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PPIINNEE  PPOOIINNTT  RREESSIIDDEENNTTSS  AASSSSOOCCIIAATTIIOONN  
 
UPDATE:  January 12, 2010  BEACH ACCESS PLAN BESIDE DEPOT STREET 
 
 
¢ƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŦƻǊǳƳ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ Ǉƭŀƴ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ōŜŀŎƘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ŀǊŜŀ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ 5ŜǇƻǘ {ǘǊŜŜǘ ǿŀǎ 
held tonight at Town Hall. This was the third and last one.  Unfortunately, only one citizen attended other than the 
same few Association members who have been at every forum advocating the groupΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ.  Three Town 
Councilors attended as well as the Town Planner and Town Manager.  As predicted, attendance at these three 
forums was very poor, clearly due to the holiday timing and the fact that many residents are away this time of 
year.  The forums were also not well-publicized.  Nevertheless, those members of the Association who did attend 
promoted the same principles; openness, access, preservation of views, an identity, and a plan which reflects the 
needs and desires of the citizens, not primarily the investors at the Beachwalk or the motel owners.  Whether we 
ǿŜǊŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘ ƻƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴ aŀƴŀƎŜǊΩǎ Task Force reconvenes and comes up with a final 
ǇƭŀƴΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ Ǉƭŀƴ ǿƛƭƭ Ǝƻ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ .ƻŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎ άŀŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŦƻǊ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭΦ 
 
This is a summary of positions we have advocated regarding both the process and the plan.  The Plan can be 
viewed on our website at www.pinepointbeach.com and is attached to the e-mail you received. 
 
 

THE REASON FOR A DESIGN PROMOTING άOPENNESSέ SO THE PUBLIC RETAINS THE VIEWS ENJOYED FOR 
CENTURIES EVEN THOUGH WE LOST OUR BEACH ROAD. 

 

 
 

PROCESS 
 
FORUMS 
 
²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ƛƴǇǳǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ not be achieved with the three 
planned forums because there would be poor attendance.  That proved to be true.  We proposed the plan be sent 
by mail with a return mailer for feedback to all residents in the area, particularly those whose mail is forwarded 
during the winter. That was not agreed to due to cost. We argued that the Town spent money on a landscape 

http://www.pinepointbeach.com/
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architect as well as surveyors, lawyers, and town staff time on both the land exchange proposal and the beach 
access plan so an additional expenditure to get meaningful public input during this time of the year was not 
unreasonable.  TƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ǿŀǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ Ǉǳǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ, as mentioned at the last Council meeting.  
We have requested of the Council Chairwoman that the next Task Force meetings be opened to the public so 
citizens can attend and learn how the public input, albeit limited to those few who attended, will be deliberated. 
²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ƘƻǇŜŦǳƭ ǘƘŜ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǿŜƛƎƘǘΦ 
 
TASK FORCE 
 
We objected earlier to the composition of the Task Force which is primarily town staff with two residents who 
were invited to participate by the Town Manager.  Direct abutters, such as the owners of the Sand Dollar Inn, the 
homeowners across the street from the site, and the Beachwalk were not included on the committee.  The Task 
Force meetings were not open to the public as we requested.  As stated above, we have asked that the rest of 
those meetings be open.  
 
TIMING 
 
You will recall there is a Road Reconstruction Plan developed by a 2008 Study Committee which the Association 
petitioned the Council to create. This plan calls for the reconstruction of the end of the Pine Point Rd. from East 
Grand Avenue to what was Depot Street). It calls for considerably narrowing the presently 42-foot wide paved 
road to two 11-foot travel lanes and the installation of five-foot wide sidewalks and six-foot wide grass buffers 
(esplanades) on both sides of the road. Three-foot paved areas ŦƻǊ ǳƴƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ōƛƪŜ ƭŀƴŜǎ όоΩ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘǘƘ 
requirements for bike paths) are also included.   
 
Part of that reconstruction plan, which is already funded and planned for springtime construction, must be 
partially altered by the fact that Depot Street is now private property. It may need to be altered further depending 
on the outcome of the Task FƻǊŎŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ Town Council approval of a final plan.   
 
Two major changes to this heavily traveled corner have occurred since the 2008 Road /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ Ǉƭŀƴ ǘƻ 
reconstruct the street was presented to the Council a year ago. They are; 1) the Town closed 50-foot wide Depot 
{ǘǊŜŜǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǾŜȅŜŘ ƛǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aƻǘŜƭΣ ŀƴŘ нύ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘŜƭΩǎ нм-foot wide parking strip and has been 
working since last summer on a design plan for public beach access όǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴ aŀƴŀƎŜǊΩǎ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜύ.  
 
Part of the draft plan shows a 2-car άdrop offέ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘǊŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘŜƭΩǎ ƴŜǿ ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎ ƭƻǘ ƻƴ 5ŜǇƻǘ {ǘǊŜŜt.  
These two changes presumably would impact the road design.  We advocated assertively for the same process the 
Association has asked for in the past six years; that the Town conduct a traffic study and collect data on how this 
unique area is used by drivers, pedestrians and bicyclists so a design would reflect a careful examination of this 
unusual area.  We argued that the road design, land exchange and beach access plan done without any data on 
traffic patterns during the summer makes no sense and is not responsible.  We also reiterated concerns about the 
ƘŜŀǾȅ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǊƴŜǊ όǘǊŀƛƭŜǊ ǘǊǳŎƪǎΣ w±ΩǎΣ trolleys, boats of all sizes, etc.) which is reason enough to 
conduct a study.  Finally, we reiterated the traffic concerns elsewhere in the neighborhood, such as the 
horrendous bottlenecks near Hurd Park, the practice of allowing parking on the side of the road next to the fence 
at the overflow parking lot at Hurd Park, the danger of pulling out of the avenues on to Jones Creek Drive because 
ƻŦ ǇƻƻǊ Ǿƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŀƭƭŜƭ ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎ ŎǳǊǾŜ ŀǘ .ŀȅƭŜȅΩǎ [ƻōǎǘŜǊ tƻǳƴŘ όƴƻǘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ 
the business but because of encroachments to the road on the other side), and shared examples of the frequency 
with which people simply stop in the middle of the road to drop off beachgoers.  Whether or not the Task Force 
will consider these points and propose a delay of the projects so a traffic analysis can be done remains to be seen. 
It is a question of priorities, we stated. If a study was done, it is very possible that a professional traffic engineer 
might recommend changes in the projects about to be undertaken.   
 
As with the Land Exchange, the position we advocated was to slow down the process, look at the bigger picture 
and rely on information from a careful study. LǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǎŜƴǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƛƴƎΦ 
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BEACH ACCESS PLAN FEATURES 
 
To focus on the beach access plan itself, those few residents who attended the forums presented the positions 
below and there was no disagreement among the Association members who attended the meetings and spoke.  
Again, we believe we represented the consensus of the Association and its long-held positions. We will be able to 
present these to the Town Council when it deliberates the ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜΩǎ final recommendations, and possibly at the 
Planning Board review if public comment is allowed.  We ask again if you have any other input not included here to 
send it along.  Joan Lourie and Jack Callahan are the two residents on the Task Force and are encouraged to 
advocate these positions as the only residents on the committee.  
 
 
FENCE 
 
A three-foot high open, round, rail fence was overwhelmingly desired to protect views and establish άƻǇŜƴƴŜǎǎέ 
on what is now smaller public property at the shore. With the loss of views due the land exchange (the motel 
parking lot on Depot Street will clearly obstruct views), we advocated for the most unobtrusive fence design 
possible, and one which is consistent with the character of the neighborhood.  Hurd Park, the Municipal Parking 
Lot, the Beachwalk and several private properties use low-profile, open rail fences.  The DEP and our 
Comprehensive Plan both contemplate limiting fencing for preservation of public views and for sand and wind 
movement at the shore.   
 
The Task Force contemplated picket style fencing as you can see on the Plan Draft. Planning Board members, 
however, overwhelmingly supported a rail fence style when it reviewed thŜ aƻǘŜƭΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ 
motel to use the same design the Town chooses for the beach access area.  It appeared that this fence style had 
considerable support by most. Two concerns came to light, however.  First, the Town Manager stated that the 
fencing would be άovertaken by plantingsΧ ƛƴ ǎƘƻǊǘ ƻǊŘŜǊΦέ IŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΣ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻƴƛƎƘǘΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ 
supported the use of a άmesh nettingέ of some material attached to the open rail fence because the Town had a 
responsibility to ensure the public remained on public land. 
 
The feedback he received on these two issues was two-fold. First, vegetation should be limited in height so it does 
NOT overtake the fence.  Plantings, such as Sea Rose, which is permitted to grow unchecked rather than 
maintained at a low height would become a άfenceέ itself and would obstruct views.  A fence does not have to be 
made from dead wood or vinyl; a solid hedge of aggressive plants allowed to grow essentially creates a fence and 
should not be permitted.  The Town should impose on itself a limit of plant height to two feet so the rail fence is 
not overtaken, and plants should be maintained by the Town at that height to preserve openness.   
 
We also restated our written position on the absolute necessity for the Town to draft a fence ordinance for scenic 
areas so places like the Beachwalk and Motel would be prohibited from using high plantings to create de-facto 
fences.  If the Town does not immediately begin the ordinance process soon to regulate fences, fence-like 
vegetation and other obstructions to views, then it is possible, and arguably probable, that the Beachwalk and 
Motel will try to screen their properties from what is to become a public access area. An ordinance draft NOW will 
prevent that from happening because Maine law allows municipalities time to draft, deliberate and enact 
ordinances while preventing these sort of grandfathering attempts, as was seen with the failed Condotel ordinance 
two years ago and the recent wind power ordinance (statutory reference 1 M.R.S.A. 302). In other words, if the 
Ordinance Committee of the Council initiates development of an ordinance regulating fencing in scenic areas, 
those who try to circumvent this lawmaking process would not be protected. 
 
The Town Manager stated that the Beachwalk owners have indicated they may want to plant trees along the 
property line where the Town land meets their land.  Our position was that they would be precluded from doing 
that by the subdivision approval because the developer made representations to the Planning Board which must 
be considered conditions of their approval (the language is the ordinance is clear).  If the Beachwalk chose to erect 
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a stockade fence for the privacy, we argued the Town should enforce these representations and not permit it. If 
the Town failed to do so it is possible the Town would install the split rail fence on its side of the property line and 
ǘƘŜ .ŜŀŎƘǿŀƭƪΣ ƛŦ ǳƴƘŀǇǇȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊǳƳŀƴΩǎ ǎƛȄ Ŧƻƻǘ ǎǘƻŎƪŀŘŜ ŦŜƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ 
last month, could erect the same style a few inches away on their common property (Claudia Lane).  We cannot 
imagine such a scenario but without aggressive enforcement or an ordinance in place, it is possible --  and the 
Town Manager confirmed it this evening.  We reminded him that the Beachwalk lot owners were investors and if 
their investments were not successful it was of no concern to the Town relative to its obligations.  We also 
reminded the Town that the Beachwalk still has not completed all of its conditions of approval (such as 
constructing the sidewalk from East Grand to their private road entrance) and that they amended their covenants 
to allow summer road and building construction, something the developer promised (represented) to the Planning 
Board would not be allowed. 
 
{ŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άmeshΣέ attached to a rail fence (sort of like chicken wire), which came as a complete surprise 
tonight, should be rejected soundly by the Task Force because it would be both a visual obstruction as well as 
aesthetically unsightly, and not consistent with the character of the neighborhood.  Imagine, for example, mesh 
netting attached to the lengthy open-rail fence which presently surrounds the Municipal Parking Lot at Hurd Park.   
 
The Town has not previously taken the position outlined by the Town Manager tonight (i. e., that the Town has 
some responsibility for respecting private property owners which is why the mesh was being considered). In fact, 
the million dollar homes on nearby Dunefield Lane abut the Town right-of-way next to Hurd Park, but the Town 
has not attached mesh to its open rail fence there.   
 
This image was provided to the Planning Board for its consideration when reviewing the Lighthouse Parking Lot 
Site Plan. The Board decided to require the Motel to use the same fence style as the Town selects for the Beach 
Access making this Task Force decision critically important. These pictures are examples.  Hurd Park is pictured 
below (bottom left), which has the fence style strongly advocated by the Association with a three foot height limit 
for the upper rail and without mesh netting. 
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DROP OFF 
 
We reiterated our fear that the άdrop offέ plan (2 cars along the road as shown on the plan) would be lost and 
indeed this was presented as a possibility tonight. The drop-off is clearly less than what the people wanted. WeΩǾŜ 
advocated for an off-street turnaround on Depot Street for years. But while not ideal by any measure, the drop off 
plan proposed is the only remnant of compromise from the summer-long battle against the land swap.   
 
The land swap removed virtually any possibility for an off-street turnaround and handicap parking on Depot Street, 
so the two-car drop off is likely the best we can get. If that is ultimately removed, then all that will be left is a 21-
foot wide path to the beach where we once had a fifty foot road and unimpeded access to the shore.   
 
It has been argued that we have that άteardrop-ǎƘŀǇŜŘέ land also, which was obtained from the Beachwalk, but 
we (the Town) had that regardless because it was part of the negotiated deal when the Beachwalk was approved.  
It has been argued the parcel άƛs worthlessέ (in the words of Richard Sullivan in July), but our position has always 
been that this land was valuable because it prevented a house lot at that location and preserved that view 
corridor. Those are the reasons the Association lobbied strongly for the land with the developer and Planning 
Board.    
 
The residents also were confident the Trumans would one day approach the Town again for help redeveloping 
their property, help the Town willingly was very generous with in 2005 with the first (and only) land swap 
agreement until this year. We believed the Town could use its powerful leverage to acquire the Motel parking strip 
in a future deal and all we had to do was wait them out. None of us ever imagined the Town would close Depot 
Street and gift excess land to the Motel as it did last year.  In fact, just the opposite was planned in 2005. The 
Motel was going to tremendously benefit from the ToǿƴΩǎ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ with their five-condo plan which meant the 
Trumans would sacrifice some of their land in the deal so the Town could widen Depot Street and develop the 
Ocean Gateway concept while preserving landscaped frontage for the five condos.  In summary, we reject the 
argument that the exchange was necessary to ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ άǘŜŀǊŘǊƻǇέ ǳǎŜŦǳƭΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ 
acquired and would have been much more valuable when added to all of Depot Street and likely more land from 
the Motel. We just needed to wait.    
 
WeΩǊŜ ǎǘǳŎƪ now with the significant limitations of ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ less available 
land with which the Town could create the Ocean Gateway ƻǊ ά.ŜŀŎƘ !ŎŎŜǎǎέ concept. Preserving vehicle access to 
the shore, particularly for seniors and persons with handicaps, was an important goal which can now only be very 
partially achieved by at least a place they can pull over and catch a glimpse of the beautiful bay.  If it goes, there 
will be absolutely no place to stop except for the travel lane, which people will do as they do now. The lure of that 
view or need to drop off beachgoers has for decades compelled drivers to stop wherever they chose, but that fact 
has never been confirmed by a careful study. 
 
The history and commentary above boils down to the position we advocated, which is to at least maintain the drop 
off area. Related to that was our strongly-exerted position, which we put forth at the last forum, ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊǳƳŀƴǎΩ 
stone wall encroachment must be removed.  You will recall that this structure is almost entirely located on the 
¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ǿŀȅ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ōǳƛƭǘ many years ago.  We argued that removal of 
it would make the two-car drop off area safer because cars would have more room to maneuver back on to King 
Street and would prevent a likely bottleneck at the curve. Removal of the wall would also give pedestrians more 
ǊƻƻƳ ǘƻ ǿŀƭƪ ǎŀŦŜƭȅ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƴƻǿ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǿŀƭƭΩǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǿŀƭƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ƭŀƴŜΦ   
 
The Town ManagerΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǇǳǘ ŀǘ ƭŀǎǘ ǿŜŜƪΩǎ ŦƻǊǳƳΣ asked Bill Bray, the traffic engineer who proposed 
the first ƛƴŦŀƳƻǳǎ άorange barrel barricadeέ on Depot Street in 1989 after conducting a four hour traffic study.  Mr. 
Bray still does work for the Town and will look at the stone wall and the drop off plan to determine if it makes 
ǎŜƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴ aŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƻƴƛƎƘǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ possible that άleaving the wall there may actually be 
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ŀ ǎŀŦŜǊ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜΦέ ¢ƘŜ aŀƴŀƎŜǊ indicated that Braȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƴƻǘ άƧǳǎǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ 
ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƘŜŀǊΦέ  While unstated during the meeting, those residents in attendance who spoke privately just after 
ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊǳƳ ŜƴŘŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ aǊΦ .Ǌŀȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŜƴŘƻǊǎŜ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ-held position and allow the 
stone wall to remain.  It was compared to the Town Attorney determining Zoning Board approval of the parking lot 
expansion was not required; residents believe these professionals who make judgment calls and interpretations, 
will do what their client wants. The client is the Town of Scarborough and it has wanted to leave that stone wall in 
place. 
 
Residents reviewed their repeated attempts to have the wall relocated on to the motel property over the years 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ άŜƴŎǊƻŀŎƘƳŜƴǘέ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ōǳǎƘŜǎΣ ƭŀǿƴǎ ƻǊ ŀ ǇƛŎƪŜǘ ŦŜƴŎŜ 
commonly placed in the town right of way.  What distinguishes this stone wall from those, and always has, is that it 
is clearly a large structural stone wall which was backfilled with soil to a height of about 3 feet, landscaped, has 
electrical connections for lighting and has held signs. In fact, the townΩs street sign for King Street was surrounded 
by this substantial construction project when it was done (see insert).   
 
It was not until the recent land swap process, when surveys were done, that it became an undeniable fact this very 
large structure is almost entirely on town property.  The Planning Board also expressed concerns about it when 
they reviewed the motelΩs parking lot site plan last month. It must go. That was our input.   
 

 
 

RECENT SURVEY SHOWING STONE WALL ALMOST ENTIRELY IN TOWN ROAD 
 
 
IDENTITY AND SIGNAGE 
 
We advocated for some identity for the beach access area (a name at the very least) and clear signage which 
invites and promotes its use by the public and visitors.  One of the recent renderings by the landscape architect 
was labeled άhŎŜŀƴ DŀǘŜǿŀȅέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ŎƻƛƴŜŘ ōȅ wƻƴ hǿŜƴǎ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƎƻ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ нллр ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ǿŀǎ 
designing a plan. That plan actually included an expanded Depot Street for the άGatewayέ (back when the motel 
was going to become a five unit high-end condo with its parking in the back and the Town was going to simply 
move Depot Street toward the Beachwalk).   
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After the Trumans, at the end of the 8-month study, pulled the plug on their plan and converted later to 22 condo 
dwellings, they installed a sign which read άhŎŜŀƴ DŀǘŜǿŀȅ /ƻƴŘƻƳƛƴƛǳƳǎ.έ Using that name was considered an 
affront to both the neighborhood and Town Manager because the term was widely accepted as άjust rightέ for the 
plan being developed by Ron Owens and the Committee (which had five citizens on it).  Nevertheless, the name 
was taken. The feedback tonight was for the Town to avoid that name if the Trumans were using it.   
 
 

 
 

 
A suggestion was made by Bob Baizley to ask students at the high school to come up with some names and design 
a sign for the area.  This would reinforce the fact this is a town-wide resource and the student effort could be as 
successful as the 350

th
 Anniversary logo design they did.  People liked this new idea which will be presented to the 

Task Force.  The Town ManagerΩs question about naming it for an historical person from Pine Point was rejected 
because of the obvious difficulty involved in determining who deserved such recognition. 
 
We did support an informational kiosk on the site with historical information and perhaps information about the 
natural resources there.  Signage which made it clear that beach parking was available at Hurd Park was agreed 
upon (the use of the name άIǳǊŘ tŀǊƪέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎƛƎƴ ǿŀǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƴƻǘ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎύΦ 
 
 

PREVIOUS POSITIONS PRESENTED AT TWO OTHER FORUMS BY RESIDENTS   
(unless mentioned above) 
 
 
BENCHES 
 
Agreed, although the height should vary to accommodate seniors. 
 
BLOCK WALL REMOVAL 
 
Agreed the cement block walls constructed on the dunes by the motel owners years ago (on Town property) 
should be removed. These are not to be confused with the large stone wall in the street. You can see the Task 
Force plan for the location. 
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6 FOOT FENCE BY NEW HOUSE 
 
We strongly opposed this feature of the draft plan.  The Beachwalk lot owners are prohibited from erecting fences 
over 42 inches by the Planning BoardΩs conditions of approval.  The purpose of this restriction was to protect view 
corridors. It makes no sense, therefore, for the Town to install a six foot fence (which it just took down two weeks 
ago) at that location when the lot owner the Task Force seeks to provide privacy to is prohibited from installing his 
or her ownΦ  LƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
prior to making their investment.  Here are excerpts from Planning Board approval which is recorded in the 
Registry of Deeds.  The Task Force might have done more research prior to including this privacy fence on the plan. 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
BIKE RACK 
 
The location of the bike rack indicates that there will be both pedestrian and bike movement along the beginning 
of the path or trail.  The Task Force should consider ways to prevent conflicts in the name of safety, we offered. 
 
ARBOR 
 
Any structure of this type to provide shade should have no walls to obstruct views.  The necessity of this was 
questioned. 
 
PLANTINGS 
 
Along with height restrictions of two feet or less for plant growth, we proposed no sensitive species such as dune 
grass be included which would later limit any changes to the area by DEP or other rules.  You will recall that the 
Town Manager presented a plan by DeWan a year ago which called for completely filling the άteardropέ town land 
with this sensitive and fast-growing species. That would have resulted in the complete loss of public access to that 
public property. 
 


