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BLAIRSTOWN TOWNSHIP 
LAND USE BOARD 

May 18, 2020 
 

MINUTES 
 

The Blairstown Township Land Use Board met in a regular session on Monday, May 18, 2020, at 7:30 pm utilizing 
the virtual GoToMeeting web service due to the COVID-19 crisis.  Adequate notice of this meeting of the Blairstown 
Township Land Use Board was provided in accordance with the Open Public Meetings Act (Chapter 231.P.L. 1975).  
Notice of this virtual meeting was also advertised in the New Jersey Herald, posted on the Blairstown Township 
website, and posted at the front door of the Blairstown Municipal Building, 106 Route 94, Blairstown, New Jersey.  
The following members were present: Barbara Green, Richard Mach, Wickliffe Mott, Rosalie Murray, Walter Orcutt, 
Michael Repasky, Steven Sikkes, Debra Waldron, Norman Talley (arrived 7:35 p.m.), Adam Baker, and Robert Law.  
Nicholas Mohr and Evelyn Tilney were absent.  Also present were: Board Engineer, Ted Rodman, Board Attorney, 
Roger Thomas, and Board Secretary, Linda Grohs.   
 
SALUTE TO THE FLAG:  was recited.  
 
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.   
 
Prior to beginning the meeting, Chairman Repasky congratulated Robert Law for the successful completion of the 
Basic Course in Land Use Law and Planning. 
 
Norman Talley joined the Land Use Board meeting at 7:35 p.m. 
 
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS: (As distributed prior to the meeting date).  
 
Minutes of the February 17, 2020 Regular Meeting of the Land Use Board were approved. 
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded by Mrs. Murray, to approve the Minutes of the 
February 17, 2020 Regular Meeting of the Land Use Board.   
Roll call vote: Mach, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Sikkes, Waldron, Talley, Baker, Law, and Repasky - yes. Abstained:  
Green.  Absent:  Mohr, Tilney. 
 
RESOLUTIONS:   
 
LB 15-19 Bentley, Block 2201, Lot 6.17, 2 Garsson Lane, C Bulk Variance 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that the date of the Memorialization of the Resolution was originally to be in March, and it will be 
changed to May 18, 2020.  There were no other comments.   
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded by Mr. Orcutt, to approve the Bentley C Bulk Variance 
with Conditions.   
Roll call vote: Mach, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Sikkes, Waldron, Talley, Baker, and Repasky - yes.   Abstained:  Green.  
Absent:  Mohr, Tilney. 
 
COMPLETENESS: None  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
LB 01-20 Esposito, Block 402, Lot 8, 36 Frog Pond Road, C Bulk Variance  
 
Chairman Repasky advised that this application was auto complete as of April 5, 2020.  Mr. Thomas swore in Claire 
Esposito of 36 Frog Pond Road, Columbia, NJ  07832.  Mr. Thomas asked Ms. Esposito to explain for the Board and 
for the Public what she is looking to accomplish and what the variances are in relation to the project.  Ms. Esposito 
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outlined that she wants to build a 30 x 40 ft. pole building on her property to house multiple items currently on her 
property.  The pole building is basically a two and one-half (2 ½) car garage, and the variance is required due to the 
size of the garage and the fact that her house is only 1,000 square feet.  Mr. Thomas asked for more detail on the 
items currently stored outside on the property and what will be stored in the garage, as well as what, if anything, will 
be left outside.   
 
Ms. Esposito stated that the intention is to store the following in the garage: 

- John Deere tractors 
- Various small machines and mowers 
- Items from shed in front:  rakes and shovels, extra mowers, barbeque grills 

 
Ms. Esposito further explained that there are miscellaneous items that will remain outside such as: 

- Two campers (larger one in front that will sit on side of house) 
- Large backhoe tractor will not be stored inside due to height 

 
Mrs. Waldon asked if the camper would be stored inside the garage, and Ms. Esposito responded that there are two 
(2) campers.  The larger one will be stored on the side of the garage, and the smaller one possibly will be in the 
garage.  There will be a driveway leading up to the garage, and as Mr. Rodman specified, it is in front of the house. 
Chairman Repasky asked for clarification that the smaller camper would be stored inside the garage, and 
Ms. Esposito stated the hope is that the larger camper and the pop-up (smaller) camper will be going in the garage. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that off to the west of the property there is a shed that is to be removed, and Ms. Esposito 
confirmed.  Mr. Thomas also questioned the small structure on the northerly side of the driveway and that it would be 
moved.  Ms. Esposito confirmed that it is a small, old Arrow shed that is in front of the house and will be moved 
behind the house, location undetermined.   
 
Mr. Thomas also questioned the garage 12 x 20 ft. overhang, and Ms. Esposito stated that it was suggested to get 
that approved in the one application even though they would do this in the future.  Mr. Thomas asked if the large 
overhang would be for the large backhoe tractor, and Ms. Esposito confirmed.  Mrs. Waldron asked if they were 
discussing the pergola structure, and Mr. Thomas explained that he was discussing the 12 x 20 ft. overhang shown 
on the survey.  Ms. Esposito confirmed that the overhang is on the back of the garage. 
 
Mrs. Waldron asked if the pergola on the west side would be staying, and Ms. Esposito confirmed.  Ms. Esposito 
thought Mr. Thomas was referring to the white-gray metal shed in the front of the house.  Mr. Thomas stated that the 
pergola is next to the house (unattached) and asked if it was to be used for family gatherings.  Ms. Esposito 
confirmed and stated that there is a picnic table underneath it now.   
 
Mr. Thomas asked Ms. Esposito to explain the photos provided to the Board and to move from top left to top right.  
Mr. Joe Wagner (Ms. Esposito’s boyfriend) was sworn in by Mr. Thomas, residing at 36 Frog Pond Road, Columbia, 
NJ, who will be describing the photos that he took.   
 

- Top Left (East):  this is the closest neighbor next door standing from where building will be built.  
Mr. Thomas asked for an estimate of distance, and Mr. Wagner said from the survey it is 145 feet from the 
neighbor to the edge of the garage.  The 145 feet consists of 115 feet from the edge of the garage to the 
property line, and the neighbor’s home is another 30 ft. beyond that. 
 
Mrs. Waldron asked for confirmation that Notice was sent out to the neighbors, and Ms. Esposito confirmed.   

 
Chairman Repasky asked if the trailer in the photo marked East would be going into the garage, and Mr. 
Wagner answered “no” that it is his trailer and houses some of his belongings which will not be staying on 
the property.  Chairman Repasky confirmed that the trailer will be gone, and Mr. Thomas asked when the 
trailer would be gone.  Mr. Wagner stated that it would be coming in and out with his tools as it is a work / 
utility trailer.  When asked by Mr. Thomas, where the work trailer would be located, Mr. Wagner answered 
that the trailer would be on the left-hand side of the house when the shed is removed and it would be behind 
the front of the house.  Mr. Rodman asked if the trailer was licensed, and Mr. Wagner answered that it is 
registered and insured.  Mrs. Waldron asked Mr. Rodman the protocol for construction vehicles on 
residential lots, and Mr. Rodman said he does not believe there are any prohibitions as long as they are 
licensed.  Mr. Sikkes confirmed that you can have commercial vehicles on residential lots as long as they 
are licensed and registered. Ms. Esposito explained that this is not a commercial vehicle, it is only 20 feet 
long.  The photo makes it appear to be about 50 feet long which is deceiving.  Mr. Wagner explained that the 
trailer is not a commercial vehicle and he is not running a business out of it.   
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- Top Right (North from Street):  Mr. Wagner described the photo as the end of the driveway looking north.  
Beyond the bamboo is the house to the left, and you would be looking at the proposed building.  Mr. 
Wagner’s utility trailer is on the right. 

- North:  Mr. Wagner explained that this is basically the same direction picture but standing in the proposed 
site looking back at the mountainside.  Mr. Thomas said that would be northwest, and Mr. Wagner 
confirmed. 

- West:  Mr. Wagner said this is in the center of the proposed site and looking at the side of the house.  Mr. 
Thomas stated that Mr. Wagner’s trailer would be next to the house, so is the pergola on the west side of the 
house?  Mr. Wagner stated that the pergola is on the east side of the house.  Mr. Wagner will be putting the 
trailer on the west side of the house.  There was a shed built by the previous owner that has to be removed 
because it is in the front yard.  All the belongings in the shed will go into the new garage.   

- South: Mr. Wagner stated that this is the driveway entryway and it is taken where the building will be.  The 
Arrow shed will be moved.  Mr. Thomas stated that this is from the site of the garage to the driveway, and 
Mr. Wagner confirmed. 

- (Unmarked) showing portion of shed and pergola:  Mr. Wagner said this was an extra photo showing the 
shed to be moved, the pop-up camper, and a couple of vehicles to go in the garage.  Mr. Thomas asked if 
you took the photo marked “South” and put the one next to it, this would be an extension of the property 
area, and Mr. Wagner agreed. 

- South: Mr. Thomas stated that this is very similar to the other south photo.  Mr. Wagner was trying to 
capture the items that will be moved into the garage. 

 
Mr. Thomas stated that the last three photos have something not really visible that appear to be piping.  Ms. Esposito 
clarified that they are actually outdoor Christmas candles that were not put away. Some of the other items are tarps 
and trees as there has been about ¾ of an acre that has been cleared.  There has also been a lot of bamboo that has 
been cut down. 
 
Mrs. Waldron asked if a driveway would be put in and if it would be macadam.  Ms. Esposito replied that it will be the 
same as she now has which is dirt and 3/4” stone.  There is a “U-turn” type of drive which runs the front of the 
property.  She doesn’t plan to do any paving due to costs.  There was an entrance there before and she plans to 
keep it the same.  Mrs. Waldron answered that it needs to be stone to avoid vehicles sinking in the mud.  Mr. Wagner 
answered that they are doing ¾” bluestone up to the house itself.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked if there would be any utilities in the building.  Ms. Esposito said not now, but hopefully one day in 
the future. 
 
Mr. Thomas asked Ms. Esposito to give the Board a sense of what the building will look like.  Ms. Esposito is using 
Armada Building but she hasn’t gotten pictures as she has been waiting for her variance approval so as not to lose 
her deposit.  The building will be a basic building and she has looked around town at others.  She has settled on 
three basic colors, one of which is light gray.  The building will be two-tone and have trim.  Ms. Esposito doesn’t want 
the garage to be prettier than the house which has been sitting for about ten years.  Ms. Esposito explained the top 
left rendering of the Armada buildings is the one she prefers.  She doesn’t want it to look like an automotive shop; 
colors will be light gray or light green.  There is a green barn in the back with a beige house and she is thinking about 
those colors.   
 
Mr. Rodman stated that the building height is 10’ 4” and he wanted to remind them that the maximum height for an 
accessory building is 25’.  Mr. Wagner saw 10’ 4” which is actually the building height but the peak is 5 ½’ taller as 
per the building contractor.  Mrs. Waldron asked if the total height of the building would be about 16’, and Mr. Wagner 
confirmed.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked what the material would be and if the garage would be a three-car garage.  Mr. Wagner 
answered that they have not decided on two or three doors as far as price is concerned, but they will make it 
aesthetically pleasing.  The building is metal roof and walls.  Mrs. Murray stated that there should definitely be a nice 
pitch to the roof.  Mr. Wagner asked if that was for snow load, and Mrs. Murray stated that they should not be flat for 
aesthetic reasons.  Mr. Wagner wants to make it similar to the house.  Chairman Repasky asked what color siding 
and roofing they would probably choose according to the color palette.  Ms. Esposito likes the ash gray, clay, and a 
slate blue.  She and Mr. Wagner were out driving and saw a slate blue one they liked, but it might be too dark.  It will 
not be a copper color; it will not look like an industrial garage.  She is steering away from three doors for that reason.  
Mrs. Waldron asked about roof color, and Ms. Esposito said she will use whatever color looks best in the landscape 
and that matches.  Mrs. Waldron stated that the Board usually sees pictures to get a commitment from the applicant 
as to what they are approving.  Mr. Thomas asked if it would be acceptable, if there is an approval by the Board, that 
the color scheme would be a light gray or an earth tone with an appropriately coordinated roof color, and Mrs. 
Waldron confirmed.   



Land Use Board Minutes – 5/18/2020  Page 4 of 8 

 

 
Mr. Thomas asked Mr. Rodman if he had any more to say from his two reports (March 13 and May 6) other than the 
height of the building.  Mr. Rodman stated that there should be a reasonable time to complete this project that is 
agreeable to the applicant.  Ms. Esposito asked if this was taking down the old shed and moving the other.  Mr. 
Rodman stated that it was a CO (Certificate of Occupancy) for the new building and cleaning up the site.  When 
asked what a reasonable time would be, Chairman Repasky asked if they would have the other building taken down 
three months after the CO, and Ms. Esposito agreed.  Mrs. Waldron asked for the timeframe for completion of the 
building from deposit, and Mr. Wagner stated that with these times, the contractor is backed up now.  The only other 
holdup would be construction.  Ms. Esposito will call the contractor tomorrow morning if they are approved tonight.  
The only reason she has not is due to the deposit which is nonrefundable.  Mrs. Waldron asked if she had previously 
ordered, did the contractor say 10 weeks, 12 weeks?  Mr. Wagner stated that the building would be built within a 
week but the problem would be the schedule right now as with everyone shut down, he couldn’t do any work either.  
Mr. Rodman asked if six (6) months would be reasonable, and Mrs. Waldron agreed.  Ms. Esposito said the only 
holdup is paperwork.  Mr. Thomas stated that the conditions would be six months for the overall construction and 
upon completion of the building (CO), the other shed would be removed within three (3) months thereafter.  The 
colors will be in the gray or earth tone range with an appropriate matching roof.   
 
Chairman Repasky asked if there were any other questions from the Board.  Mrs. Green asked where the shed that is 
being moved will be moved to.  Ms. Esposito stated that she is unsure, but she will pick a spot now if needed.  Mr. 
Thomas stated that the shed will be behind the house or garage, and Mr. Wagner stated that it will definitely be 
behind the house.  Mrs. Green asked how big the shed is, and Mr. Wagner stated 10 x10 ft.  Mrs. Green stated that 
there would be no footings, and Mr. Wagner agreed. 
 
Mr. Mott asked about the original submission of the colored, scanned map that shows the 115’ is written over with a 
newer pencil and underneath it looks like 125”.  If you take the overhang and center it, you would have ten foot on 
either side.  Is the 115’ from the corner of the garage barn of 30 x 40 ft, and Mr. Wagner confirmed. 
 
Chairman Repasky opened the meeting up to the Public and there were no comments.  The meeting was then closed 
to the Public.   
 
Mr. Thomas stated that if there are no further comments by the Board and they are inclined to grant the variance as 
requested it would include the general gray or earth tone colors with an appropriate roof material.  The construction 
would be completed within six (6) months for the garage and the shed to be removed would be within the three (3) 
month period after the completion of the construction (CO).  The shed to be moved would be either behind the house 
or the new garage.   
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mr. Orcutt, seconded by Mr. Mott, to approve the Esposito application with 
conditions. 
Roll call vote:  Green, Mach, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Sikkes, Talley, Baker, and Repasky - yes.  Waldron temporarily 
unavailable.  Absent:  Mohr, Tilney 
 
LB 14-19 Twin Power, Block 903, Lot 2.05, 126 Route 94, Preliminary / Final Major Site Plan and C Bulk 
Variances (3) 
 
This item is listed for information and is carried to the July 20, 2020 Land Use Board Meeting due to the pandemic.  
Mr. Thomas stated that no further notice is required as they have provided notice.  Notice is carried to July 20, 2020. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE:  There were no comments on the Correspondence.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS:   
 
LB 03-15B Darst, Block 2003, Lot 28, 38 Hope Road Conditions of Approval expired May 1, 2020 – Status and Plan 
 
Chairman Repasky stated that Mrs. Darst was to have the approval for the driveway and planting of the trees by 
May 1, 2020.  Obviously with the pandemic, everything has stopped.  His proposed recommendation is, due to the 
virus, the Board does not hold Darst to the May 1 deadline but extends it to two (2) months after the state of public 
health emergency is lifted by the Governor. 
 
Mr. Thomas discussed the situation with and received an email today from Ms. Leo, Mrs. Darst’s attorney, and she 
indicated that she is in touch with the Engineer, Mr. Peter Chandler.  They have been trying to get in touch with the 
Warren County Engineering Officer to discuss the status of the application but have been unable to do so because of 
the virus.  They will continue to pursue with the County representatives.  Ms. Leo would have been here to discuss 
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but had conflicts.  Mr. Thomas believes that this is in line with what Chairman Repasky stated.  Chairman Repasky 
asked if Mrs. Darst stated how long she wanted this extended.  Mr. Thomas suggested to Ms. Leo that this matter 
could carry on a monthly basis so as not to lose track of this.  He believes that Chairman Repasky’s two-month 
extension once the emergency is lifted would also be acceptable.  Mrs. Waldron expressed concerns about the 
application going on for months as there comes a point where they can’t do macadam or outside landscaping and 
she prefers month to month.  Chairman Repasky’s concern is that month to month could go on forever, and Vice 
Chairman Orcutt agreed with Chairman Repasky’s trigger.   
 
Mr. Thomas asked for a motion to extend Item #2 of the six (6) month extension granted in November 2019 to get 
approval for the driveway and plant the trees for an additional two (2) months after the date the Governor lifts the 
state of public health emergency.   
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Murray, seconded by Mrs. Waldron, to extend the Darst application for two 
(2) months after the Governor lifts the state of public health emergency.   
Roll call vote:  Mach, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Sikkes, Waldron, Talley, Baker, and Repasky - yes.  Abstained:  Green.  
Absent:  Mohr, Tilney 
 
Ordinance Updates: 
 
Kennel Definition (Debra Waldron):  Mrs. Waldron stated that she and Mr. Thomas were discussing this earlier and 
they have a recommendation from the Zoning Officer, David Diehl, who sent a packet to the Board to revise the 
terminology for the kennel.  Mrs. Waldron asked for confirmation from the Board that they have received the 
information from Mr. Diehl and agree with it.  Mr. Diehl has listed two definitions for kennel, private and commercial.   
 
Mr. Thomas stated that he has not reviewed the proposal, and Mr. Law believes that he has also not received it.  
Mrs. Waldron asked the Board Secretary to confirm the issuance.  Ms. Grohs confirmed the packet was sent quite 
some time ago, on February 3, and that Mr. Mohr had the most comments on the kennel definition.  Mr. Mohr’s 
concern was about the difference in size of the dogs, e.g. four teacup poodles versus four Malamutes.  The intent 
was for the Board to review again and make a better definition/description and not have to do it over and over.  
Mrs. Waldron stated that there need to be comments from the Board in order for that to happen.  Referring to 
Chairman Repasky and her discussion regarding finances for the Master Plan Review, that is one of the items.  Mr. 
Thomas does remember the February 3 memo and the discussion with the Board; he thought there was an updated 
revision and there is not.  Mrs. Waldron answered that Mr. Diehl still feels that this is the best, and Mr. Diehl would 
like to hear from the Board on what the Board is trying to accomplish.  Mrs. Waldron stated that Mr. Diehl feels this 
recommendation has worked in other municipalities, and he likes it but is willing to listen/discuss with the Board.  
Mrs. Waldron suggests that the Board revisits this again, and Mr. Mohr was the only one who had an objection.  If 
anyone else has an objection, please state such and propose an alternative.  Mr. Mach remembers seeing the 
February 3 memo from Mr. Diehl but asks that it be resent.  Mrs. Waldron asked Ms. Grohs to resend to the entire 
Board again.  Mr. Thomas suggested that if Mr. Mohr (and any others that might have expressed support of his 
comments) is still tied up due to the pandemic that Ms. Grohs reach out to Mr. Mohr in advance of the June meeting 
to get his alternative language.  Ms. Grohs agreed to do so.  Chairman Repasky stated that the Kennel Definition will 
be carried to the June meeting to discuss everyone’s comments. 
 
Land Use Board Application and Fee Schedule Updates:   
 
Chairman Repasky described the changes to the LUB Application as adding a few types of applications (Informal 
Review which was not on Application but on the Fee Schedule, and Certification – Section 68).  The Fee Schedule 
increased the escrow deposit for a C Bulk Variance from $1000 to $1500, added the Certification - Section 68 
application fees and escrow deposit as well as correcting the Minor Soil Fill Permit from 100 to 500 cubic yards to 50 
to 500 cubic yards.  Page 4 of the Fee Schedule also included a few wording changes. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that the Land Use Board Secretary did an excellent job on both the Application and the Fee 
Schedule changes which Mr. Thomas agrees with.  The language is instructive and helpful.  Mrs. Waldron agreed.   
 
Chairman Repasky asked for any other comments.  Mr. Thomas advised that if the Board agrees, the Fee Schedule 
(not the Application) needs to be referred to the Governing Body to be part of the Ordinance for an amendment.  He 
recommends that there be a motion to amend the Fee Schedule to the Governing Body to adopt this as an 
amendment to the Land Development Ordinance. 
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mr. Mach, seconded by Mrs. Waldron, to forward the amended Fee Schedule to 
the Governing Body to adopt this as an amendment to the Land Development Ordinance.  
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Roll call vote:  Green, Mach, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Sikkes, Waldron, Talley, Baker, and Repasky - yes.  Absent:  
Mohr, Tilney 
 
Ultimo – 75 Four Corners Road (Paper Road):  
 
Chairman Repasky asked Mr. Thomas for a short update on the Ultimo issue that came up last meeting. Mr. Rodman 
interjected that this issue has a long history to it between neighbors.  The Township Committee has discussed it and 
Mrs. Waldron was going to come to his office to view the file.  Mr. Rodman suggested that Mrs. Waldron, Mr. Thomas 
and he discuss this complex issue.   
 
There was some discussion on the issue, and Mr. Thomas asked the Land Use Secretary to send the background 
email she sent to him to Mrs. Waldron and Mr. Rodman as the file is too large to mail.  Mr. Thomas preliminarily 
advised that this is a neighborly dispute that has gone on for years and years, and he is unsure that the Land Use 
Board is the proper avenue, notwithstanding what the Town Attorney has to say.  Mr. Rodman concurred.   
 
Chairman Repasky presented a philosophical question to Mr. Thomas.  As far as his knowledge, the Ultimos came to 
the Township Committee and complained; they came to the Land Use Board and complained.  The Ultimos have not 
filed any application for anything, they have not hired any legal advice to do the research for them.  Are we under any 
obligation (Mr. Thomas and Mr. Rodman) to be spending time to figure out their issue?  The Ultimos are not paying 
for it as they are not putting up an escrow, and the Township is paying for it.  Mr. Thomas stated that the answer is 
“no”, that this is a Township issue and not a Land Use Board issue.  To continue with Mr. Thomas’ services, this will 
come out of the taxpayer’s pocket.  Chairman Repasky ended the project.  Mrs. Waldron will take the issue to the 
Township Attorney and the attorney will decide what to do if the Ultimos return.  Chairman Repasky reiterated that the 
Land Use Board will not pay any more to our professionals on this issue.   
 
Master Plan for 2020  
 
Chairman Repasky explained that in January / February “the wheels came off the wagon”, but in the next two months, 
“the wheels not only came off, but they all fell apart” due to the pandemic.  Chairman Repasky stated that Mr. 
Thomas proposed that he could write a Re-Examination document which would satisfy the legal requirements on a 
Master Plan Re-Exam being completed every ten (10) years.  The only items that have come up and been presented 
by the Land Use Board to date are the Buchanan Road realignment at Route 94 and Lambert Road intersection 
which was Chairman Repasky’s suggestion.  In rethinking, none of this will be done unless the properties at those 
corners are redeveloped.  Chairman Repasky rescinded this as it could be done later when the redevelopment takes 
place and does not have to be included in this Re-Exam.  Chairman Repasky stated the other item was agritourism / 
agritainment that Mr. Mach presented back in February which was David Diehl’s February 17 memo which is still on 
the table.  Chairman Repasky advised that the historical statement that Mr. Mott was working on has not been 
updated.  Mr. Mott advised that he has not gotten further on this.  He stated he is still in the thought process.  Mr. 
Mott stated that for the Master Plan Re-Exam, he is making recommendations for when items will happen.  He is 
working on how to interpret historic sites and how they should be retained. 
 
Chairman Repasky asked Mr. Thomas to give some guidance on the Re-Exam that Mr. Thomas is proposing.  These 
are the only three (3) items that have been proposed to date.  There are actually two (2) items now after the 
withdrawal of the Buchanan Road realignment.  Chairman Repasky restated his request for some guidance on what 
else Mr. Thomas needs and where we are going with this.  Mr. Thomas replied that there has been no discussion by 
the Land Use Board as to direction.  The Buchanan Road intersection has been withdrawn, but there is also 
agritourism / agritainment which needs to be investigated.  The Board members need to give him some guidance on 
what the Board ultimately wants to do.  Mr. Thomas read Mr. Diehl’s memo but there are a lot of issues that have to 
be dealt with; it is a difficult one to do under these circumstances.  The Board needs to understand what the 
implications of agritourism / agritainment may be and how far Blairstown wants to go with those issues.  There is also 
the discussion as to whether or not there will be some inclusion with regard to the kennel definitions.  There needs to 
be some final determination on the kennel issue.  Mr. Thomas can write a report but he needs some guidance on 
where to go with that writing.  Mrs. Waldron stated that the issues on Buchanan Road are issues that were supposed 
to come before the Board and the applicants have not yet filed applications.  Some of these items have now been 
shelved.  Mr. Thomas stated that the Buchanan Road realignment is the only one that has been rescinded.  The 
Board has not made any decisions on the direction it wishes to go.  Mr. Thomas stated that he is not a Planner and 
these issues raise concern due to the implications.  The Board can embrace the whole concept of agritourism / 
agritainment, or it can have some kind of limitations.  The same applies to the kennel definitions and how far the 
Board should go.   
 
Chairman Repasky asked if it would be appropriate to have the agritourism / agritainment on the June agenda and 
have Mr. Mach and any others who wish to join him to present and give arguments on why Blairstown should be 
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looking at this and what the value is to Blairstown, and what the purpose is, etc.  The Board would then vote on 
whether to have this included in the Master Plan Re-Exam.  Mr. Thomas agreed and it would be great to have this 
accomplished in one meeting.  It would be beneficial to limit the discussion to one particular issue and accomplish 
that.  Mr. Mach reminded the Board that Evelyn Tilney, new Land Use Board Alternate, has a lot of experience in this 
area and would be more than happy to put something together for the Board to consider for the Master Plan.  
Mr. Thomas agreed and Chairman Repasky asked Mr. Mach to reach out to Evelyn Tilney to get her submission to 
the Land Use Board Secretary for distribution to the Board prior to the June meeting.  Mr. Mach answered that they 
will try to meet that deadline.  Chairman Repasky asked the LUB Secretary to place this item on the June agenda.   
 
Mrs. Waldron advised that she asked Chairman Repasky to provide a rough idea cost-wise if the Township could put 
together funds for the cost of the Master Plan reexam.  She further advised that in correspondence from the 
Freeholder Board, some delays with regard to planning and zoning issues for the Boards were addressed, but Mrs. 
Waldron did not believe any delays for Master Plans would be granted.  Mr. Thomas advised that he reviewed Bill S-
2346 and it does not give any extensions for Master Plan timing.  This makes sense as it is supposed to be done over 
a ten-year period.  Mrs. Waldron stated that Mr. Thomas had given a rough idea figure, but that figure will go up with 
changes to the Master Plan.  Mrs. Waldron hopes that after the June meeting and discussion, the Board will have a 
better idea of what that estimate will be.  Mr. Thomas stated that he will take notes from the coming discussions to 
provide a better estimate of the work to be done.   
 
Chairman Repasky asked Mr. Mott if he could provide Mr. Thomas with a brief description of the historical portion and 
advise if it should be in the Master Plan reexam or not.  Mr. Mott stated that the Environmental Resources Inventory 
just gives a list of all the historic buildings in the town.  He suggests that potential historic sites on the Route 94 
corridor should retain the historic character including viewsheds which promotes agritourism.  Agritourism also relies 
upon historical-looking buildings, so if any site plans are being reviewed, they should consider how it would impact 
the historical and rural character of the town which is why people want to be here.  Any new construction or buildings 
in the historic district that are under site plan review should be sent to the Historic Committee.  The Master Plan 
reexam should contain wording that the new buildings in the historic district of the downtown should be in keeping 
with an architectural style to retain agritourism / small town character.  This is the recommendation of the Historic 
group for the Master Plan reexam.  The Environmental Resources Inventory lists the buildings but how do you apply 
to different applications that come before the Land Use Board.  Mr. Thomas advised that this type of discussion 
needs to reach out to those people who have those types of properties in any kind of historic district.  The discussion 
will generate interest or controversy.  Mr. Thomas advised that with historic preservation, historic character, and how 
site plans will be reviewed in relation to historic character, you are speaking about people who are thinking about 
costs and it usually means spending more money to accomplish that.  Chairman Repasky asked Mr. Thomas if this 
should be delayed until we hire a Planner and actually revise the Master Plan, and he agreed there would need to be 
an outreach.  Mrs. Waldron stated that this would require a Public Hearing, and Mr. Thomas advised that there 
should be a smaller committee and advertised to the Public for their input.  Chairman Repasky concluded that this 
would not be in the Re-Exam, and it would only be agritourism / agritainment.  Mr. Thomas stated that there should 
be a conclusion in June or July to accomplish the Master Plan Re-Exam. 
 
Circulation / Traffic – Debra Waldron 
 
Mrs. Waldron provided an update on one-way Main Street.  With the coronavirus, the DPW was not working full time 
as they were working half crews on alternate weeks.  The DPW will do restriping and provide adequate signage and 
then Main Street will be one way.  Chairman Repasky asked about timing, and Mrs. Waldron advised that the DPW 
just returned to full time work today, May 18.  When the DPW finishes a couple of other projects, the DPW will 
provide Mrs. Waldron with a report next week on status of restriping and signage.  Mr. Mach asked who was helping 
the DPW, and Mrs. Waldron advised that the Police Department would be assisting.  Mr. Mach asked if the restriping 
was for parking in line with the street as now exists or for diagonal parking.  Mrs. Waldron answered that it will be 
striping as exists as there could be problems with people backing up.  The downtown parking deeded to the 
Township by Blair Academy will be done next.  Mr. Rodman stated that the Police Chief is advising the DPW.  Mr. 
Mach thinks it would be great to accommodate a large tractor trailer delivering items on Main Street.  Mrs. Waldron 
will bring that up, and it is one of the reasons they did not do diagonal parking.  Mrs. Waldron will get a map and 
forward to the Land Use Board.  Mr. Mach asked if there was any input allowed by the Land Use Board after 
reviewing the map, and Mrs. Waldron answered that she believed Land Use Board input was already provided, but 
they should reach out to her.  Mr. Rodman asked if consideration for the parking area at the end had been taken into 
consideration.  Mrs. Waldron answered that they are waiting for the completion of the layout of spaces by Blair 
Academy.  Another recommendation was no overnight parking in that area.  The Town parking area alongside of  
Gourmet Galley (to the left) will also have to be redone.  Another possibility is overnight parking permits for the small 
parking area, so residents who need to park off-street can get permits and park in that area.  Mr. Rodman asked 
about the status of that parking lot and Mrs. Waldron confirmed that it is on hold as Blair Academy is closed due to 
the virus.  The closure took a good portion of their staff, and Mrs. Waldron will reach out, along with the Police 
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Department, to Mr. Frick at Blair Academy.  Chairman Repasky asked between which roads on Main Street is going 
to be one way and will the traffic flow north or south.  Mrs. Waldron deferred to Mr. Rodman who was unsure.  
Mrs. Waldron believes it flows from Bridge Street towards Route 94, and Mr. Mach advised that it is the other way.  
Mrs. Waldron will provide more details to the Land Use Board. 
 
NEW BUSINESS:   None 
 
PUBLIC PORTION:   Chairman Repasky read the Public Comments statement specifically regarding the virtual 
meeting format. There were no members of the Public present and the meeting was closed to the Public. 
 
VOUCHERS:    
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Murray, seconded by Mrs. Green, to approve the Vouchers. 
Roll call vote:  Green, Mach, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Sikkes, Waldron, Talley, Baker, Law, and Repasky - yes.  Absent:  
Mohr, Tilney 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Chairman Repasky asked the Board for a motion to adjourn.  
 
Action:  Upon a motion duly made by Mrs. Murray, seconded by Mr. Orcutt, and unanimously carried, the meeting 
was adjourned at 9:19 p.m.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Linda J. Grohs, Board Secretary 


