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BLAIRSTOWN TOWNSHIP 
LAND USE BOARD 

July 20, 2020 
 

MINUTES 
 

The Blairstown Township Land Use Board met in a regular session on Monday, July 20, 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, Nicholas Mohr, Wickliffe Mott, Rosalie Murray, 
Walter Orcutt, Michael Repasky, Steven Sikkes, and Debra Waldron.  Alternate members present were:  Adam 
Baker, Robert Law, Norman Talley (arrived 7:53 p.m.), and Evelyn Tilney.  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.   
 
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS: (As distributed prior to the meeting date).  
 
Chairman Repasky asked the Board to review the second paragraph on Page 10 of the Minutes as there seems to be 
some misinterpretation.  The paragraph reads “Mr. Thomas stated that the motion would be that Mr. Thomas is 
authorized to proceed with the preparation of a reexamination report for the Township of Blairstown.  The next 
paragraph reads “Action: A motion was duly made by Mrs. Murray, seconded by Mrs. Waldron, authorizing Mr. 
Thomas to complete the master plan reexam report”.  That should read “authorizing Mr. Thomas to proceed with the 
preparation of the Master Plan reexam report”.  The motion was authorizing Mr. Thomas to bill against one of our 
account lines so that we can track the amount of money being spent on the Master Plan reexam.  It did not authorize 
what was going into the Master Plan Reexam.  There needs to be a vote on items we want to include.   
 
Mr. Thomas agreed with this clarification.   
 
Minutes of the June 15, 2020 Regular Meeting of the Land Use Board were approved as corrected.   
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Green, seconded by Mrs. Waldron, to approve the Minutes of the June 15, 
2020 Regular Meeting of the Land Use Board.   
Roll call vote: Green, Mach, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Waldron, Baker, Law, and Repasky - yes. Abstained:  Mohr, 
Sikkes, Tilney.   
 
Township Engineer, Ted Rodman, joined the meeting by telephone at 7:36 p.m. due to technical problems. 
 
RESOLUTIONS:   
 
LB 03-15B Darst, Block 2003, Lot 28, 38 Hope Road, Extension of Conditions of Approval  
 
Mr. Thomas stated that this matter was carried in an effort to clarify the language of the Resolution.  Condition 1 is 
now modified to more accurately reflect what the Board intended and is presented for consideration. 
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded by Mr. Repasky, to approve the Darst Extension of 
Conditions of Approval Resolution. 
Roll call vote: Mach, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Waldron, Baker, Law, and Repasky - yes. Abstained:  Green, Mohr, 
Sikkes, Tilney.   
 
LB 02-20 Oz94/Kramer, Block 703, Lot 4.05, 174 Route 94, Interpretation 
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Mr. Thomas has not received any comments or changes, and offers the resolution for the Board’s consideration.  
Mrs. Green stated that on page two, Warren County Planning Board should be Warren County Planning Department.  
On page 3, it should read “at” their individual homes instead of “that”.  Mr. Orcutt asked if the intention on page 4 was 
to limit the hours from 8:30 a.m. – 4:30 p.m.  Mr. Thomas answered that was to be their hours of operation, and it was 
included as that was what the applicant represented.  The Board can remove if they wish.  Mr. Orcutt was concerned 
as the hours could be restrictive if they needed to work till 5 p.m., for example.  Mrs. Waldron asked if the hours could 
be changed to a reasonable time, say 7 p.m. or an hour agreed to by the Board.  Mr. Orcutt replied that if someone 
wants to go into their office in the middle of the night and work inside an office, it should not be a problem.  Mrs. 
Waldron stated that all businesses have hours of operation.  Chairman Repasky suggested that “these operations will 
normally be conducted during the hours stated” be added.  Mr. Thomas asked if Chairman Repasky’s suggestion was 
agreeable, and both Mrs. Waldron and Mr. Orcutt motioned as amended.   
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded by Mr. Orcutt, to approve the Interpretation Resolution. 
Roll call vote: Green, Mach, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Waldron, Baker, Law, and Repasky - yes. Abstained:  Mohr, 
Sikkes, Tilney.   
 
COMPLETENESS: None  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
LB 14-19 Twin Power, Block 903, Lot 2.05, 126 Route 94, Preliminary / Final Major Site Plan and C Bulk 
Variances (3) 
 
Chairman Repasky advised that the Twin Powers application is carried to the August 17, 2020 Land Use Board 
Meeting due to the pandemic, with no further notice.   
 
Mr. Thomas stated that he understood there was some discussion about the location where the Twin Power 
application would be heard if it could be held as an “in-person” meeting.  There will be a need for the applicant or the 
Board to notice in terms of a new location.   
 
Mrs. Waldron spoke to the Township Committee and there is no objection from the Township Committee or the 
Township Attorney.  She spoke with Sharon Cooper, our insurance rep, and she is willing to allow us to go there and 
provide a Certificate of Insurance to this other site – Evangelical Free Church – and asked Mr. Orcutt if the church is 
on board with this.  Mr. Orcutt confirmed, although not carved in stone, and stated that the Land Use Board 
Secretary, Linda Grohs, has had more conversations on this.  Mr. Thomas asked Ms. Grohs to respond, and she 
explained that she has had very informal, exploratory discussions with Janet Benson of the Evangelical Free Church.  
Ms. Benson has spoken with the Pastor and he is willing to allow us to use the facility.  The sanctuary can 
accommodate 300+ people, the Governor has told them that they can have 100 people, and Ms. Grohs thinks that 
will cover us.  There are a million details and lots of technical items to work out.  Walter Orcutt (acting for Chairman 
Repasky who will be away) and Nick Mohr, OEM as well as Land Use Board Member, will be going with Ms. Grohs to 
meet with Janet Benson at the Evangelical Free Church next week when Janet returns from vacation.  This meeting 
will be to take a good look at the room, see if we can hook up electronics, and see how it will all work.  Janet Benson 
confirmed that they do need a Certificate of Insurance and Ms. Grohs will discuss with Mrs. Waldron if we do finalize.  
Mrs. Waldron asked Ms. Grohs to get the requirements of the Certificate of Insurance.  The question of whether we 
sanitize before and after the meeting is not finalized.  There has been no discussion of a cost to hold the meeting 
there.  If all goes well, there would be a report back to the Board to see if there is agreement to proceed at that 
location, and then the appropriate notice would need to be placed in the newspaper.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked Ms. Grohs how many Board members are in agreement to go to a Public meeting.  Ms. Grohs 
stated that she had not reached that point yet as she was still trying to secure a location.  Chairman Repasky 
attempted to query the Board members last month and there was no commitment.  Mrs. Waldron stated that it is a 
good idea to have the Board queried again before making the commitment to move to another site to be sure that we 
have the Board members to make a quorum.  Mr. Thomas stated that is a valid idea and if people are in a position to 
make a commitment tonight, subject to what they have heard and many other details, it would be helpful.  Mr. 
Thomas complimented the effort to get a site secured, but it is still up in the air, specifically in terms of electronics.  
Mr. Thomas doesn’t want to announce that the meeting will be at the location if there are still technical problems.  He 
suggests stating that “the matter will be carried to August 17, 2020, at 7:30 p.m. at a location to be determined”.  Mr. 
Thomas will discuss this with Mr. Selvaggi, the attorney for Twin Power, and make a determination as to whether this 
announcement is adequate (which it may not be), and it may be necessary for Twin Power to renotice.  Mrs. Waldron 
asked whether the Board needs to notice to the public.  Mr. Thomas stated that if Mr. Selvaggi notices on behalf of 
his client, the answer is no, other than if the Board agrees, they can have the Land Use Board Secretary put a notice 



Land Use Board Minutes – 7/20/2020  Page 3 of 10 

 

on the website of the municipality, as a voluntary action.  Mr. Thomas will stay in touch with Ms. Grohs as to what 
needs to be done to ensure that the jurisdictional issue of notice is satisfied.  Mr. Orcutt asked for confirmation that 
this venue is for our Public Meeting for the Land Use Board, not just the application for Twin Power and we would be 
noticing.  Mr. Thomas stated that this will be noticed by both the applicant, Twin Power, and the Board as this is a 
different location.   
 
Mr. Mohr clarified that the occupancy the Evangelical Free Church quoted is for the use of their facility for religious 
purposes.  Our utilization of their facilty for a governmental purpose falls under a different category.  Unless the 
Governor’s orders change between now and the 17th of August, it is still six (6) ft. spacing and 25% of the fire 
occupancy as the maximum occupancy of space.  This includes everybody – the tech team, the professionals, the 
Board, and the Public.  Mr. Mohr asked if we get in a situation at that location with notice for that night and we exceed 
the occupancy, what steps do we take?  Mr. Thomas stated that the meeting would have to be carried.  Mr. Thomas 
reiterated that the required capacity is not 100, but rather closer to 40.  Adding up the Board members, the 
professionals, the applicant and its group makes about 20 people, but then there would be room for another 20.  If 30 
others come and cannot participate, the meeting would have to be carried.  Chairman Repasky stated that the intent 
was to have a 100% in-person meeting.  Chairman Repasky stated that the maximum occupancy at the church is 
300, so 25% would be 75 people.  Mr. Mohr stated that would be a packed meeting for all the years he has been on 
the Board.  Mr. Thomas stated that the 75 is based on an indeterminate factor as Mr. Mohr stated that everyone has 
to be six (6) ft apart, so 75 may or may not be the right number.  Chairman Repasky expects Mr. Orcutt, Mr. Mohr, 
and Ms. Grohs to review and see how many people can fit in the church with the six (6) ft. spacing.  People who 
attend coming in the same vehicle (husband and wife, for instance), do not have to sit 6 ft apart.  Mr. Mohr stated that 
this is a difficult sliding scale when you decide on capacity as nobody wants to get there and have the rug pulled out 
at the last minute.  Chairman Repasky asked that a sketch be made up of the layout to show the Board and Public.  
Mr. Mohr stated that he has blueprints of the facility so this can be accomplished.   
 
Mrs. Waldron wants to know if we will have a quorum or if this is a waste of time.  Mrs. Waldron asked for a poll to be 
conducted and Chairman Repasky asked Ms. Grohs to conduct an informal roll call.   
 
Informal Roll Call:  Mrs. Green – yes (if conditions do not change), Mr. Mach – yes, Mr. Mohr – no (on vacation), Mr. 
Mott – yes, Mrs. Murray – yes, Mr. Orcutt – yes, Mr. Sikkes – no, Mrs. Waldron – yes, Mr. Talley – yes, Mr. Baker – 
yes, Ms. Tilney – no, Mr. Law – yes, Chairman Repasky – yes. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that the details need to be worked out in terms of notice within the ten (10) day period so timing is 
critical for both the applicant and the Board.  Mr. Mohr stated that we could wrap up by end of next week.  Ms. Grohs 
confirmed that notice has to be in the NJ Herald by Wednesday, August 5, in order to appear by Friday, August 7.    
Mr. Law asked if we will require attendees to fill out a medical form, take temperatures, etc.  Mr. Mohr answered that 
on advice of the Township Attorney, he was told that as a Township we cannot do this for a citizen exercising their 
rights, be it to vote or at a Public Hearing.  Mr. Sikkes asked if they have to wear a mask and on confirmation, he 
changed his “yes” vote to “no” as he doesn’t wear masks (at least for that long period of time).  Mr. Sikkes said he 
would go “video”, and Chairman Repasky said there would be no video, only in-person.  Ms. Grohs has nine (9) 
members as definite “yes” votes so there is definitely a quorum.  Ms. Grohs asked Chairman Repasky if there needed 
to be confirmation from the professionals as to their attendance, and both Mr. Rodman, Board Engineer, and Mr. 
Thomas, Board Attorney confirmed they would attend the August 17, 2020 meeting in person.   
 
CORRESPONDENCE:  
 
Chairman Repasky asked if anyone had questions on the correspondence.  As no other Board Members responded, 
Chairman Repasky asked Mr. Thomas for clarification on the memo from the Warren County Planning Department 
approving an extension for Darst’s Engineer to submit materials.  He assumes that this is totally independent of the 
Board’s Resolution and has no effect on the Board’s resolution.  Mr. Thomas confirmed that based on conversations, 
the Warren County Planning Department has been open for business for a while, and he has communicated with Ms. 
Leo that there is a need for them to move expeditiously in light of the Resolution language.  Mrs. Waldron agreed as 
long as there is not a delay from another source.   
 
Chairman Repasky asked if there were any other questions on the correspondence.  Ms. Tilney asked about Lynn 
Cleaners’ objection to the Twin Power application regarding the easement, and whether this voids the expansion.  
Mrs. Waldron restated (due to technical difficulty in hearing Ms. Tilney) that the correspondence was from Mr. Hinkes 
for his client, Lynn Cleaners, and that it is an expansion of the use.  Mr. Thomas stated that will have to be a 
determination made by the Board at the meeting when Mr. Hinkes presents his testimony.  Mr. Hinkes could seek to 
get an Interpretation to determine If the application is more than a Preliminary / Final Major Site Plan with Bulk 
Variances.  If it is an expansion it may change the nature of the application which will be a burden that Lynn 
Cleaners, through its attorney, will have to make.  Chairman Repasky read the metes and bounds and does not see 
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any specific metes and bounds description for an easement for their driveway; he only sees on their drawing, the 
property line in front of Lynn Cleaners which says “subject to driveway easement”.  Chairman Repasky posed this 
question to Mr. Rodman who stated that the easement has been “very up in the air” and we have to look into it.  He 
doesn’t feel there is a metes and bounds description for that easement, who the easement covers, and so forth.  This 
has been an issue from the beginning and he will not opine now.  Mrs. Waldron stated that in the deed that was 
attached to this correspondence, it discussed the subdivision map dated November 25, 1983.  If we can get our 
hands on that and the deed filed in 1982, we may be able to get a site plan.  Mr. Rodman stated that they have a very 
large file on that application, and they will review and revert. 
 
Chairman Repasky asked if there were any other questions on the correspondence, and there were none.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS:   
 
Ordinance Updates: 
 
Dog / Kennel Definition: 
 
Chairman Repasky updated the Board on the status at the end of the June 15, 2020 meeting, whereby he had 
proposed that the Board follow the Knowlton restrictions.  These allow an apartment to have one (1) dog, residential 
less than five (5) acres to have three (3) dogs, and residential with five plus (5+) acres to have five (5) dogs.  On the 
discussion of kennel, Mr. Orcutt suggested that we don’t even have to have a kennel and why not just prohibit 
kennels in Blairstown.  There was discussion and no final agreement reached.   
 
Mr. Rodman stated that there is no definition of kennel which would have to be completed.  Mrs. Waldron stated that 
there is an approval for a kennel which is part of Blairstown Animal Hospital, and it is solely and distinctly separate 
from their medical facility.  They would be an exclusion and they have been grandfathered.  Mr. Thomas explained 
that Blairstown Animal Hospital would be a pre-existing, nonconforming use.  Mrs. Waldron spoke with both 
Blairstown Animal Hospital and those knowledgeable about rescues in the Township, and there is only one rescue 
(not licensed) in the town that operates with Blairstown Animal Hospital.  The rest of the rescues that they utilize are 
not in Blairstown Township.  Mrs. Waldron spoke to the Zoning Officer, David Diehl, and there is no licensing 
requirement now to have a rescue licensed or to have a number on the limitation of the number of dogs or cats or 
anything they have there.  Mr. Orcutt reminded the Board that at the last meeting, a rescue would have to conform to 
the limited number of dogs for the personal use situation.  Mrs. Waldron agreed with Mr. Orcutt, and continued that 
Mr. Diehl stated that in other areas, rescues are supposed to (1) register with the Township and (2) license all the 
dogs/animals within their rescue.  We do not have that as a requirement.  Chairman Repasky stated that would have 
to be defined. 
 
Chairman Repasky stated that some statistics provided by Ms. Grohs’ research defined the number of residents that 
would not conform with the requirements of the one (1), three (3), or five (5) dog allowance.  There are eight (8) 
residents with more than five (5) dogs that are on properties that range from two (2) acres to fifty (50) acres.  There 
are two (2) residents that have five (5) dogs on less than five (5) acres.  There are seven (7) residents that have four 
(4) dogs on less than five (5) acres.  This is a total of seventeen (17) residents in Blairstown that would not comply 
with the proposal.  Mrs. Murray believed that it was agreed that those who presently have more than the new 
requirements would be grandfathered.  As the dogs expired, they would not be replaced.  Mrs. Waldron stated that 
was a good suggestion, but the Board had not yet agreed and it would have to be incorporated.  Mr. Orcutt stated 
that the interesting part is that the dogs stated are on record, but they are non-conforming.  Shame on anyone who 
has more than five (5) dogs and hasn’t registered them as they are at peril once the Ordinance is enacted.  Mr. 
Thomas stated that if the Board passes something along this line, the residents who are currently not compliant 
would be a non-conforming use.  The Board cannot require a resident with more than the allowed number of dogs to 
be told this is no longer allowed.  Chairman Repasky confirmed that was not the intent; if the dogs leave or expire, 
they are not replaced.  Over a number of years, everyone would get into compliance.   
 
Mr. Mohr added his concerns about this conversation.  The Board is arbitrarily trying to control by a certain number of 
dogs - whether a 5-pound teacup breed or a 150-pound large breed dog.  The Board is “missing the mark”, 
overstepping and overregulating on the higher acreage side of things.  Mr. Mohr understands on the lower 
acre/higher density residents - the apartments and the small lots.  It is totally different to address five (5) large dogs 
and five (5) small dogs.  If a resident has fifty (50) acres and for us to say you can’t have six (6) dogs is just silliness.  
Mrs. Murray stated that size makes this very difficult.  Mr. Sikkes agrees with Mr. Mohr, and that this is 
overregulation.   
 
Mr. Orcutt did not disagree with the above comments, but what is the suggestion – no regulation?  Mr. Mohr asked 
the Board to be clear about why we are embarking down this road in the first place and “what fly are we trying to 
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squash with this howitzer”.  Mrs. Murray answered that this became a problem as there was an issue with a resident 
on Route 521.  Mrs. Waldron stated that one of the reasons we went down this road is that our Town is not limiting 
and other towns were.  We found ourselves with people leaving locations with animal restrictions and coming to 
Blairstown, and this was going to promote a problem in the future.  Mr. Mohr questioned whether we are talking about 
a for-profit business or a family with pets?  At this point if your dog has a litter of seven (7) puppies, you would be in 
non-conformance.  Mr. Mohr agrees with limiting people who breed dogs for profit and causing issues for their 
neighbors. However, just because everybody around us has a regulation and we don’t is not a good enough reason 
for him.  We need to be more reasoned and more defined in what we are trying to accomplish.  If it is stopping 
businesses and stopping nuisances to neighbors, that is one thing.  However, to say that someone cannot have six 
(6) dogs on a fifty (50) acre farm that are not pets, that are not being bred, and are just being farm dogs that are well 
taken care of and fed, Mr. Mohr has an issue with that.  Mr. Repasky confirmed that puppies under six (6) months old 
would not count, and Mrs. Waldron agreed.  Mr. Mohr stated that then the Board is encouraging people to sell or 
adopt out their puppies by then so that by six (6) months they are gone, and Mrs. Waldron confirmed.  Mr. Mohr 
stated that this is working contrary to their intention to stop people from breeding.  Mrs. Waldron stated that it is a 
noise concern as well as a concern that people do not come here with the intent to breed and keep multiple dogs and 
house them with the intent of making a profit.  Mr. Mohr stated again that the arbitrary regulations on numbers do 
nothing to address noise.  Little dogs make a lot more noise than big dogs; big dogs chasing deer make a lot of noise.  
Are we really addressing that or are we just “throwing a dart at the wall” and saying this is something that might help?  
Mrs. Waldron stated that if someone moves into a residential neighborhood with seven (7) acres (farm use) and has 
ten (10) coonhounds and all of the other neighbors are negatively impacted by that, it is a problem.  Mr. Mohr stated 
that the negative impact should be addressed; do not address an arbitrary number.   
 
Mrs. Waldron asked Mr. Mohr to make a suggestion – what is the solution?  Mr. Mohr stated that an Ordinance 
should be passed to address the issue and not some number a bureaucrat at a desk arbitrarily decided upon.  Mrs. 
Waldron stated that we have a noise ordinance, but the issue was that kennels were trying to move into our area in 
order to run a for-profit business in the Township in residential neighborhoods.  Mr. Mohr stated that we should 
regulate for-profit kennels with a dog kennel, which is no issue.  We are not proposing that; we are proposing 
overregulation on everybody with the same criteria and the same statistics.  Mrs. Waldron asked what would be the 
proposal if there is a resident in the Village Neighborhood who has five (5) dogs and everyone else in the 
neighborhood is negatively impacted by those five (5) dogs in that location.  Mr. Mohr answered to make it about the 
negative impact; make it not about the number of dogs.  There is no question that whether large dogs or small dogs, 
a large number of animals in a higher density, village neighborhood area has a higher potential to be a problem.  You 
could address those issues by saying a number of dogs that causes a documented negative impact to the neighbors.  
Chairman Repasky asked how you would measure that negative impact and how you would enforce that?  Mr. Mohr 
responded that he is not a professional and our professionals need to tell us how to do that.  Mrs. Waldron advised 
that Mr. Orcutt has attended the (Township) meetings, and the Animal Control Officer (ACO) can issue violations for 
noise issues.  However, in order for a complaint to be satisfied, there has to be a licensed, metered person at the site 
when the noise existed.  This is not only for dogs, but it can be cats, or anything.  The issue is enforcement.  One of 
the ways other municipalities have dealt with it is to zone it out or to change the number allowed so as not to have the 
negative impact that having five (5) dogs in a small residential neighborhood would have as opposed to two (2) dogs.  
Mrs. Waldron asked Mr. Mohr for a suggestion, and he responded with “throw out the five (5) acre number and make 
it a number people could live with in a high-density area or amend the number to be “x” number of dogs combined 
with “x” number of noise complaints.   
 
Ms. Tilney offered a suggestion and understands the concern about overregulation, but can we just furnish the ACO 
with a meter?  Mrs. Waldron responded that no, it is not legal.  Ms. Tilney asked what type of official needs to be 
present for that, and Mrs. Waldron answered that it is an official that is licensed and has the ability to take the data to 
court.  It is not just a noise machine; it has to be certain hours of the day that the noise is recorded, it has to be 
whether the wind velocity is heavy or not.  There is a lot more to it than just putting a sound meter on it, as Mrs. 
Waldron had stated the same items as Ms. Tilney just outlined.  There has been a problem with noise in general 
within the Township, not just dogs and cats.  Mr. Mohr stated that it is not uniformly a problem, and there are pockets 
of the Town that are more susceptible to this issue, yet we look to regulate it as an entire entity.  Mrs. Waldron stated 
her intent with this kennel issue was to give us the ability not to have these types of facilities in residential zones in 
our Township.  As other towns are zoning them out, these facilities find themselves wanting to come to Blairstown as 
we do not have this zoning.  Mr. Mohr asked why don’t we have an ordinance that says you can’t have a commercial 
kennel in a residential zone?  Mrs. Waldron stated that it is exactly what we are trying to do.   
 
Mrs. Murray asked the Board to look at the chart that was provided.  Hardwick, Hope, Knowlton, and Mendham all 
give the number of dogs allowed.  Mr. Mohr asked the Board not to compare Blairstown to Mendham.  Mrs. Waldron 
stated that the rest of the towns all have kennel code and restrictions on number of dogs.  Mr. Mohr stated that to 
stop a commercial kennel in a residential zone, just state that and not get into the weeds of how many dogs you can 
have on a five (5) acre lot in the R-5 residential zone.  Chairman Repasky advised the statistics on some of the bigger 
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violators.  There is one address that has ten (10) dogs on two (2) acres.  Another address has twenty (20) dogs on 
seventeen (17) acres.  There are twenty-three (23) dogs on eleven (11) acres.  There are seventeen (17) dogs on 
fifty-one (51) acres.  Mr. Mohr asked if they are licensed, are there complaints to go with those addresses, and are 
they commercial in nature?  Mrs. Waldron stated that it doesn’t really matter if they are commercial in nature; it is a 
noise issue.  Mr. Mohr stated that Mrs. Waldron’s purpose was to stop people from bringing in a commercial breeding 
operation kennel here.  Mrs. Waldron disagreed that her initial response was to stop licensing kennels coming to our 
community, and the second issue was brought up by other members in regards to noise issues.  Mrs. Waldron asked 
Mr. Mohr if having twenty (20) dogs on two (2) acres might be too much?  Mr. Mohr responded that depending on 
what twenty (20) dogs there are and if the neighbors around them say it is too much, yes, he could agree with that.  
Mr. Mohr stated that you need to know the facts.  Mrs. Waldron asked if your neighbor moved in with twenty (20) 
coonhounds, how would you feel about that.  Mr. Mohr answered that it sounded undesirable if you are playing the 
“what if” game.  Mrs. Murray felt that we have discussed this in great detail in previous meetings, that the Officer has 
done a good job investigating the whole subject, that we are being fair, and we should adopt as recommended.   
 
Mr. Mott stated that he thought we were talking about regulating only commercial kennels and he is not sure how we 
slid into regulating private ownership.  This started with commercial business kennels and now it seems as if the topic 
has gotten expanded which makes him uncomfortable as it infringes on people’s rights to use their property.  It is one 
thing to regulate or eliminate commercial kennels.  The definition of kennel – commercial and what is a private 
doghouse – and agree on that first.  Mr. Sikkes agreed with Mr. Mott.  Mrs. Waldron stated that this came up as we 
looked at the ordinances in other townships and the ordinances referred specifically to kennels.  Below the definition 
it lists what the different municipalities identified as to how many dogs on a piece of property denotes a problem for 
that municipality and they put a restriction on it.  If you look at the chart, Hardwick has a restriction – must have six (6) 
acres for a commercial kennel.  Six (6) or less than ten (10) dogs for the purposes of breeding for non-commercial.  
Other residential uses in the Town of Hope are they restricted three (3) dogs for less than five (5) acres, and five (5) 
dogs for five (5) acres or more.  For a kennel, they have five plus (5+) dogs for the description of a kennel in a 
residential neighborhood.  Knowlton did the same thing.  We looked at their ordinances to see what they did to see 
how best to incorporate it.   
 
Mrs. Waldron also stated that Zoning Officer David Diehl’s point in mentioning rescue groups is that rescue groups 
have no license according to the Township.  We do not know how many dogs are in any rescue group, either as they 
currently exist or could come to the Township.  Since they are not licensed, there is no way to monitor the number of 
dogs in that facility.  Secondly, since they are a rescue we have no way to know if those dogs are licensed which they 
should be according to Zoning Officer David Diehl.  Mr. Mohr asked for some clarification on terminology.  Does a 
rescue mean a facility that takes a dog in, provides it shelter and is actively seeking to find it a long-term home, and 
Mrs. Waldron agreed with this.  Or, Mr. Mohr asked if the facility is where a dog goes to live out the rest of its days?  
Mrs. Waldron stated no, initially the discussion of the type of rescue is the one that brings animals in as they have no 
place else to go, someone turned the dog over to them, and they try to find it a new home.  Mr. Mohr is familiar with 
the facility on Union Brick Road that actively takes in dogs from kill shelters, mostly from down south but all over the 
eastern seaboard, finds them long-term homes – not just here in Blairstown – but in the greater northern New Jersey 
area.  They continuously have a revolving pool of animals that they are able to assist from the resources they have.  
Mrs. Waldron stated that this is a wonderful facility and the only one that Blairstown Animal Hospital recognizes as 
being a rescue in our area.  Mr. Mohr questioned having the rescues licensed, as in the case of their rescue which 
was only there for four (4) days, that we need to monitor and license those dogs does not make a lot of sense.  Mrs. 
Waldron believes that there is a clause in that restriction for a reasonable timeframe, but she believes it is 
approximately thirty (30) days and not four (4) days but she will check.   
 
Mr. Mott feels that there are four (4) issues that need to be voted on separately.   
 
1 - The definition of kennel, commercial kennel 
2 – The definition of how you define doghouse kennel in a private scenario 
3 – Define how many dogs allowed in a commercial kennel per acreage 
4 – Restrict or not restrict private dogs on private land on a sliding scale by acreage 
 
These all need to be voted on separately.  When you discuss five plus (5+) acres, and you get into twenty-five (25) to 
thirty (30) acres or more, that needs to be addressed differently.  There are not many tracts of land like that, but to 
apply the five (5) acres rule to someone like that is unfair.  Putting all these items in one vote would be wrong.   
 
Mr. Mohr addressed a question to Mr. Thomas that presumably anything the Board agrees on as a whole and 
recommends to the Township to adopt as an ordinance, does that fall under land use?  Is this something that a 125-
acre land owner could come to the Land Use Board and seek relief from?  Mr. Thomas stated “yes”, that is a use 
activity.   
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Mr. Thomas stated that there seems to be a consensus that kennels are not something the town wishes to have.  On 
both sides of the argument, this seems to be the case.  The problem is commercial kennels versus non-commercial 
kennels; a kennel is a kennel.  You can define that as for-profit or just breeding.  There seems to be some support for 
having rescue facilities. Mr. Mohr’s comment on distinguishing between little dogs and big dogs and arbitrary 
numbers may be problems.  The Board may wish to consider having a maximum number of dogs per acre ultimately.  
You may wish to get rid of the idea that kennels are permitted and regulate the rescue facilities in a reasonable and 
rational way.  For residential dogs as pets, it seems that pets should be kept inside (no problem) or if kept outside, 
there should be a mechanism that outdoor dogs would be kept in a noise-attenuating structure.  Zoning Officer David 
Diehl may have input into this discussion.  Further, the dogs would be allowed out for limited times during the course 
of an average day.  Those are the kinds of regulations you can focus in on versus the numbers for small and large 
dogs.  The Board should focus on the negative impact, which is kennels, number one, and regulating the rescue 
facilities.  For residential, provide that the animals are inside, or if outside, in a facility or doghouse that has sound-
attenuating facilities and not allowed to roam around all hours of the day and night.  This may be better than trying to 
say no matter how many acres you have, you cannot have more than “x” number of dogs.   
 
Mrs. Waldron agrees with most of Mr. Thomas’ suggestion, but questioned how do you regulate noise on a two-acre 
lot with twenty (20) dogs?  Mr. Thomas stated you don’t, and the point he is trying to make is that this is very difficult.  
Noise complaints are very difficult to enforce with either qualified or non-qualified professionals.  Therefore, to enforce 
that way is a futile effort.  He suggests that if you are going to have multiple dogs outside most of the time, the burden 
should be on the owner to mitigate the negative impact of the dogs.  They should be kept in a facility that is noise 
attenuating and the dogs should not be allowed to roam for twenty-four (24) hours a day.   
 
Mr. Law stated that the township just passed a noise ordinance for dogs.  Mrs. Waldron confirmed this and the 
suggestion by the ACO and Zoning Officer is that this is not enough to abate the noise issues they have come 
across.  They will continue to issue violations, but there are certain situations that cause noise to be worse than 
having two (2) dogs in your back yard.  The suggestion was to look at different municipalities and to see what they 
have done.  Everyone is not agreeing and we will take this one step at a time.  Mrs. Waldron doesn’t want to ruin the 
possibility of a rescue in the Township.  There are necessary reasons they exist and the rescue in question does an 
exemplary job and there are no complaints on that rescue.  We will have to address this in separate steps.  The 
commercial aspect of it was Mrs. Waldron’s primary focus as the Town is in a predicament because of people moving 
to this Town just to open a kennel.   
 
Mr. Thomas suggested tabling this topic and to come up with possible alternatives.  Mrs. Waldron will speak with 
Zoning Officer David Diehl this week.  Chairman Repasky does not want to table the topic; he wants to form a sub-
group of two-three people who will put together thoughts and bring to the next meeting.  Mr. Mohr asked Mrs. 
Waldron if they can volunteer to be two of those people, and Mrs. Waldron agreed.  Chairman Repasky asked for 
another volunteer, and Mr. Mott agreed to join the sub-group.   
 
Mr. Mohr has one more thought on this question and that is the subject of working dogs.  He would like the Board to 
consider exempting them or lumping them in with whatever we come up with for the rescues.  Mr. Thomas asked if 
there are working dogs (more than one or two) in the Township?  Mr. Mohr answered that there are not any today 
that would break the proposed regulation, but it is worth looking into.  Particularly in the case of search and rescue, it 
is very common for it to be a family affair as it is a big commitment to train a dog every week.  Many times, there is a 
dog in the sunset of their life, a dog who is your prime trainee today, and a dog in training.  There is a washout rate 
and sometimes it takes 5-6-7-8-9 dogs to get three (3) good ones.  Mr. Thomas asked for confirmation that Mr. Mohr 
is talking about working dogs that are in conjunction with emergency services.  Mr. Mohr answered predominantly, 
but there are service animals exempt under ADA, police and military dogs, search and rescue K-9’s, and hunting 
dogs.  Mr. Thomas asked if the service dogs are provided to the individuals and trained offsite?  Mr. Mohr answered 
that in military and law enforcement, the answer is yes, but in volunteer search and rescue the answer is no.  There 
are also volunteers who train for the Seeing Eye who train puppies for the Seeing Eye as well as to replace 
washouts.  Mr. Thomas asked about service dogs for people who have a disability, are those trained by other people 
outside of the area?  Mr. Mohr answered typically, but part of that conditioning is real world fostering.  Mr. Mohr 
stated that to be clear, a working dog and a service dog are two separate categories but in the same venue as 
benefits for the common good.  Mrs. Waldron stated that Mr. Mohr also mentioned hunting dogs.  Mr. Mohr answered 
that there are a couple of hunting clubs, and if we are going to go down this route, we should work that in as well.   
 
Chairman Repasky asked the sub-group to get a breakdown in writing that Ms. Grohs can get into their packets 
before the next meeting.  Chairman Repasky stated that it also has to be easily enforceable.  Mr. Orcutt also asked 
the sub-group to include working farm dogs like sheep-herding dogs, and that nature.   
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Master Plan for 2020  
 
Mr. Thomas explained that Ms. Tilney and he have been in contact regarding the Master Plan Reexam, and they 
have agreed that they are going to be working together on this matter.  Mr. Thomas discussed with Ms. Tilney earlier 
today, and it is appropriate for her to discuss property she owns in relation to a component of the presentation she 
made at the last meeting in relation to either Air BnB’s and/or Bed and Breakfasts.   
 
Ms. Tilney stated that some concerns were raised.  She resides in the Old St. Jude’s in the village and has thought 
about using part of her building as an Air BnB at some point in the future.  Air BnB’s are not illegal as she checked on 
this with Zoning Officer, David Diehl.  Agritourism and agritainment are separate from Air BnB issues.  Due to 
technical difficulties in hearing Ms. Tilney, Mr. Thomas continued the discussion.  Mr. Thomas stated that it was 
brought up to him, and he personally does not believe from a legal viewpoint, that her ownership of her property is a 
conflict.  When you do a reexamination report, you are in effect looking at the entire community.  In a sense, 
recognizing that, every Board Member who is an owner of property would have a conflict, and it is not the purpose of 
the Municipal Land Use Law to remove everybody from preparing the report.  Mr. Thomas does not believe Ms. 
Tilney has a conflict; she may have a point of view.  Chairman Repasky may wish to add one more member of the 
Board to this committee.  Mr. Thomas believes that Ms. Tilney made the presentation for agritourism/agritainment 
and demonstrated a knowledge that will be helpful and should be discussed.  Ms. Tilney’s expertise in that area 
would be helpful in preparing a reexamination report.  Based on his belief that there is not a conflict, it would be 
appropriate to have Ms. Tilney on the committee.  Chairman Repasky answered that an additional person working 
with Mr. Thomas and Ms. Tilney would eliminate a perception of conflict.  Chairman Repasky would appreciate 
another volunteer to work on the committee, and Mr. Law agreed to volunteer.   
 
Ms. Tilney emphasized that any intentions to open an Air BnB were speculative at this point, and technically anyone 
on the Board could open an Air BnB in their homes if they wished.  This was not something she was trying to be 
secretive about and was just a potential idea for the future.  Mrs. Waldron stated that Ms. Tilney did a great job on the 
presentation and that she is very knowledgeable in this area.  Mrs. Waldron is not aware if the Township wants to 
pursue the Air BnB or limited rental property, but Ms. Tilney made a good point with the agritourism and is something 
to be discussed.   
 
Mr. Thomas summed up that this was their report for tonight, and he and Ms. Tilney will get together via Face Time or 
Zoom to hopefully advance the topic to have information to the Board before the August 17 meeting.   
 
Mrs. Murray stated that her understanding was that Mr. Thomas would write up a brief paper covering our legal 
obligations to be submitted for the Reexam report and that later the Board would go over individual elements.  Air 
BnB’s or Bed and Breakfasts fall under the Economic Element portion of the Master Plan.  This means you would 
have to start with an introduction and be part of a much larger effort.  Air BnB’s and Bed and Breakfasts would not be 
a stand-alone item, otherwise the entire report would be full of suggestions.  That is not the purpose of this effort.  A 
number of people have done work on the reexamination report but have stopped as she was under the impression 
that Mr. Thomas would complete our obligations and we would move forward with our efforts later.  Ms. Tilney stated 
that her understanding is that the reexamination report is not a fully fleshed out master plan, it is just reexaming what 
exists.  We are going to take a look at: (1) adding a definition of agritourism, (2) reviewing the permissible uses in the 
village and other mixed-use areas, and (3) reviewing the group’s position on warehouses, and (4) potential anti-blight 
ordinances for town to prevent buildings from becoming abandoned and run-down.  Mr. Thomas’ understanding is 
that the Land Use Board has authorized him to complete the report and based on a meeting a few months ago, a few 
items were eliminated.  There was a discussion regarding a traffic light and a new road by the Acme, and the decision 
was made not to consider that.  There was a presentation by Ms. Tilney, and Mr. Thomas believed that was 
something to be considered in the reexamination report to discuss.  Mrs. Waldron stated that was correct and the 
purpose of discussion by the Board was to put forth an action for the reexamination report if the Board agrees with it.  
There were many areas being discussed at one time and not all of them have to be incorporated into the Master Plan.  
Some of them should be as they place the township in a vulnerable position; others are to the benefit of the township 
like agritourism.  Mr. Thomas stated that he will also need to work with Ms. Grohs.  The Reexamination is not a redo 
of your Master Plan; they are separate and distinct.  There are certain items that need to be provided such as the 
major problems and objective relating to the land development since the last reexamination report and you have to 
discuss any changes that have occurred locally or statewide over the last ten (10) years.  There are items that have 
to be discussed in terms of the status of the housing obligation (affordable housing) which must be reviewed.   
 
Mrs. Murray asked about the schedule for the reexamination report as there also needs to be a public hearing and 
what is the deadline – September or October?  Mr. Thomas answered that the last resolution was adopted in 
November 2010 and Chairman Repasky confirmed that it was November 15, 2010.  Mrs. Waldron asked if there was 
any pushback due to the COVID-19 pandemic.  Mr. Thomas stated that there has not been, unfortunately.  There 
have been directives from the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) on how Land Use Boards should continue to 
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operate, and some directives from the Governor’s office due to executive orders.  There has been nothing to say 
reexamination reports have been delayed due to the virus.  The rationale is that you have had ten (10) years to do it, 
and if you haven’t completed it by now, it is not their problem.  Mrs. Murray stated that we have till October to approve 
and need to have a hearing before that.  We don’t have much time and we should not rush items like this.  We should 
do as originally agreed which was to have Mr. Thomas meet our legal obligations and then work on all the other ideas 
people have put together that we haven’t even heard.  Chairman Repasky stated first we have to agree on what is 
going into the report to satisfy the legal requirements of the reexamination report.  On the dog kennel, Mrs. Waldron, 
Mr. Mohr, and Mr. Mott are going to return next month with something concrete that we can digest before the next 
meeting.  On the Master Plan to narrow down the scope of agritourism, Chairman Repasky stated that revitalization 
of downtown is a byproduct of agritourism, and bed and breakfast is a byproduct of agritourism.  Solely agritourism 
should go into the Master Plan and a mention could be made of the byproducts.  We will deal with showcasing 
agritourism on our website and then some controls on agritourism.  For example, if a farmer is having a “pick your 
own apples” weekend, the Township needs to ensure the roads do not get overwhelmed with parking on both sides of 
the road to become a safety hazard.  Chairman Repasky sees the agritourism subject narrowing down to this and not 
getting lost in revitalization of downtown and bed and breakfasts.  Mrs. Murray does not see kennels being part of the 
reexamination report.  Mrs. Murray feels that we have been working on this for two (2) years without progress.  Mrs. 
Waldron feels many items, such as zoning applications have taken up much of the Board’s time.  Mrs. Murray 
believes this is a project worth completing well.  Ms. Tilney explained that the reexamination report is really just an 
overview of the goals and items to be reexamined.  It is not totally fleshed out or a totally new set of ordinances.  It 
does not necessarily mean we have to act on all of them.  Agritourism has been around here for a long time, and with 
the coronavirus pandemic, it is important that the Land Use Board is trying to work on a real initiative to help motivate 
people.  Chairman Repasky asked Mr. Thomas, Ms. Tilney, and Mr. Law to come up with something more concrete 
that the Board could discuss and vote on at the next meeting.  Ms. Tilney will not be at the next meeting and much of 
the Board’s time will be taken up with the Twin Power application.  Mrs. Murray suggests that this subcommittee 
consult Chapter 16 entitled the Economic Element.  Mr. Thomas stated he will work with the other two subcommittee 
members using Section 89 of the MLUL, Reexamination Report and produce a broad overview versus specific 
modifications to the Master Plan. 
 
NEW BUSINESS:    
 
Mrs. Waldron discussed with the Department of Public Works (DPW) about the status of Blair Academy’s parking lot 
off Main Street.  This is now moving along quickly.  Mr. Rodman stated that the Township Committee has this well in 
hand.   
 
Land Use Board Budget Update (Quarterly) 
 
Chairman Repasky stated this is for informational purposes.  Mrs. Waldron explained that she discussed this topic 
with Chairman Repasky, and she went to the Township Committee advising the Land Use Board needed “x” number 
of dollars in the budget for the Master Plan Reexamination review.  The Township Committee advised that currently 
the budget states $9,000 which was the original allotted amount for the Land Use Board alone.  The Township 
Committee has agreed to an allotted $8,000 for the Master Plan review which will be moved to that budget as 
necessary.  They are watching to see how much money is left in the budget and will allocate funds if necessary.   
   
Land Use Board Status Report 
 
Chairman Repasky stated that this report is for information. 
 
 
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:    
 
Chairman Repasky asked for any questions or comments on the vouchers.  Mr. Mott questioned the Dolan & Dolan 
dollar amount for the Master Plan which on the invoice is $444.44 and the voucher summary shows $414.44.  Mrs. 
Green had previously advised of this error which will be corrected.  Chairman Repasky asked for a motion to approve 
the vouchers.   
 
Action:  A motion was duly made by Mrs. Waldron, seconded by Mrs. Green, to approve the vouchers.   
Roll call vote: Green, Mach, Mohr, Mott, Murray, Orcutt, Sikkes, Waldron, Talley, Baker, Tilney, Law, and Repasky - 
yes.  
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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. Orcutt, and unanimously carried, the meeting 
was adjourned at 9:25 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Linda J. Grohs, Board Secretary 


