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held tonightat Town Hall. This was the third and last otunfortunately, only oe citizen attended other than the

samefew Association members who have been at eviarym advocatinghe groufQ & LJ2. ATRréeAT@wyi a

Councilors attended as well as the Town Planner and Town Manager. As predicted, attendance at these three

forums wasvery poot clearly due to the holiday timing and the fact that many residents are dliayime of

year. The forums were also not wablublicized. Nevertheless, those members of the Association who did attend

promotedthe same principles; openness, assgreservation of views, ailentity, and a plan which reflects the

needsand desire®f the citizens not primarily the investors at the Beachwalk or the motel owners. Whether we
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Thisis a summary of positions we have advocated regartoth the process and the plarnThe Plan ¢cabe
viewed on our website atvww.pinepointbeach.conand is attached to the-enail you received.

THE REASGHOR A DESIGN PROMOTINRENNE$SO THE PUBLIC RETARE/IEWENJOYED FOR
CENTURIES/ENTHOUGH WEOSTOURBEACHROAD.

PROCESS

FORUMS
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planned forums because there would be poor attendance. That proved to be trugprdgesedthe plan besent

by mail with a return mailefor feedbackto all residents in the arggarticularly those whose mail is forwarded

during the winter That wasiot agreed to due to cost. We argued that the Town spent money on a landscape



http://www.pinepointbeach.com/

architect as well as surveyors, lawyers, and town staff time on both the land exchange proposal and the beach

access plan so an additional expenditureyad meaningful publicriput duringthis time of the year was not

unreasonable TKS LJ 'y g+ a 2dzad NI OS yas inéntiohddzit the gt oSl méengy Q& 6 S0 2
We have requested of the Coun€iairwomanthat the next Task Force meetings be opened to the pudalic

citizens can attend and learn how the public input, albeit limitethose few who attendegdwill be deliberated.
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TASK FORCE

We objected earlier to the composition of the Task Force whighimarily town staff with two residentsho
wereinvitedto participateby the Town Manager. Direct abutters, such as the owners of the Sand Dollar Inn, the
homeownersacross the streefrom the site and the Beachwalk were not included 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 meeting be open.

TIMING

You will recall there is Boad ReconstructionPlan develoged by a 200&tudyCommitteewhichthe Assciation

petitioned the Council to create. This plan calls for the reconstructioth@fnd of the Pine Point Rd. from East

Grand Avenue to what was Depot Stredtcalls for considerably narrowing theesently42-foot wide paved

road totwo 11-foot travel lanesand the installation of fivdoot wide sidewalks andixfoot wide grass buffers

(esplanades) ohoth sides of the roadThreefoot paved area¥ 2 NJ dzy 2 FFAOAL £ o0A1S flFySa oo
requirements for bike paths) are also included.

Part of that reconstruction plan, whichatreadyfunded and planned for spritigne construction, must be
partially altered by the fact that Depot Street is now private propeltynay need to be altered further depending
on the outcome of the TaskANID S Q& T&nThuncil ghproval of a final plan.

Two major changes tchis heavily traveled cornérave occurred since the 200®ad 2 YYA GG SSQa LX Iy G2
reconstruct thestreetwas presented to the Council a year agbeyare; 1) the Town closed=oot wide Depot
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working since last summer on a design plan for public beach aécésk S ¢ 26y al yF.ISNR& ¢l aj] C2

Part of the draft plarshows a Zarédropoffy SEG (G2 GKS SydNI yOS G2 GKStYyz2idSfQa
These two changes presumabipuld impact the road design. We advocated assertively for the same process the
Association has asked for in the past six yeduat the Townconductatraffic studyand collect data on how this

uniquearea is used bgrivers pedestrians and bicyclists so a design would reflect a careful examination of this

unusual area We argued thathe road design, land exchange and beach asqdan done without any data on

traffic patternsduringthe summer makes no sens@d is not responsibleWe also reiterated concerns about the
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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 toat Hurd Park, the danger plilling out ofthe avenues on to Jones Creek Drive because
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the businesdut because of encroachments to thea on the other sidg and share@éxamplesf the frequency

with which people simply stop in thaiddle of theroad to drop off beachgoers. Whether or not the Task Force

will consider these points and propose a delay of the projeota traffic analysisan be dongemains to be seen.

It is a question of prioritigave 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 pasitwe advocated was tslow down the proces$ook at the bigger picture
and rely on information from a careful study it Qa 02 YY2y aSyasS IyR NBalLRyairiofsS 32




BEACH ACCEBISAN FEATURES

To focus on the beach access plan itself, those few ressdeht attended the forums presented the positions
belowand there was no disagreement among the Association members who attehdaedeetingsand spoke.
Again, we believe we represented the consensus of the Associatioitsdodg-held positions. We wilbe able to
present these to th&ownCouncil when it deliberates the | &4 {1  @rlNgddBneréndations, and possjtat the
Planning Board review if public comment is allow&de 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 TaskaRdrase encouraged to
advocatethese positions as the only residents on the committee.

FENCE

Athree-foot high open, round, rail fence was overwhelmingly desired to protect viewiatablishd 2 LISy y S & & €
on what is now smaller public property at the show¥ith the loss of views due the land exchange (the motel

parking lot on Depot Streetill clearly obstruct views we advocated for the most unobtrusive fence design

possible, and ne which is consistent witthe character of the neighborhood. Hurd Park, the Municipal Parking

Lot, the Beachwalk and several private properties useposfile, open rail fences. The DEP and our

Comprehensive Plamoth contemplate limiing fencing forpreservation 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 rail fencestyle when it reviewedt6 a2 6 St Qa8 &aAGS LI Iy | yR
motel to use the same design the Town okes for the beach access aredt. appeared that thisence stylenad

considerable support bsnost Two concerns came to light, however. First, the Town Manager stated that the

fencing would ba&overtaken by plantingéA y & K2 NI 2NRSNWé¢ 1S Ffaz2 &adlFdiSRT F2N
supported the use of amesh netting of some material attached to the open rail fence because the Town had a
responsibility to ensure the pulsliremained on public land.

The feedback he received on these two issuestwasfold. Hrst, vegetation should be limited in height so it does
NOTovertake the fence. Plantisgsuch as Sea Rose, which is permitted to grow uncheekbdr than

maintained at alow height would become é&encet itself and would obstruct views. A fence does not have to be
made from dead wood or vinyl; a solid hedge of aggregsimets allowed to grovessentiallycreatesa fence and
should not be permitted. The Town shduimpose on itself a limit of plant height teo feet so the rail fence is

not overtaken, anglantsshould be maintained by the Town at that height to preserve openness.

We also restated our written position on the absolute necessity for the Towmatfh d fence ordinance for scenic

areas s@laces like the Beachwalk and Motel would be prohibited from using high plantings to detdeto

fences. If the Town does not immediately begin the ordinance process soon to regulate fencedike

vegetdion 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 Areardinance draft NOW will
prevent that from happening becaudéaine law allows municipalitiegme 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 ordinanstatiutory reference 1 MR.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 lawmakimpgocess would not be protected.

The Town Managestated that theBeachwalk owners have indicated they magnito plant treesalong 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 representatiahge Planning Board which must

be considered conditions of their approval (the language is the ordinance is diedmg. Beachwalk chae to erect




a stockade fence for the privacy, weguedthe Town should enforce these representations and not pernit
the Town failed to do sit is possiblethe Town would instalthe split rail fence on its side of the property line and
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last month, coud erect the sametylea 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 possidl¢he

Town Manager confirmed it this eveningVe remindel him that theBeachwalllot ownerswere 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 odegi(such as

constructingthe sidewalk from East Grand to their private raamtrance andthat theyamended their covenants

to allow summer road and building construction, something the developer promised (represented) to the Planning
Board would not ballowed.

{ SO2 y Rf & 3 md$iK &ttactstl & a gaiffenaésort oflike chicken wirg)which came as a complete surprise
tonight, should be rejectedoundlyby the Task Force because it would be both a visual obstruction aaswell
aestheticallyunsightly, and not consistent with theharacter of theneighborhood. Imagindor examplemesh
netting attached to thdengthy openrail fence whichpresentlysurrounds theMunicipalParkingLot at Hurd Park.

The Town has not previously taken the pogsitmutlined by the Town Manager toniglit é.,that the Townhas
someresponsibility for respecting private property ownevkich is why the mesh was being considérdd fact,
the million dollar homes onearbyDunefield Lane abut the Town righf-way rext to Hurd Parkbut the Town
has not attached mesh to its open rail fence there

This image was provided to the Planning Bdardts consideration when reviewing the Lighthouse Parking Lot
Ste Plan. The Board decided to require the Motel to ube same fence style as the Town seldotsthe Beach
Access making this Task Force decision critically impoffaese pictures are examples. Hurd Hangictured
below (bottom left), which has the fence style straggadvocated by the Associatiovith a three foot height limit
for the upper rail angvithout mesh netting

FENCING

Various Styles of “Cedar
Pickett” Fences called for in
the Task Force Plan. They
range from closed, full privacy
designs to more open. Open
styles, however, appear solid
when viewed at slight angles.

Post & Rail Alternatives are
pictured below. They do not
obstruct views, are easier to
maintain and are less subject
to vandalism.




DROP OFF

We reiterated our fear that thédrop off¢ plan (2 cars along the roaas shown on the plgmwould be lost and
indeed this was presented as a possibility titi The dropoff is clearly less thawhat the people wantedWeQ @ S
advocated for an offtreet turnaroundon Depot Streefor years But while not ideal by any measure, the drop off
plan proposed is the only remnant of compromise from the sumiorgbattle against the land swap.

The land swap removed virtually any possibility for anstféet turnaround and handicap parking on Depot Street,
sothe two-car drop offislikelythe best wecanget. If that isultimately removed, then all thawill beleft is a 21
foot wide path to the beach where we once had a fifty foot r@ed! unimpeded access to the shore

It has beerargued that we have tht dteardrop-a K | LISh&adso, which wasbtained from the Beachwalk, but

we (the Town)had thatregardlessdecause it was part of the negotiated deal when the Beachwalk was approved.
It has beerarguedthe parceldsiworthless (in the words of Richard SullivémJuly, but our positionhas always

been that this landvas valuable because it prevented a housteak that locationand preserved that view

corridor. Those are the reasons the Association lobbied strongly folatie with the developer and Planning

Board.

The residents also were confidetite Trumans would one dagpproach the Town again for lpetedeveloping

their property, help the Town willingly was very generous with in 2005 with the first (and only) land swap
agreement until this year. We believéide Town could use itgowerfulleverage to acquiréhe Motel parking strip

in a future deal ad all we had to do was wait them out. None ofaxger imagired the Town wouldatloseDepot

Street and gift excess land to the Motd it did last year In fact, just the opposite was planned in 2005. The

Motel was going to tremendously benefit from thedy Q& | awdthtideil fivefcGnBo plarnwhich meantthe
Trumans would sacrifice some of th&indin the deal so the Town could widen Depot Straetl develop the

Ocean Gateway concepihile preserving landscaped frontage for the five condmssummay, we reject the
argument that the exchange was necessarytb { S G KS &SI NRNRL¥ dzaS¥dzZ & LG 61 a ¢
acquired and would have been much more valuable when added to all of Depot Street and likely more land from
the Motel. We justheeded to wait.

WeQ NB  rvi wizdthe significantimitations off | &G & S NR& RSOA & A 2 yigssavabahleO K A & Of S
land with which the Town could createe Ocean Gatewag NJ & . S| OckinceptdPéeSedviigiehicle acces®

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 plac® stop except for the travel lane, which people will do as they do.ridve 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 hisory 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 stronghxerted position, which we put fortht the last forumfi K & G KS ¢ NHzY | y
stone wall encroachmentust be emoved. You will recall that this structusealmost entirely located on the

¢26yQa NRARIKG 2F gl & FyR KI a OnBlyensS &goWe afged that ©BoyaD Ny a4 & A
it would make the twecar drop offareasafer because cars walihave more room to maneuvéack on to King

Street and would prevent a likely bottleneck at the curvemRvalof the wallwould also give pedésans more
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The TownManagér 6 aSR 2y G KAA& A \adkedBill Brajthetraffia éngine& Sqloposed 2 NIzY =

the firstA y T | Yogadge barrel barricadeon Depot Street in 1988fter conducting a four hour traffic study. Mr.

Braystill does work fothe Townand willlook at the stone wall anthe drop off plan todetermine if it makes

asSyasS (2 NBY2@S AGd ¢KS ¢ 2posgiblehat fldaihG tNd wallitheigrdyactualyheA I K G K|
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g1 y i G 2while Sristhiiiduring the meeting, those residents in attendance who spoke privately just after
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stone wall to remain. It was comparedttee 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 wats. The client is the Town of Scarborough and it has wanted to leave that stone wall in

place.

Residentgeviewedtheir repeated attempts to have the wall relocated on to the motel property over theyear
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commonlyplacedin the town right of way. What distinguishes this stone viralin those and always has, is that it

is clearlya largestructural stone wall which was backfillegith soilto a height of about 3 feelandscapedhas

electrical connections for lightingnd has held signdn fact,the town@ street sign for King Street was surrounded

by this subsantial construction projecivhen it was done (see insert).

It was not until therecentland swap processvhen surveys were don¢hat 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 mal@ parking lotsite plan last month. It must gdhatwas our input.

The Town Survey (just completed)
showing the significant encroachment
of the stone wall and backfill. The
yellow line is the property line.
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RECENT SURVEY SHOWING STONEWALL ALMOST ENTIRELY IN TOWN ROAD

IDENTITY AND SIGNAGE

We advocated for some identifpr the beach access ar€a name at the very leastind clearsignage which

invites andpromotesits use by the public and visitor©One of theecent renderingdy the landscaparchitect

was labeledt h OSI'y DI GSégl &é¢ 6KAOK gl a GKS GSNY O2AySR o0& w2y
designing a planThat plan actually included an expandeepot Streefor the 6Gateway (back when the motel

was going to become a five unit higind condo withits parking in he back and the Town was goingsionply

move Depot Street toward the Beachwalk).




After the Trumansat the end of the 8nonth study,pulled the plug on their plan and convertéatter to 22 condo
dwellings they installeda signwhich readd h OS |y DI G S ¢ | & Uding it RaNidvas Eotsitiaredn

affront to both the neighborhood and Town Manager becausetdrm was widely accepted &gist right for the

plan being developed by Ron Owens and the Committee (which had five citizens on it). Nevertheless, the name
was takenThe feedbak tonight wadfor the Townto avoid that rame if the Trumans were using it.
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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 wouleinforce the fact this is a towwide resource anthe student effortcould be as

successful athe 350" Anniversary logo desighey did. People liked this new idea which will be presented to the

Task ForceThe Town Manag& question about naming it for an historical person fromeHPoint was rejected

because of the obvious difficulty involved in determining who deserved such recognition.

Wedid supportan informational kiosk on the site with historical information and perhaps information about the

natural resources thee. Signage which made it clear that beach parking was available at Hurd Park was agreed
upon (the use ofhenamed | dzNR t I N ¢ 2y (GKS Odz2NNByd aAr3ay g+ a LINRoOloOf

PREVIOUS POSITIONS PRESENTED AT TWO OTHER FORUMS BY RESIDENTS
(unless nentioned above)

BENCHES

Agreed, although the height should vary to accommodate seniors.

BLOCK WALL REMOVAL

Agreed the cement block wakkenstructedon the dunes by the motebwnersyears ago (on Town property)

should be removedThese are not to be confused with the large stone wall in the street. You can see the Task
Fore plan for the location.




6 FOOT FENCE BY NEW HOUSE

We grongly opposedhis feature of the draftplan. The Bezhwalklot owners areprohibited from erectindences

over 42 inchedy the Planning Boai@ conditions of approval The purpose of this restriction was to protect view

corridors. It makes no sense, therefore, foetfiown to install a six foot fengehich it just took down two weeks

ago) at that location whethe lot ownerthe Task Forceeeks to provide privacy s prohibited from installing his

or her owrtd Ly@SadG2NR akKz2dzZ R KIFI@3S 0SSy F6FNB 2F GKS tflyyAy
prior to making their investmentHere areexcerpts fromPlanning Board approval which is recorded in the

Registry of Deeds. The Task Force might have done more research prior to including this privamy tieagdan.

BIKE RACK

The location of the bike radhdicatesthat there will be both pedestriaandbike movement along the beginning
of the path or trail. The Task Force should consider ways to prevent coinflibis name of safety, we offered

ARBOR

Any structure of his type to provide shade should have no walls to obstruct views. The necessity of this was
questioned.

PLANTINGS

Along with height restrictionsf 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 th
Town Manager presented a plan by DeWan a year ago which called for completely filldbggaitazopé town land

with this sensitive and fagirowing species. That would have resulted in the complete loss of public access to that
public property.




