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BLAIRSTOWN TOWNSHIP 
LAND USE BOARD 
February 17, 2020 

 
MINUTES 

 
The Blairstown Township Land Use Board met in a regular session on Monday, February 17, 2020, at 7:30 pm at the 
Blairstown Municipal Building, 106 Route 94, Blairstown, New Jersey.  The following members were present: Richard 
Mach, Nicholas Mohr, Rosalie Murray, Walter Orcutt, Michael Repasky, Steven Sikkes, Debra Waldron, Wickliffe 
Mott, Norman Talley, Adam Baker, and Evelyn Tilney.  Barbara Green was absent.  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 Oath of Office to Board members: Nicholas Mohr and Wickliffe Mott, and to new 
Board member Robert Law.  
 
ROLL CALL: was taken.   
 
THE SUNSHINE STATEMENT: was read.  
 
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 January 20, 2020 Regular Meeting of the Land Use Board were approved. 
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mr. Orcutt, seconded by Mrs. Waldron, to approve the Minutes of the January 
20, 2020 Regular Meeting of the Land Use Board.   
Roll call vote: Mach, Mohr, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Sikkes, Waldron, Talley, Baker, Tilney, and Repasky - yes. 
Abstained:  Law.  Absent:  Green. 
 
RESOLUTIONS:   
 
LB 13-19 Korpos, Block 505, Lot 1.13, 5 River Run Hollow Road, C Bulk Variance 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that the Resolution had been distributed and there were a few modifications.  On page 2, 
paragraph 4, the sixth line in paragraph five on the second line, it was suggested to add “race car”.  Mr. Thomas 
suggests that these changes are appropriate.   
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mr. Orcutt. seconded by Mrs. Waldron, to approve the Korpos C Bulk Variance 
with Conditions.   
Roll call vote: Mach, Mohr, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Sikkes, Waldron, Talley, and Repasky - yes.    
 
Mr. Repasky advised members of the Public present that if they were here to hear the Twin Power application, it 
would not be heard tonight.  
 
COMPLETENESS: None  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
LB 15-19 Bentley, Block 2201, Lot 6.17, 2 Garsson Lane, C Bulk Variance  
 
Mr. Thomas swore in Ms. Heroux and Allan Bentley, both of 2 Garsson Lane.  Mr. Thomas confirmed that the Bentley 
main house is approximately 2,000 square feet and the accessory building they want to build is approximately 2,600 
square feet.  They are here for a C Bulk Variance, and Mr. Thomas asked Mr. Bentley to provide an explanation. 
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Mr. Bentley stated that Ms. has had horses for about 20 years and they want to bring them to their home (versus 
boarding).  Mr. Bentley wants to also put his new pickup truck and tractor inside.  Mr. Thomas asked the following 
questions which Mr. Bentley answered as follows: 
 

- There is one horse and they will probably get another horse. 
- Their current garage is not tall enough for the new pickup truck and the tractor is under a tarp.   
- The accessory structure will be placed in a spot that will hold a building of that size.   
- The accessory building is that large because he likes to collect things and keep them inside. 
- The property is six-and-one-half (6 ½) acres. 
- There is no business being operated onsite.  The pickup truck is for personal use. 

 
To Mrs. Waldron’s question, Mr. Bentley answered that the property is six-and-one-half (6 ½) acres and not farm 
assessed.   
 
To Mr. Repasky’s question about a floor plan and colors to present for the accessory building and to Mr. Thomas’ 
question if it was a rendering, Mr. Bentley answered that he had a sketch of the building.  Ms. Heroux also took 
pictures from the property.  Mr. Thomas entered the sketch as Exhibit A-1 and the floorplan as Exhibit A-2.  Mr. 
Thomas confirmed that Mr. Bentley drew the sketches.  
 
To Mrs. Waldron’s question, Mr. Bentley answered that the accessory building will have electricity and plumbing 
(water).   
 
Mr. Repasky questioned that the plans showed four (4) doors on one sketch and five (5) doors on the other.  Mr. 
Bentley explained that the building is now 54 feet and will have four (4) bays.  Ms. Heroux further explained that there 
will be three (3) stalls and one (1) wash stall.   
 
To Mr. Thomas’ question, Mr. Bentley confirmed that the fourth bay is not for horses; the remaining area is for the 
truck and tractor, etc.   
 
Mr. Repasky asked what type of paving would be inside the accessory building, and Mr. Bentley answered concrete, 
except for the stalls. Mrs. Waldron stated that the runway would be concrete.   
 
Ms. Heroux explained to the Board that she has a few different pictures which were taken from standing around the 
site of the accessory building.  Mr. Thomas labeled the photos of the site which are all standing from where the barn 
will be located as follows: 
 
Exhibit A-3:  looking west from the back of the house 
Exhibit A-4:  the site looking south  
Exhibit A-5:  the site looking east 
Exhibit A-6:  facing north (again all are from the perspective of the barn/structure) 
 
Mr. Mach stated that the barn was well thought out – two (2) horse stalls and (1) wash stall.  Mr. Mach continued that 
the stalls were a little tight at 11 ½ - 12 feet, could be deeper on the size.  There was room for bedding and they did a 
good job on the midway. 
 
Mr. Thomas outlined as he viewed the sketch that there is the middle stall - the wash stall, and to the right is the 
bedding / storage stall.  The other three (3) stalls are for horses. The opening is 11 feet, 6 inches.  Mr. Thomas asked 
what the 25 ft, 2 inch open space was, and Mr. Bentley answered that the open space is for the truck.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked what was going upstairs, and Mr. Bentley answered that upstairs is for hay and there are 
windows for viewing.  Mrs. Waldron confirmed with Mr. Bentley that there will be no business conducted from 
upstairs, that it has flooring, but no heat.  Mr. Thomas stated that if approved, there will be a condition of approval 
that the accessory building will not be used for habitation, rental, or business.   
 
Mr. Bentley confirmed to Mr. Sikkes that the accessory building height is 25 feet (maximum height per ordinance). Mr. 
Sikkes asked Mr. Bentley what his intentions were for water runoff, and Mr. Bentley answered that the accessory 
building will have gutters, leader pipes, and splash box.  Mr. Bentley stated that the barn is on the highest part of the 
property on the hill behind their house.  Mr. Rodman stated that on his site visit, runoff will not be a problem, as there 
is enough setback and the site appears to be buffered from neighbors’ properties.  
 
Mrs. Waldron asked what they are going to put up for the horses, such as turnout areas, and Ms. Heroux explained 
that the back will be the paddock area, and off the paddock they will turn out to the fields.    In answer to Mrs. 
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Waldron’s question about a ring or a paddock, Ms. Heroux stated the paddock will be as deep as possible before the 
land slopes.  Mr. Bentley added that the paddock will continue where it slopes down as it is not level.  Mr. Mach 
stated that you need one (1) acre per horse, and Mr. Bentley replied that they have four (4) acres of pasture.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked if there will be any loping sheds, and Ms. Heroux answered that their plan was not to have them.  
The horses will come in from the paddock and there are gates to the field (which will be open) so they can come in 
and out.  The horses will be able to run in to the stalls for water.  Mr. Thomas stated that any additional structures on 
this property would require an additional variance.  Mr. Rodman stated there were none on the site plan. 
 
Mr. Thomas asked how the applicants would handle the manure in terms of smell, and Ms. Heroux answered that 
they plan to do a three-sided block bay to contain the manure and then have it removed.  Mr. Thomas asked how 
exactly they would handle, and Ms. Heroux answered that taking the manure away would be best. Mr. Bentley stated 
that they could spread the manure.  Mr. Thomas asked if spreading would resolve the smell problem, and Ms. Heroux 
explained that their neighbor does gardening and might be able to take the manure. She will contact a company who 
can take the manure from the three-sided bay block structure, but the Board advised that is a problem as they would 
need a variance for this additional structure.  Mrs. Murray stated that three (3) horses’ manure could be spread and 
not be offensive.  Mr. Repasky suggests putting it in a pile at the back of the property.  Mr. Sikkes related that he had 
two (2) horses and they had a pile and didn’t have to spread it.  Ms. Heroux answered that she was fine with that 
resolution and not having another structure.  Mr. Mach suggested that the applicants might find a local farmer to take 
the manure.   
 
Chairman Repasky opened the meeting to the Public, and there were no comments.  The meeting was closed to the 
Public.   
 
Mr. Thomas explained the applicant needs to establish both the positive and negative criteria.  The positive criteria is 
found in Section 70C 1 & 2, where Section 1 relates to the physical features, and there is no testimony applicable to 
that. Section C2 requires the applicant to establish the purposes of zoning are advanced and the benefit of any 
deviation outweighs any detriment.  The negative criteria indicates that there is no substantial detriment to the 
surrounding properties and there is no substantial impediment to the zone plan or zoning ordinance.  The applicant 
must meet both parts of the C2 criteria.  Currently they have a tractor under a tarp, and this equipment would be in 
the barn with other equipment, out of the weather, and masked from the neighbors.  The same would be true for the 
applicant’s truck.  As far as the negative impact, the building is significantly larger than the ordinance allows; 
however, variances have been granted in the past although each application is dealt with on their own facts.  Mr. 
Thomas suggested that, if the Board does grant this variance, a condition of approval will be no rental of the structure 
on either the main or second floor for habitation or business purposes. 
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Murray, seconded by Mr. Orcutt, to approve the Bentley application with 
conditions. 
Roll call vote:  Mach, Mohr, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Sikkes, Waldron, Talley, and Repasky - yes. 
   
CORRESPONDENCE:   
 
Silo Thinking Article 
 
Mrs. Waldron brought the Board’s attention to the silo thinking document in reference to White and Harmony 
Townships in reference to warehousing.  She wants to ensure that the Board reviews their plans to ensure that 
Blairstown is protected.  Mr. Thomas stated that since the Board is currently conducting their Re-Exam of the Master 
Plan that it is appropriate to review this situation now.  White and Harmony Townships were advised ten (10) years 
ago and nothing was done, resulting in about 17 million square feet of warehousing for those townships and some 
others.  There is an 800,000 square foot application before the White Township Board that they have to review as a 
permitted use.   Mr. Thomas believes that Blairstown’s zoning does not permit warehousing, but it would be prudent 
to review.  Mrs. Murray stated that Blairstown is geographically constrained and any of this type of construction would 
be very visible as building can go up as well as flat.   
 
Mrs. Waldron reviewed that White and Belvidere greenhouse growers’ use was being questioned. She stated that 
Blairstown doesn’t have this use, but the Land Use Board should agree to button this down.  Mr. Mohr stated that he 
thought Blairstown had restricted medical marijuana.  Mrs. Waldron confirmed, but that is not greenhouses.  Mrs 
Waldron said there are flower green houses, to which Mr. Mohr stated that that is what is being grown today.  Mr. 
Thomas stated there are owners with a number of acres with flowers only— hoop houses and 10-15 years’ litigation 
over that very issue.  Mr. Mohr stated that hoop houses will never be State permitted medical marijuana growers.  Mr. 
Mohr asked if greenhouses are covered under the Right to Farm Act, and Mr. Thomas believes yes.  Mr. Thomas 
explained that in another county they went to the Agricultural Board (County and State) and then to Superior Court. 
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Mr. Mach asked if the marijuana ordinance includes hemp, and Mrs. Waldron answered no; it will be handled at the 
next Township Committee meeting session where they will add hemp to the ordinance.  Mrs. Murray is concerned 
about the vaping already located in town, and Mr. Mohr answered that the FDA may well handle.  Mr. Thomas 
reiterated to Mrs. Murray that you cannot exclude something once it is there – just like cigarettes.   
 
North Warren Counseling Center 
 
Mrs. Waldron reviewed that the North Warren Counseling Center was closing, and that their limited use for that 
facility was for that applicant only and does not run with the land. 
 
Blairstown Diner 
 
Mr. Talley asked if the State Right of Way distance has been resolved relative to the Blairstown Diner.  Mr. Repasky 
stated that they need to provide a survey drawing showing the right of way.  Mr. Rodman answered that they do know 
what the Right of Way is, but it is where the Right of Way falls onsite.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS:   
 
Kennel Definition 
 
Chairman Repasky reviewed the kennel and kennel-private definitions provided in David Diehl’s (Zoning Officer) 
memo and emphasized the importance of including this in the Township ordinances.  Mr. Mohr feels the private 
kennel definition leaves something to be desired, e.g. four (4) tea cup poodles versus four (4) Siberian malamutes.  
Mr. Repasky asked if a weight limit might help. Mr. Mohr feels that many dog owners would become defined as a 
private kennel as many people have more than four dogs.  Mrs. Waldron stated that the concern is that new 
homeowners are coming to Blairstown as there are no restrictions in place.  Mr. Mohr stated that breeding moves to 
kennel versus private kennel.  Mr. Thomas related his experience in another town where an applicant was breeding 
dogs but did not sell them; they gave them away. This unique situation equals a private kennel as they are not selling 
the dogs. Mr. Repasky wants the Board to define the terms and the ordinance will have other restrictions.  Mr. 
Thomas asked if the intention was for kennel and private kennel to be prohibited.  He asked if the Board wants to 
control kennel and not private kennel.  Mr. Repasky responded that kennels are allowed in the HC-Highway 
Commercial Zone.  Mrs. Waldron stated that the Zoning Officer incorporated more into the definitions here, and the 
prior definition did not allow the Animal Control Officer to issue tickets.  Mr. Mohr stated that this came from 
commercial dog breeding in a residential zone, and we may not be accomplishing what we want to achieve with these 
definitions.  Mr. Repasky responded that Blairstown Animal Hospital vet on Cedar Lake Road is located in a 
residential zone, and Mrs. Waldron stated they got a variance to conduct business.  The approval also had conditions 
about noise levels.  Mr. Mohr stated that it is a beneficial facility as it is a medical facility.  Mr. Repasky stated and 
Mrs. Waldron confirmed that they do board but it is clients only.  Mrs. Murray asked about the new vet facility by 
Tractor Supply, and Mrs. Waldron answered that it is just a vet and they don’t board animals, except overnight.  Mr. 
Mohr asked how this was different, and Mrs. Waldron answered that the animals are not walked, it is medically 
related and they receive a treatment plan.  Mr. Mohr reiterated that he feels we should create this definition and 
ordinance correctly from the beginning and not make a problem for the future.  Mr. Mohr suggested adding #3 Kennel 
– Medical in the HC-Highway Commercial, R-5 Residential, and VN – Village Neighborhood zones.  Mrs. Waldron 
answered that she will take this up with David Diehl, Zoning Officer, and Mr. Mohr suggested the Animal Control 
Officer, Scott Hendricks, should be included as well.  Mr. Thomas questioned if veterinary was a permitted use or 
even defined, and Mr. Mohr answered that there are also small versus large animal veterinarians.   
 
Mr. Law advised that he conducted much research prior to the meeting, and there is much information online.  There 
is much documented by the State and others in regard to: 

- Municipal licensors of animal facilities 
- Language about kennels, pet shops, shelters, pounds 
- Need to have licensed annually and health inspection 

 
Mr. Thomas felt this had more to do with commercial kennels versus private kennels.  Mrs. Waldron asked about 
rescue facilities, and Mr. Law stated that rescue facilities are not commercial or private.  Mr. Mohr stated the health 
requirements are subjugated to the County as no Municipal Board of Health exists.  Mr. Thomas answered that Mr. 
Law is referring to the licensing but believes they are more commercial versus private.  Mr. Law reviewed that 
Mendham bases their definition on the number of acres for the number of dogs allowed.   
 
Mr. Mohr advised that, after Katrina in Louisiana where no dogs were allowed in the Superdome for shelter, there is a 
FEMA rule that emergency shelter must be provided to animals also (at same facility or nearby).  The Township 
would need to include this provision.   Mr. Mohr will provide the year this came into effect.   
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Mr. Repasky suggested that a private kennel acreage restriction could be five (5) acres minimum and 100 feet away 
from the property line.  Mr. Mohr suggested that the dogs should not be a nuisance to neighbors. Mr. Law related that 
five or six years ago a resident had Rottweilers which was five or six dogs on residential property of two to  three  
acres.  They restricted the number of dogs to three to four plus one (1) dog every acre over the minimum.  Mrs. 
Waldron will discuss with David Diehl and Scott Hendricks and come back to the Board next month.  
 
Ms. Tilney advised that this should be a robust definition and not be punitive, especially as we segue toward 
agritourism and agritainment which will attract businesses.  If we are robust in our definitions, it will seem a lot less 
sterile and cold for people here or thinking of moving here. Mrs. Waldron stated the issue that came before the Board  
is a microcosm of what is happening in other towns also as individuals are looking for new space to bring their 
business (breeding or kennels) where there is a town that does not have robust definitions / ordinances.  
 
Master Plan for 2020  
 
Chairman Repasky advised that the Board has been working on the Master Plan since January 2019 without 
substantial progress.  Mrs. Murray expressed her concern that there is no initial Master Plan available and her desire 
to have initial and all the subsequent updates catalogued versus being held in multiple binders.  Mr. Thomas stated 
that the Town does have the Master Plan completed in 2004 by Coppola and Coppola.  Mr. Repasky also stated that 
the 2004 Coppola and Coppola plan and Roger Thomas’ 2010 Re-Exam are on the Blairstown website.   
 
Ms. Tilney (who has a background in architectural and urban history) agrees with Mrs. Murray that she sees only 
reactive documents and those to create compliance.  A Master Plan is for developing a future vision and destination.  
What she sees now is all backward looking to comply with laws.  Ms. Tilney understands that we are unable to do a 
huge project due to a lack of resources; however, this is an opportunity to create some visions to get excited about – 
for example, agritourism.    Ms. Tilney returned to Blairstown from larger towns to enjoy its amazing natural 
resources.  Mr. Mohr asked if there was any reason why the entire body of documents (in binders) could not be made 
available online, and Mr. Thomas answered that it could be done legally as a public document and technically.  Ms. 
Tilney feels that we need a public friendly document.  There are many talented graphics designers and we could 
provide a vision for Blairstown for the next ten (10) years.   
 
Mr. Mott advised that he has two (2) copies of the original 1964 Master Plan when zoning was first applied, complete 
with maps and graphics to sell the concept of zoning.  The original booklet could be scanned and provide a friendly 
document.  Ms. Tilney would be happy to dig up a few contemporary examples to pass around to the Board.  Mrs. 
Murray stated that the Master Plan sets the goals and the ordinances flow from the Master Plan.  Mrs. Waldron 
advised that the logic was to set up ordinances to support the Master Plan.  The goal was to keep the original rural 
character of Blairstown, with no lofty goals for major development.  The intention was to protect residents from 
overdevelopment and the town is “zoned out” for most issues.   
 
Mrs. Murray stated that she is willing to work on recreation and parks with the future goal to acquire land.  Mrs. 
Waldron answered that Mrs. Murray wants the concepts, but the flow of money has to come for it.  Mrs. Murray would 
like to plan for the future, and Mr. Mohr responded that the Township cannot afford parkland now with costs of 
$100,000, of which $40,000 is to cut the grass.   
 
Mr. Repasky stated that he does not disagree with anything anyone has brought up, but the Board is in a time crunch 
to complete the Master Plan Re-Exam by November 2020, including Public Hearings.  Mr. Thomas added that if this 
is not completed and the Township was sued, our presumption of validity is stripped away.  There was discussion 
over the lack of time and money to hire a Planner and an Engineer to create an updated Master Plan.   Mrs. Waldron 
asked if the Board professionals would need to attend meetings of smaller groups.  Mr. Thomas responded that this 
depended on whether the changes were major over the next ten (10) years, if so that would need a Planner.  If the 
future of Blairstown is in good shape now, there is not a need for a Planner.  Regarding ideas for the future, the 
Board will need professional help.  Mr. Thomas also reiterated that the Board is not doing an Amendment to the 
Master Plan at this time; the Re-Exam the Board is doing can make recommendations to satisfy their statutory 
requirements, and then follow up on them later by amending the Master Plan, possibly with a Planner, in 2021. 
 
Ms. Tilney suggested using State universities and undergrad students to assist us which would be low or no cost and 
would be overseen by licensed planners.  Mr. Thomas also advised that there are grants available for future growth to 
offset costs.  Mr. Mohr reiterated that due to the time crunch, we need to expediently complete the Re-Exam by 
November 2020, and make recommendations for the longer term.   Mr. Thomas reiterated that you can deal with the 
zoning issues that are brought up in the Reexamination Report and make recommendations to the Ordinances.  You 
can also suggest there are areas of growth or change that need to be highlighted in a new Master Plan or 
amendment.  Mr. Repasky suggests revising the proposed schedule to change our wording from revising the Master 
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Plan to revising the Reexamination of the Master Plan.  All the ideas we want to look into should be mentioned in the 
Reexamination Report as items we need to investigate further.  We would then review the list and see which items 
need a Planner over the next few years.   
 
Mr. Repasky asked Board representatives to give reports on the status for their subgroups. 
 
Recreation – Rosalie Murray – Mrs. Murray has been gathering information but at this point the Board does not want 
to add any new elements.  Mr. Repasky asked Mrs. Murray to review and see what would need to be looked at for the 
Reexamination Report.  Mrs. Murray will present a brief recommendation at the next meeting. 
 
Historic Preservation – Wickliffe Mott 
 
Mr. Mott reiterated that they have an ERI (Environmental Resource Inventory) that lists properties that are historic 
and available to preserve.  For Re-Exam the focus should be to retain the rural farms and buildings that are beneficial 
to the town, to retain our resources, and that for applications that come before the Board that we preserve the 
viewscape.   
 
Land Use Element – Richard Mach 
 
Mr. Mach outlined the memo written by David Diehl, Zoning Officer, on agritourism and agritainment. This uses our 
current resources and encourages tourists to visit Blairstown. There are changes to the VN-Village Neighborhood 
Zone to include Bed and Breakfasts as conditional uses.  Mr. Mach asked Mrs. Waldron to confirm that she is 
meeting with David Diehl, Zoning Officer, re warehousing relative to the Master Plan. 
 
Circulation / Traffic – Debra Waldron / Mike Repasky 
 
Mrs. Waldron described this traffic plan to make Main Street one-way and she is working with the Police Department 
and David Diehl, Zoning Officer, on this and will report at the next Board meeting.   
 
Mr. Repasky described the rerouting of Buchanan Road idea as a Reexamination Report recommendation for study 
of the light at Route 94 and Lambert Road to make it safer.  Mrs. Waldron stated that the Blairstown Police also 
recommended to alleviate traffic as there are two new commercial enterprises proposed in the same location.  Mr. 
Mohr advised that there are redundant signals there and that the Board needs to remember to address the existing 
delivery requirements to the existing Acme plaza.  Mrs. Waldron also noted that a recommendation was to shut off 
Buchanan Road or to make it one-way. 
 
Mr. Repasky asked if the Board had reviewed his proposed timeline.  He advised that there needs to be one (1) 
Public Hearing for the Master Plan Re-Exam.  Mr. Repasky asked Debra Waldron and Steven Sikkes to ask the 
Township Committee for the funds to have a special meeting for the Master Plan Reexam.  Mrs. Waldron asked if the 
Board Attorney and Board Engineer need to attend an extra meeting and that was confirmed.  Mr. Repasky asked all 
Board Members to come to the next Land Use Board meeting with free dates for an extra meeting between April and 
June to work on the Master Plan Re-Exam.  Mr. Repasky also asked Mr. Thomas about COAH (low income housing) 
and Mr. Thomas will check with the Township Attorney, Dawn Sullivan.    
 
NEW BUSINESS:   None 
 
PUBLIC PORTION:   
 
Jill and Adolfo Ultimo of 75 Four Corners Road identified themselves.   
 
Mrs. Ultimo stated they have a thirty-four (34) acre wood farm which they have farmed for thirty-five (35) years.  They 
live at the end of a Four Corners Road cul de sac and beyond them is the paper road of Four Corners Road.  For 
thirty-five (35) years they have utilized the road to get to the back of their property.  They received a letter from the 
Township Attorney stating that it was their understanding that they were operating a tractor on Four Corners Road.  
They were advised that this is a paper road and is not completed.  They are not permitted to operate any vehicles on 
the paper Four Corners Road.  The letter advised the Ultimos to make an application to the Blairstown Land Use 
Board if they wished to utilize the paper road.   
 
Mr. Thomas stated that he is unfamiliar with the topic and suggests that he will reach out to Dawn Sullivan for more 
information.  The Ultimos should give all of their information to the Board Secretary.   
 
VOUCHERS:   There were no vouchers to be approved. 
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ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Chairman Repasky asked the Board for a motion to adjourn.  
 
Action:  Upon a motion duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded by Mr. Mohr, and unanimously carried, the meeting 
was adjourned at 9:21 p.m.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Linda J. Grohs, Board Secretary 


