
2025 GLA Annual Election Report

The 2025 GLA Annual Election tally was certified on December 19, 2025. The results were delayed by two major 
issues the Board had to meticulously find solutions for. 

The initial tally conducted by ATS was in error. Four ineligible ballots polluted the eligible ballot pool. Ballots are 
100% confidential and once they were mixed in there was no way to remove them. Many of the candidates 
were within four votes of each other which further complicated the situation. Ultimately two leading 
candidates, Doug Gill and Ryan Kinports decided to withdraw. Then the Board decided to accept the polluted 
count as the official tally.

The second major issue was that several write-in candidates received enough votes to win a seat. But because 
they did not declare their candidacy earlier via a nomination form, they were never vetted. The GLA Board 
voted on December 8th  that two of the write-in candidates, Walter Wunsch and Jaylyn Jensen, were in violation 
of the covenants. Walter Wunsch violated the Master Plan section 1.7 Light Manufacturing. That section 
requires all businesses who have more than 7 employees to notify the Board and be subject to a Road Use Fee. 
Jaylyn Jensen was cited for eyesores and a shed built without seeking a project review. Her property contained 
16 vehicles, piles of scrap wood and trash and an illegal structure. Both candidates were presented with time to 
rebut the charges and cure the violations. 

The GLA Legal counsel provided valuable advice and direction for the 2025 election vetting issues. They 
approved releasing their work to landowners. Their memo is attached.

On December 15th the GLA Board disqualified both candidates for not curing the violations. The Board also 
voted to assess a Road Use Fee starting in January 2026 for the business Walter Wunsch owns, SpecTec. The 
Road Use Fee is equivalent to the prevailing single assessment amount. That amount in 2025 is $247.50. And it 
applies to every employee over the 7 allowed in the Master Plan. It was stated that Walter had 27 employees so 
he would be assessed $247.50 each for 20 employees in January 2026. Walter Wunsch is responsible for 
notifying the Board his employee count on December 31st every year. The SpecTec Road Use Fee is expected to 
add $4,950.00 to the GLA 2026 budget.

Two other North Glastonbury write-in candidates were also disqualified. John Carp was also disqualified 
because he was behind in his assessments on October 31, 2025. Martin Hilldreth was disqualified because he is 
not a landowner nor a legal entity representative.

The remaining candidates in North Glastonbury that won a director’s seat were:
James Timmer – 43 votes, Claudette Dirkers – 42 votes, Lance Rushmeyer – 36 votes and Holly Gill – 2 votes. 
Linda Ullrich won the Ombudsman seat with 10 votes.

In South Glastonbury the winners were:
Christine Farrar with 94 votes, Zane Curry with 75 votes, Scott Stomerowski with 72 votes and Alicia Dearing 
with 70 votes. Miriam Barker won the Ombudsman position with 12 votes.

All Bylaw changes were approved.

Official certification forms are below.

Tim Brockett
VP GLA
Election Chair
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CONFIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM 

ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE/WORK PRODUCT 

 

 
To:  GLA Board 
From:   Crowley Fleck, PLLP 
Re: Board Election Issues 
Date:  December 15, 2025 
 
 This memo addresses several questions raised by President Douglas Gill about the recent 
board of direction election. 
 
I. Grandfather Clause 
 

The Wunsches claim that Edward Francis gave Walter permission to exceed the seven-
employee limit for light manufacturing imposed by the Master Plan (“MP”).  Specifically, the 
Wensches claim that Walter’s agreement with Mr. Frances allowed for a maximum of 33 
employees.  The Wensches have provided no evidence that Mr. Francis was in a position to grant 
such permission.  Further, although requested, to date the Wunsches have not provided the Board 
with a copy of Walter’s documentation regarding his contract with CUT and the agreement with 
Mr. Francis.  Because such an agreement is an agreement that by its terms is not to be performed 
within a year from the making of the agreement, the agreement was required to be in writing and 
signed by the party to be charged.  See Mont. Code. Ann. § 28-2-903(1)(a).  Therefore, unless the 
Wunsches provide the written agreement, there is an argument that any agreement is invalid 
because it is not in writing.    

 
The MP defines “grandfather clause” as “[t]he inclusion of any pre-existing structure, 

which is already in use and which was in compliance with all applicable laws, rules, regulations, 
permits or applications required at the time of installation, through the Glastonbury Landowners 
Association, and all county and state requirements.”  General rules of contract interpretation 
apply to restrictive covenants.  Creveling v. Ingold, 2006 MT 57, ¶ 8, 331 Mont. 322, 132 P.3d 
531.  Where a contract, and by extension a restrictive covenant, has been reduced to writing, the 
intention of the parties is to be ascertained, if possible, from the writing alone.  Id.  Where the 
language of a covenant is clear and explicit, the Court must apply the language as written.  Id.  
The language of a restrictive covenant should be understood in its ordinary and popular sense.  
Id., ¶ 10.  Further, “[i]n the construction of an instrument, the office of the judge is simply to 
ascertain and declare what is in terms or in substance contained therein, not to insert what has 
been omitted or to omit what has been inserted.”  Id., ¶ 11.  It is not the proper role of the 
judiciary to insert modifying language into clearly written and unambiguous instruments where 
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the parties to the instrument declined to do so.  Id., ¶ 12.  Here, the MP clearly defines 
“grandfather clause” as relating to any “pre-existing structure,” not to the employee limit for 
light manufacturing.  Based on the plain language of the MP, the grandfather clause does not 
apply to the number of employees employed by Walter.   

 
Even if a court were to ignore the plain language of the MP and find that the “grandfather 

clause” did apply, any violation of the MP that existed at the time the MP was enacted would be 
excused from the rule.  The grandfathering provision does not permit a landowner to expand or 
increase a violation.  This point is illustrated by Lewis v. Ponderosa Pines Ranch Property 
Owners Association, 2005 MT 325N, 330 Mont. 401, 126 P.3d 507.  In that case, Ponderosa 
Ranch Property Owners Association (“PPRI”) brought an action against Fred Rohde, a property 
owner, to enforce restrictive covenants barring mobile homes, among other things.  In February 
1979, PPRI recorded the first covenants applicable to Rohde’s property (“Building Standards”).  
The Building Standards did not prohibit mobile homes on Rohde’s property.  Six mobile homes 
were moved onto Rohde’s property between 1979 and 1991.  PPRI filed amendments to the 
Building Standards in 1992 (“1992 Amendments”).  The 1992 Amendments prohibited mobile 
homes but provided that any single mobile home already existing as of the 1992 Amendment’s 
recording date could remain.  Two additional mobile homes were moved onto Rohde’s property 
in 1995 and 1996.  A total of eight mobile homes were on Rohde’s property when PPRI filed the 
lawsuit to enforce various restrictive covenants.  Following trial, the district court determined 
that the mobile homes placed upon Rohde’s property prior to the adoption of the 1992 
Amendments could remain.  The Court found that these six mobile homes did not lose their 
“grandfathered” status upon PPRI enacting the 1992 Amendments.  The district court, however, 
directed Rohde to remove the two mobile homes placed on his lot after 1992.  

  
 Like in Lewis where the six mobile homes that were placed on the property prior to the 
1992 Amendments were grandfathered in, here, the number of employees that Walter had when 
the MP was enacted are “grandfathered” in.  Further like in Lewis where the two mobile homes 
placed on the property after the 1992 Amendments were not “grandfathered” in, any additional 
employees hired after the MP was enacted are not “grandfathered” in.  For example, if Walter 
had ten employees at the time the MP was enacted, he would not be required to terminate three 
employees to come into compliance.  But, as soon as he wanted to hire his eleventh employee, he 
would need Board approval. 
 
II. Good Standing 
 
 To be accepted as candidates for the board, nominees must be in “good standing.”  See 
Bylaws at Art. VI(C).  To be in “good standing,” the member must be current in the payment of 
all assessments to the Association and not be violation of the Covenants.  See Covenants at ¶ 
3.19.  The Bylaws provide that to be accepted as candidates, nominees must be in good standing 
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– paid in full on all membership interests as of the last quarterly assessment due date and not in 
violation of any Covenant, which they declare by signing the nomination form.  See Bylaws at 
Art. VI(C).  The Board of Directors reserves the right to determine, with a majority vote at any 
time prior to the close of the election, that a candidate is ineligible due to a Covenant violation or 
nonpayment of amounts due.  Id.  A candidate who is later discovered to have been ineligible as 
of the nomination form filing date or who later becomes ineligible prior to the election due to a 
discovery of a covenant violation, or due to delinquency of assessment debts prior to the 
election, forfeits their candidacy.  Id.  The Board will immediately attempt to notify the candidate 
that they will not be listed on the ballot, or if listed on the ballot, votes from them will not be 
counted. Id.  Likewise, if a candidate decides to rescind their nomination and not run, the Board 
will no longer consider them a ballot candidate, and they will not be listed on the ballot, or if 
listed, votes for them will not be counted.  Id.   
 

There are no provisions in the Bylaws specifically addressing when the Board discovers a 
write-in candidate is not in “good standing” after the election results.  Under Article VI(B)(16) of 
the Bylaws, however, the Board has the power and duty to “[a]dopt Rules for the conduct of any 
meeting, election or vote in a manner that is not inconsistent with any provisions of the 
Covenants, Articles of Incorporation or the Bylaws.”  The Board also has the power and duty: (1) 
to adopt Rules and Regulations for the affairs of the Association and the enjoyment of the 
Members and (2) do all things necessary to carry into effect the Bylaws and to implement the 
purposes and exercise the powers as stated in the Articles of Incorporation, Covenants, Bylaws, 
Rules and any Land Use Master Plan adopted pursuant to the Covenants.  See Bylaws at Art. 
VI(B)(10) & (14).   These broad powers would necessarily include determining eligibility of a 
write-in candidate after the results of the election.  In other words, the Board has the power to 
decide that a write-in candidate that has been elected but is discovered to not be in “good 
standing” after he or she is elected cannot serve as a director because he or she is not qualified.  
This is consistent with the Bylaws addressing director candidates and serves the purpose of 
ensuring all board members are members in “good standing.” 

 
The fact that the Board in good faith believed that both Walter and Jaylyn were in “good 

standing” and allowed them to vote in the election should not change this.  The Bylaws clearly 
contemplate that if a member is not in “good standing,” that individual should not serve on the 
board.  This is true regardless of the timing of the discovery that an individual is not in “good 
standing.”  And, the Board has broad powers to ensure a member that is discovered to not be in 
“good standing” after an election does not serve on the Board.    
  
















