that basin.  He has been there for twenty (20) years, and he has always understood 
that that was his property line right through the center of that ridge.  In fact, Mr. Korpos put pine trees up on that ridge 
(with his neighbor at the time), and he put them half on his side and half on the neighbor’s property line, which was 
about ten (10) years ago.  Both Mr. Korpos and the neighbor were assuming, as they didn’t find a pin in the back, that 
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the ridge was the center of the property, and they went off that line together.  Mr. Korpos’ builder asked if they were 
good, and Mr. Korpos responded that they were.  They put the markers in and they built the garage.  Mrs. Waldron 
asked if Mr. Korpos pulled the permits, and Mr. Korpos confirmed.   
 
Mr. Rodman stated that on his inspection of the property, there appeared to be other accessory buildings on this lot.  
Mr. Rodman asked if he had secured permits for those buildings, and Mr. Korpos answered yes.  Mr. Rodman asked 
if he conforms to the lot coverage requirements, and Mr. Korpos answered yes.  Mr. Rodman answered that he is not 
sure that is the case, and they are not shown on the site plan either.  Mr. Korpos answered that his shed was there 
prior to it, his pool was there with the shed on it.  The only thing he put on there was a pergola (obtained from Amish 
Mike’s on Rt. 46) in the patio of the pool area.   
 
Mr. Mohr stated that with the letter from David Diehl dated October 28, 2019, saying that permits were applied for 
regarding zoning approval for an in-ground pool, the required fence for the pool, and permit by right was released to 
Construction in 2004 which predates the issue that is being considered today.  Mr. Thomas answered that was 
correct.  Mr. Velez stated that in addition to that fact, Mr. Korpos did take out permits for the construction of this 
particular garage.   
 
Mr. Repasky asked if the neighbor is putting up the fence, and Mr. Korpos confirmed.  Mr. Repasky asked how the 
neighbor came about getting the proper property line.  Mr. Korpos answered that he and his wife became New Jersey 
registered beekeepers.  Mr. Korpos let the neighbor know that they were getting bees, and the neighbor apparently 
wasn’t happy with that.  The neighbor said that he was going to erect a fence to keep the bees off of his property to 
protect his horses and his family.  Mr. Korpos wasn’t sure if the neighbor knew where the property line was.  Mr. 
Korpos has photos of where the neighbor had thrown down some boards where he thought the property line was, but 
when he tried to find markers he couldn’t find them either.  The neighbor had a survey done and that was what led to 
Mr. Korpos finding out that his garage was closer to the property line than thought.  Mr. Velez asked Mr. Korpos if he 
believed his neighbor, up until that time, also believed that the property line was along that straight line that Mr. 
Korpos referenced with respect to the berm and the respective retention basin.  Mr. Korpos answered yes, as far as 
he knows.  Mr. Velez asked why Mr. Korpos believed that, and Mr. Korpos explained that he took care of all of this 
property while the neighbor was there.  Once the bees came, it became an issue.  That is when they found out that 
the property line is not where they thought it was.   
 
Mr. Velez asked if there was another instance with regard to the storage of a trailer and the proximity of that to – Mr. 
Korpos interjected yes, he had a car trailer parked next to his garage, which is no longer kept there.   
 
Mr. Repasky asked if this is the same neighbor that was there when Mr. Korpos built the garage, and Mr. Korpos 
answered no that this is a different one. 
 
Mr. Sikkes asked when the neighbor who is presently there moved in, and Mr. Korpos answered about four and one-
half (4 ½) years ago.  Mr. Sikkes assumed that they got a survey on the property, and  did they not bring up at that 
time that you were encroaching on their property.  Mr. Korpos answered no, that this all occurred after the bees.  Mr. 
Velez asked Mr. Korpos to confirm that the bees came in about March 2019, and Mr. Korpos confirmed.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked where the measurement is taken – at the base of the storage building or the overhang.  Mr. 
Korpos answered that it is from the foundation, and Mrs. Waldron stated that the overhang extends beyond that.  Mr. 
Korpos and Mrs. Waldron agreed that it is even closer to the property line.  Mr. Korpos stated that it is probably one 
(1) foot or better.  Mrs. Waldron stated that it looks like more than one (1) foot in the picture.  Mr. Thomas stated that 
they are looking for a variance for the side yard for the location of the existing building and the overhang, and Mr. 
Korpos agreed.   
 
Mr. Sikkes asked if they have a concrete pad which the building is on, and Mr. Korpos answered that it is on a 
foundation.   
 
Mr. Velez asked if in Exhibit A1 (the land to the left of the truck and to the left of the basketball hoop) the neighbor’s 
property is to the left where they erected the fence which is visible in Exhibit A2, and Mr. Korpos confirmed.  From the 
actual structure (the home of the neighbor), approximately how many feet from the garage is the actual premises of 
that property.  Mr. Korpos asked if he meant the neighbor’s home, and Mr. Velez answered yes.  Mr. Korpos then 
answered that is about 200 ft.     
 
Mrs. Waldron asked if Mr. Korpos did work on these cars as she heard Mr. Korpos mention maintenance, but is there 
noise related to this?  Mr. Korpos said there is none.  Mrs. Waldron asked if there was any racing of engines or 
anything like that.  Mr. Korpos stated that he starts his car up and he puts it in the trailer.  Every now and then Mr. 
Korpos may do a valve adjustment or something to the engine, but it is maybe ten (10) minutes of running the car.  
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Mr. Velez asked Mr. Korpos if he agreed that he has partaken in that activity since he erected this structure.  Mr. 
Korpos answered yes and that it has been five (5) years with the race car.  Prior to that, Mr. Korpos answered that 
cars have been stored in there, he starts them up, and goes for a ride and brings them back into the garage.  Mr. 
Velez stated that Mr. Korpos testified previously that there have been no complaints; Mr. Korpos confirmed.   
 
Mr. Repasky asked if there was anything else to be presented or any questions from the Board, and there were none.   
 
Mr. Repasky opened the meeting to the Public.   
 
Mr. Thomas swore in Eileen Struble, 18 West Crisman Road, Columbia, New Jersey.  Mr. Thomas confirmed that 
Mrs. Struble is the owner of the fence.   
 
Mrs. Struble made the following points: 

- Her property borders directly next to the garage the variance is being requested for.  They would like to be 
put on public record as strongly objecting to this application’s approval.  They moved into their home about 
four and one-half (4 ½ ) years ago, and in that time they have been working on clearing the property.  They 
built a barn and have been installing fences with the intention of using the land to rehab and board horses.  

- While planning the fencing for the property (they did initially have a survey when they bought the property), 
they did know where the property line was the whole time – they have always known.  They realized that 
when they wanted to erect the fence that the garage was extremely close.  They did question Ed Korpos on 
how he was able to build the garage so close, and he told them that he had a variance approved by the 
Board.  All the members of the neighborhood had come to the meeting and agreed.  The previous neighbor 
living next to Mr. Korpos had agreed and that is how they got the garage so close to the property line.   

- The property had been empty for about five (5) years and the neighbors took a bit of ownership of the 
property.  As they were new and moving in, they were trying to get settled and didn’t want to make too many 
waves and let things go a little bit.   

- Mr. Korpos’ wife had already constructed a garden on their property and they didn’t have any objection to 
that.  Shortly after Mr. Korpos wanted to put a more permanent structure to park his trailer next to the garage 
for his race cars.  They thought they would be neighborly and allow that, so it wasn’t really a problem.  It was 
always agreed upon that the Strubles knew where the property line was.   

- Mr. Korpos had actually installed an underground dog fence long before they moved in on the property line, 
so it has been there for a while which wasn’t a problem.  Mrs. Waldron asked if the underground fence was 
on Mrs. Struble’s side or Mr. Korpos’ side.  Mrs. Struble answered that it was pretty close to the property 
line.  They tried to stay back about a foot from the property line when they put up the privacy fence knowing 
that the dog fence was underground, but it wavered off at some point and when Mr. Struble used the post 
hole digger, he hit it and damaged it.  Mr. Thomas confirmed that this was an invisible fence.  Mrs. Struble 
stated that he has an invisible fence for his dog which had been installed previously, but Mr. Korpos knew 
where the property line was.  The Strubles always knew; it was not a surprise.   

- The Strubles were concerned about the bees when mowing the lawn as Mr. Struble is deathly allergic to 
bees.  When they asked if Mr. Korpos could – actually they thought Mr. Korpos would do it – erect a 10 x 20 
ft. fence in front of the beehive because they are right at the edge of the property.  Mr. Korpos said at the 
time they are ten (10) feet off the property line, so he obviously knew where the property line is.  Mr. Korpos  
was very upset; he didn’t want a fence of any kind.  Mr. and Mrs. Korpos weren’t willing to work with the 
Strubles in any way with putting a fence in.  So, the Strubles decided to do it themselves; originally it was 
only going to be in front of the bees.  They were able to pull a string; we always have been to get the actual 
measurement.  But if you are going to install a fence, you want to be exact.  When they first pulled the string, 
it was pretty obvious that they were going to have to put the fence through the garden and Mr. Korpos would 
have to move his trailer.  Mrs. Struble contacted the Township and talked to David Diehl, Zoning Officer, and 
he told her to get a survey so you can get it exactly on the line.  Mrs. Struble got a permit for the fence, and 
they started to put the fence in.  Originally, they were only going to put up so many feet, but it caused a big 
neighborhood stir.  They ended up installing eight (8) security cameras to prevent anything from happening 
on their property.  They did end up installing a complete fence.   

- Most of the problem is Mr. Korpos doesn’t have enough room because his garage is so close to his property 
line that he has to use someone else’s property and it is the Strubles.   Mrs. Struble also questioned the 
application for an eight (8) foot variance; her surveyor alerted them to the fact that it was much closer than 
eight (8) foot (second hand knowledge).  Mrs.Struble thought Mr. Korpos would have gotten the survey 
before he applied for the variance.  If Mr. Korpos measured off of her fence, he probably got eight (8) feet 
but the Strubles stayed back quite a bit.  Mr.Korpos does have the big overhang on the building.  The 
surveyor posted the survey stakes and the Strubles tried to contact Mr. Korpos to discuss, but it didn’t go 
well.  The very next day Mrs. Struble came home from work and Mr. Korpos had hostilely pulled the survey 
stakes out of the ground and put them into his house.  Mrs. Struble just paid $1,500 for a survey and had the 
survey stakes put in.  Mrs. Struble called the Blairstown Police and they knocked on his door and retrieved 
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the survey stakes from inside the house and brought them back to the Strubles.  Mrs. Waldron asked when 
this happened and Mrs. Struble said it happened a day or so before she hired a lawyer.  Mrs. Waldron asked 
for an approximation – was it after Mr. Korpos erected the building?  Mrs. Struble answered yes it was after 
he erected the building.  Mrs. Struble’s husband is in construction also and would never erect something 
permanent without getting a survey.   
 

Mr. Thomas asked the following questions and Mrs. Struble answered as follows:  The stakes were put in around the 
time the fence was erected, probably just prior.  Mrs. Struble said they erected the fence over this past summer 
(2019). The stakes were put in sometime over either the beginning of the summer or the end of Spring of 2019.  The 
survey was done in May 2019.     

 
At that point the Strubles had to get a lawyer to communicate with Mr. Korpos and they did have the lawyer notify Mr. 
Korpos via a letter dated April 29, 2019, to keep the property line clear and asked Mr. Korpos not to use the Strubles’ 
property anymore.  The lawyer was officially aware that there wasn’t a variance and their lawyer asked Mr. Korpos to 
stop using their property.  Mr. Korpos usually put all of his lawn clippings and tree branches on the Strubles’ property, 
and they asked Mr. Korpos not to do that anymore.  Mrs. Struble is sure Mr. Korpos is being defensive; he didn’t want 
the Strubles to know that it was illegal.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked when Mrs. Struble became aware of the fact that the garage was too close to the property line, 
and Mrs. Struble answered immediately because when they bought the house they had a survey done.  Those stakes 
disappeared too and the Strubles spoke with their original surveyor who let them know that they were going to have 
some issues when they bought the property.  The surveyor said the property had been encroached upon; it looked 
like people were using it as the property was empty.  Mr. Thomas asked who is the “they” who were using the 
property, and Mrs. Struble answered the neighbors.  Mr. Thomas asked what neighbors; Mrs. Struble answered all of 
the neighbors.  Mrs. Struble said it wasn’t hers at the time; it was the bank’s. Mr. Thomas said it is now her property.    

 
Mr. Repasky asked if when they erected the fence, did they have the surveyor come back and put stakes in so they 
knew for certain where the fence is, and Mrs. Struble said the surveyor put some underground rebar in and actually 
suspected that they would have a problem.  The surveyor’s father was the original surveyor and the stakes had gone 
missing originally. 

 
Mrs. Murray asked if Mrs. Struble said their home was 200 feet from the property line, and Mrs. Struble stated that 
she didn’t say that.  Mrs. Waldron said Mr. Korpos said that.  Mrs. Struble said she hadn’t measured it. Mrs. Murray 
said it was a good distance, and Mrs. Struble said the home itself is a good distance.  They have horses and a barn 
that is a lot closer to that – actually 100 feet.  Mr. Thomas asked for confirmation that it was Mrs. Struble’s barn that 
was 100 feet and she confirmed as it had to be 100 feet and they made sure it was 100 feet before they built it.   
 
Mrs. Struble said that David Diehl said there were no complaints prior when he wrote his memo to the Board, but that 
is because nobody lived there so there was nobody to complain about it until her husband and she bought it.  They 
spent several years trying to be neighborly and accommodating, letting them use whatever property they could.  They 
know the Board sent officials out to assess the situation, but Mrs. Struble doesn’t think they could assess how they 
use their property.  The Strubles do have horses on the property and Mr. Korpos does start up his cars with their race 
car engines and now they are only about five (5) or six (6) feet from where the horses are.  They do startle the horses 
and they actually rattle the windows in her house.  They don’t have carburetors so you have to keep revving them 
until you can get them going.  It is unsafe and the Strubles have to be sure Mr. Korpos is not running the cars when 
they are on the horses, or otherwise the horses will startle.  The Strubles had built the barn thinking that they would 
board horses.  They were Q Farming but they had currently opted out last year once this all happened because they 
realized that it was not going to be possible to do that.  Mr. Thomas asked how much property Mrs. Struble has, and 
she answered she had ten (10) acres.  Mrs. Waldron asked how much property Mr. Korpos has, and Mrs. Struble 
answered 1.2 acres.   
 
Mrs. Struble acknowledged this is an extremely difficult situation the Board is being put in, and also that she and her 
husband have been put in.  It is too late to ask Mr. Korpos to comply with the fifteen (15) feet that are required.  Mrs. 
Struble hopes that the Board will require some restrictions, maybe restricting the use of the loud, motorized vehicles 
actually in the building which might help with the safety concerns that the Strubles have.  Mr. Thomas asked if the 
cars are started outside the building, and Mrs. Struble answered that yes, Mr. Korpos has to rev them.  Mr. Thomas 
asked if Mrs. Struble sees them outside the building, and Mrs. Struble answered yes; they are beautiful cars.  Mr. 
Thomas asked if they start up outside the building as opposed to being started up inside the garage, and Mrs. Struble 
answered no that he has to start them up inside to get a running start to get them to drive out of the garage.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked Mrs. Struble what she is asking the Board for and Mrs. Struble answered that Mr. Korpos 
wouldn’t be able to store his race cars in the garage or start them up because of all the noise they make.   
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Mr. Sikkes asked if Mrs. Struble objects to the building being there, and Mrs. Struble answered that it is ugly.  If Mrs. 
Struble lived there when Mr. Korpos built it, she would object to it being there.  Mrs. Struble said it is looming and it is 
unfit for the environment.  If you are trying to mow the grass, it is just close and right there. 
   
Mrs. Waldron asked Mr. Korpos if he had any problem with this individual putting up a fence.  Mr. Korpos said he had 
never complained once about them putting up the fence, and asked if he could say a few things.   Mrs. Struble said 
she was finished.   
 
Mrs. Murray asked Mr. Korpos if there was anywhere else he could put the bees.  Mr. Korpos answered that the bees 
have to be 10 feet off the property line, that when they strung the line, they never had a conversation with the 
Strubles as far as where the property line was.  Everything occurred when the Strubles strung a line with the survey 
they had done in May and that the Korposes’ garden was four (4) feet over their property line.  Mr. Korpos got a letter 
from the Strubles’ lawyer saying to move everything and get off their property.  Mr. Korpos tried to talk to the Strubles 
and they were unwilling.  Mr. Korpos’ wife has a few texts from Mrs. Struble about what great neighbors the Korposes 
are.  Mr. Korpos chipped all this debris, which was half on their property line and half on his property line because 
that is where we thought the property line was, and put it in the garden.  None of this came about until the survey was 
done.   
 
Mrs. Waldron stated that if Mr. Korpos had the property line survey done, none of this would have been a problem.  
Mr. Korpos said exactly.  Mr. Thomas said the Strubles had the survey done in May.  Mr. Korpos said he didn’t know 
the garage wasn’t fifteen (15) feet or eight (8) feet from the property line; they didn’t know; nobody ever said anything 
about it.  They tried to talk to them about the fence and Mrs. Struble wouldn’t talk to them.  Mrs. Struble’s husband 
said these bees can’t happen and he doesn’t want the bees.  It wasn’t a matter of moving the bees; Mr. Struble didn’t 
want the bees.  As far as him being deathly allergic to them, unfortunately, they ride the horses right on the property 
line.  Mr. Thomas said the issue of the bees is a peripheral matter unrelated to this matter, but Mr. Thomas stated 
that you can ask if they are willing to move the bees.  Mr. Korpos answered that the only problem there is that on the 
other side, they have dogs.  Mr. Korpos knows they have the horses, but they were never that close to the bees.  
They ride the horses now right on the property line.  Mr. Korpos can move the bees, but they picked that spot 
because there is good sun.  They don’t bother anyone; they go away during the day and come back at night.  Mr. 
Thomas asked what the width of the property was, and Mr. Korpos answered 150 feet.  Mr. Thomas asked how close 
the bees are to Mrs. Struble’s property and Mr. Korpos answered about ten to eleven (10-11) feet. Mr. Thomas stated 
that Mr. Korpos had about 140 feet to move the bees.  Mr. Thomas stated that it would be a good idea to move the 
bees, but Mr. Korpos answered that he would do this if it would solve the problem, but he doesn’t think it will solve the 
problem.  Mr. Thomas stated that it would still be a good idea to move the bees.  
 
Mrs. Waldron asked Mrs. Struble if she had any objection to this building; was she here to object to this building and 
the variance of the building?  Mrs. Struble said that this is a horrible thing to say to ask someone to undo something 
they did, but she objects to the building as it affects her property.  She objects to how it affects Mr. Korpos trying to 
use his property since it is so close to her.  Mrs. Waldron asked if Mrs. Struble objects to the building or the noise in 
the building.  Mrs. Struble said it is both and the noise is absolutely the problem. Mr. Korpos stated that his wife 
asked if running / revving the engines would startle the horses.  Mr. Korpos started the engines and the horses didn’t 
react at all to the engine noise.  Mrs. Korpos has a video of Mr. Korpos running the engines and the horses did not 
react. Mr. Thomas stated that independent of that, Mrs. Korpos made a suggestion to you to start the cars in the 
garage.  Mr. Korpos stated that he does start the cars in the garage, he backs them up, puts them on the trailer, and 
then he leaves.  If he races every other weekend, that is a lot.  Mrs. Waldron asked if there are tail pipes on the car, 
and Mr. Korpos responded that they have open exhaust (which is loud).  
 
Mr. Sikkes asked Mr. Korpos what his investment was in the building, and he answered about $75,000.  Mr. Sikkes 
asked what the investment would be to move it, and Mr. Korpos said he would have to take it down.  Mr. Sikkes said 
exactly; he would have to take it down as it is on concrete.  Mr. Korpos said he didn’t do it intentionally.  They talked 
to the neighbor and put the trees up half on each side. When the Strubles moved in and the property line was that 
close, they could have said something or put in a complaint.  This issue only came up with the bees.  Mrs. Green 
asked when did you tell them that you were getting the bees and Mr. Korpos said in March.  Mr. Thomas asked how 
many hives he has, and Mr. Korpos answered two (2).     
 
Mr. Thomas asked if there were any other comments from the Public. 
 
Mr. Thomas swore in Elizabeth Korpos, 5 River Run Hollow Road, Columbia, NJ, Ed Korpos’ wife.   She just wanted 
to give everyone some information about the bees that might square things away.  They have two (2) hives and are 
allowed up to twelve (12) on their property which is a one acre lot – which they would never do.  They have two hives, 
and they are registered by the State and are following all the state guidelines.    
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Mr.Thomas swore in Lisa Russo, 6 River Run Hollow Road, Columbia.  They have been the Korposes’ neighbors for 
over twenty (20) years.  They have a direct line of sight to the house and the garage.  It does not take away from the 
neighborhood’s beauty.  It is a beautiful structure.  She has had four (4) newborns and has never had a problem with 
any of them waking up with the noise of the cars.  They are not revved every weekend; it is only every once in a while 
that Mr. Korpos takes them out.  The Korposes are wonderful neighbors, and the Russos don’t have a problem with 
anything to do with the garage.  It is always very well maintained, very well kept.  Mrs. Waldron asked how far away 
their house is from that structure.  Mrs. Russo answered about 150 feet.  Mrs. Waldron asked the lot or the house 
and Mrs. Russo answered the house as they are directly across.  Mr. Thomas confirmed across the street.  Mrs. 
Russo and her daughter are both allergic to bees and have epi-pens.  They have both been at the neighbor’s house, 
looking at the bees and have not had any problems. 
 
Mr. Thomas swore in Mateo Russo, 6 River Run Hollow Road.  They are diagonally across the street from the 
Korposes.  They (their house) are about 200 feet from their house and the garage.  They do have a direct sight line to 
the garage and don’t have an objection to it being built at the time or the variance being considered or granted at this 
time.  Mr. Korpos does not work on the cars in the garage, maybe minor maintenance (an oil change).  There are no 
parts left outside.  The noise is minimal at best.  When he revs the engine, and Mr. Russo has seen him be very 
considerate if he is leaving early the next morning, he will load the vehicle onto the trailer the night before.  It is 
maybe ten (10) minutes at most of the vehicle being started up and loaded onto the trailer.  He doesn’t use the 
garage for anything since there was an inference that because he owns an auto body shop — Mrs. Waldron thought 
that perhaps he was a race car driver — Mr. Russo continued that if the inference was that he was working on cars in 
the garage — Mrs. Waldron stated that the concern would be if he was running a business there — , and Mr. Russo 
continued that he is in no way, shape, or form doing that.  The issue of the noise hasn’t been noticed or is very brief.  
It has not been a concern of theirs.   
 
Mr. Thomas swore in Kevin Donlon, 4 River Run Hollow Road, who is the true “directly across the street” neighbor.  
All of his windows face their property and he would receive the most noise from that garage.  He has lived there for 
seventeen (17) years and has never had a problem. He would have let them know about that as he has four children 
in his house. The oldest is fifteen so they have been there with all of their babies, just like the Russos.  There has not 
been a problem with noise from the garage.  The garage and everything around it is cleaner than most houses in this 
town.  If there was one person to have the viewscape of the river or anything involved with being a hinderance, it 
would be him as he has the direct line across the road.  Mrs. Waldron asked how far his house is from the property, 
not from the street, from his house.  Mr. Donlon said his house if 50 feet from the street and the Korposes’ house is 
another 75 feet, totaling 125 feet.  So when Mr. Korpos opens his garage door, the noise comes into his house.  He 
has never had a problem.  He loads up the car the night before if he is leaving early.  He comes in on a Saturday or 
Sunday, and it is not a problem.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked Mr. Korpos what time he leaves in the morning – 4 or 5 a.m., what time?  Mr. Korpos said if he is 
leaving in the morning, he loads up the night before as he is out at 6 a.m.  If he gets in late at night, say 10 p.m., he 
leaves the car on the trailer and puts it away the next day.  He tries not to disturb the neighborhood.  Sometimes if it 
is going to rain, he starts it up and has it in the garage within three (3) minutes.  It is loud, but not too loud.  Mr. 
Donlon said in relation to noise, when that garage door is open it comes right across the street toward the Donlons’.  
The property in question is situated so they are 200 feet to one side and the horses are behind the garage most of 
the time so they are not hearing the noise.  It will bounce off of something before it comes near the horses.  Everyone 
starts their cars outside as it could be another issue if you start cars inside.  Mrs. Green asked Mr. Donlon if the 
windows shake in his house, and he answered no.   
 
Mr. Repasky asked if anyone else from the Public had any other comments, and there were none.   
 
Mr. Thomas asked if Mr. Velez, Mr. Korpos’ attorney had anything else to present.  Mr. Velez stated that with respect 
to Mrs. Struble’s attorney’s letter of April 29, 2019, that there had been some testimony as to when they were aware 
of the actual property line and distance.  He read from the last subset on garage that on having their property staked 
for the installation of the fence, the Strubles also learned that the Korposes’ garage is substantially less than fifteen 
(15) feet from their property line which may be in violation of the local ordinances governing accessory buildings on 
residential properties.  For purposes of being complete, there is a question as to when this was learned of by the 
neighbors and in relation to Mr. Korpos as to when he was aware of it.  It is his testimony that he was not aware that it 
was at the distance that it is now revealed to be and it seems there may have been a different -.  Mrs. Waldron 
interjected that if there were two sets of stakes that went missing, one from the initial purchase of their property and 
the second when they had the property stakes out, how did that happen. Mr. Korpos answered that he took out the 
orange stakes which were along the property – Mrs. Struble interrupted that they were placed on Sunday and Mr. 
Korpos took them out on Monday.  Mr. Korpos said they were on the other side of the mound of the retention basin 
and unfortunately he let aggravation get to him looking at them all the time.  The dog fence was actually on the ridge 
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of that and he put that up when Mr. and Mrs. Sills lived there.  He had a company come in and redo the dog fence.  
He strung a line along where he was going to put the dog fence. Mrs. Waldron stated that her question wasn’t 
because of the reason Mr. Korpos took the stakes out; it was back to his lawyer as to when the issue came to light.  
This wasn’t the first set of stakes because the first set of stakes came at the time they purchased their house and had 
a survey done. Mr. Korpos said he wasn’t aware because if they had a survey done when they bought the house, the 
garage was already up.  Mr. Korpos’ wife has a text from the Strubles that says they couldn’t find any stakes and that 
is why they are getting a survey done.  Mr. Korpos says it is his fault that he didn’t have a survey done when he put 
the garage up.  When the Sillses were there, it was always the top of the ridge of the basin; when the Rochelles were 
there, it was the same thing.  Mrs. Waldron stated that she is not trying to get him to move the garage; that is not the 
issue.  The issue is obviously the things you are addressing are of grave concern when you construct anything of 
permanent nature that has the ability to impact positively or negatively on your neighbor.  In this case, it is a negative 
impact to your neighbor. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that since the matter has been closed to the Public, it is up to the Board to decide this matter.  
Testimony has been heard on both sides, and the Board has clearly heard that the garage is not within the fifteen 
(15) foot setback line.  The Board has heard the explanation and the concerns of one member of the public who is the 
abutting property owner.  There has been the proffer that there is a basis under the C2 criteria which is known as the 
flexible C.  An applicant must establish that a purpose of zoning is advanced and that the benefits of advancing that 
purpose of zoning far outweigh the detriments.  There must also be a determination by the Board and proof by the 
applicant the negative criteria has been met.  That includes that there is no negative detriment to the public good and 
that there is no substantial impediment to the intent and purpose of the zone plan or zoning ordinance.  Those are the 
standards that the Board is required to apply. The testimony is conflicting and the Board has to decide what the facts 
are of the case.   
 
Mr. Sikkes addressed Mr. Korpos and said he is also in construction - the large commercial building business - and 
the first thing they always have done is a survey stakeout.  It is very important as now you have a dispute with your 
neighbor and if you had to move the building it is going to cost you a lot of money.  It is going to cost more than 
$70,000 to move the building, as you are going to have to demolish it and rebuild a new building, which would be very 
detrimental to yourself.  Mr. Sikkes’ suggestion is that if you can resolve with your neighbor the issues that are 
affecting this, it would be to your benefit.  Mr. Korpos replied that he would be happy to buy, at fair market price, ten 
(10) feet of their property and then his garage would be within the property line.  Mrs. Waldron said that then he is 
negatively impacting the Strubles as Mr. Korpos is getting closer to their property and making them move their fence. 
At this point it would be best to resolve the issue.  The Board wants to work with residents in this town.  They realize 
that people make mistakes.  Mr. Korpos has been to this Board before and denied due to the size of the structure and 
the negative impact to the neighbors and property.  Now Mr. Korpos is looking to the Board to give him relief from 
that, so please work to resolve some of the issues that are bringing this here.  Mr. Korpos replied he will work to 
resolve the issues, but where does he stand with the setback variance.  Mrs. Waldron stated that is why Mr. Korpos is 
here which is the variance to give him an offset from the property line.  However, when Mr. Korpos came to the board 
he said it was eight (8) feet off, and now the Board knows it is not so the Board needs to know what the lot line 
adjustment is in order to go forward. 
 
Mrs. Murray stated that when Mr. Korpos first applied, anything that was requested of him he adhered to.  He 
reduced the size of the building and in good faith contacted the neighbor at that time and they both agreed to what 
they both thought was the property line.  The building was put up and it was very attractive and it is a lovely site.  One 
person has spoken in opposition, but there were three or more who spoke in favor.  Mrs. Murray sees no detriment to 
the neighborhood; noise is not a problem; the site / appearance is not a problem.  Everything was going along fine 
until the bees came and then the issue of the property line came up.  If it was intentional, Mrs. Murray would 
acknowledge that, but everything shows otherwise.  Mrs. Murray finds no detriment; you have come to us for a 
variance and I would grant it and put an end to it.   
 
Mr. Mohr feels that this is a difficult situation.  It was a building that was applied for, approved, permitted, and built ten 
years ago.  A Certificate of Occupancy was approved so nominally someone went out to the site and inspected it - 
whether or not they visually determined the difference of fifteen minus whatever the real number is.  It would appear 
based on the information today, that it is something less than that number.  It was signed off at that time by a State 
official on the Township’s behalf.  I would like to read a brief portion of the Zoning Officer’s letter to the Land Use 
Board dated October 28, 2019, specifically top of page 2.  The garage has been in existence for over a decade 
without any concerns and without substantial detriment to the public good.  The subject building may not meet the 
required bulk setback as built but in no way affects the provisions of zoning per se.  It would not substantially impact 
the intent and purpose of the zone plan and zoning ordinance.  The side yard setback for which the variance is being 
requested abuts a 10.7 acre farm and the dwelling on said farm is about 300 feet away.  Mr. Diehl further goes on to 
note a potential restriction of residential storage material between the garage and the easterly property line for which 
the variance is requested.  That would be in the direction of the property in question as a condition of the relief being 
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sought.  Based on the testimony that we have heard and based on the written submission of our Zoning Officer, we 
have to weigh what to do with something that has existed for ten (10) years and what relief might satisfy the person 
who has objected.   Mr. Mohr personally believes that the building existed prior to the purchase of the property and 
based on the testimony that if the building were 7 ft, 8 ft, 9 ft, or 10 ft. closer to Mr. Korpos’ home, that person would 
still object to the building.  Mr. Mohr suggests that in resolution to this, if we want to document where the building is, 
that a condition of relief be that Mr. Korpos seek his own survey and be able to submit a site plan to show the as-built 
location of the building.  We should restrict any outdoor storage of material in the area as an attempt to relieve this 
situation going forward. 
 
Mr. Thomas asked if that is a motion and Mr. Mohr said yes.  Mr. Repasky asked if Mr. Korpos would agree to that 
and he said yes.  Mrs. Waldron asked and Mr. Thomas stated that there would be no storage of any materials in the 
direction between Mr. Korpos’ garage and the Strubles’ property, together with the understanding that Mr. Korpos will 
provide a survey to the Board Engineer to verify the exact distance, including the overhangs, from your property line 
to  the building.  Mrs. Murray seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Thomas restated that this is an approval of the variance for the setback, subject to a verification by way of survey 
required by the applicant to determine the exact location of the building, including the overhang, from the property line 
and a further condition that there will be no storage of any type that would occur between the existing garage and the 
Struble property.  Mr. Sikkes explained that Mr. Korpos would have to provide an “as-built” survey of the structure.  
Mr. Rodman also suggested that the survey show other buildings on the survey and this was agreed. 
 
Roll Call:  Green, Mach, Mohr, Murray, Sikkes, Waldron, Orcutt, Mott, Repasky – yes. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that the matter of Twin Powers will be carried until February 17, with no further notice required.   
 
Chairman Repasky then opened the meeting to the Public, and a member of the Public was there for the Twin Power 
application that was carried.  The meeting was then closed to the Public. 
   
CORRESPONDENCE:   
 
Mr. Repasky outlined the letter from Ms. Leo to the Warren County Agricultural Board (re the Berberian matter) which 
was not listed in the correspondence.  They will now be retrofitting their building for agricultural purposes only.   
 
Mr. Repasky also referred to the Laban resolution in which the Warren County Agricultural Board has allowed them to 
have the shipping container but it has to be moved to meet Township setbacks.  Mr. Thomas added that the container 
must be moved expeditiously but this is the Agricultural Board’s jurisdiction. 

 
Mr. Thomas is presenting Mandatory Training for all new Board Members on February 1, 2020, at the Allamuchy 
Municipal Building.  Mrs. Waldron expressed how important it is for alternate Board members to attend as they will be 
called to step up for Board members who may be unable to attend.  Mrs. Waldron also advised that there will be a 
new Board member shortly. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS:  Master Plan for 2020 – To be addressed at February 17, 2020 Land Use Board meeting.  
 
NEW BUSINESS:   None 
 
PUBLIC PORTION:  None 
 
VOUCHERS:   Professional services rendered. 
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mr. Mohr, seconded by Mr. Orcutt, to approve the Vouchers.   
Roll call vote: Green, Mach, Mohr, Murray, S. Sikkes, Waldron, Orcutt, Mott, Talley, Baker, Tilney, Repasky - yes.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Chairman Repasky asked the Board for a motion to adjourn.  
 
Action:  Upon a motion duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded by Mrs. Green, and unanimously carried, the meeting 
was adjourned at 9:16 p.m.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 

Linda J. Grohs, Board Secretary 


