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SUMMARY. 

Recognizing that parking at roil stations must be acknowledged as an essential 

element in any public transportation system, the Division of Transportation Systems 

Planning assigned the study of multi-modal facilities to the Bureau of Highway Planning. 

The,se studies were to be carried out in accordance with> the guidelines set forth in the 
• I 

Action Plan of the New Jersey Department · of Transportation (NJDOT). Therefore, 

following a request from the Bay Head Boro's attorney to Mr. Robert lnnocenzi of NJDOT's 

Division of Commuter Se.rvices to examine the feasibility of a park-ride facility near the 

existing station, this study was initiated. 

F_ield surveys in Bay H.ead Boro revealed that the area at the existing station had 

a potential capacity of 25 vehicles but because of the lot's. present poor condition this 

capacity was not achievable. The 40.,.50 commuters who could not be accommodated at the 

~ta1rion were parking on the street and in two empty lots formerly the property of the 

railroad. Should either or both of these lots be sold, the commuters would be forced to pork 

at ever greater distances from the station or at the Point Pleasant Station. 

An origin analysis based on license plates showed that the service areas of Bay 

Head and Point Pleasant were similar; this, at first glance, would seem to indicate the loss 

of parking spaces af Bay Head Boro would not work a hardship on the displaced commuter. · 

However, an analysis of projected ridership at. both stations showed that .. under · full 

· electrification the parking at Point Pleasont Station would only be adequote if Bay Head 

Boro Station's capacity is increased to 400 spaces by the yeqr 2000. 
. . . 

To meet the need for parking, both present-day and projected, three proposals 

were studied: a two.:.sfage development ofa lot on Osborne Avenue; a 115-space lot on East 

Railroad Avenue; and the improvement of the existing lot either alone or in conjunction with 

either of the two alternative plans (see Figure I). 
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. · .. -The: first p·rop~sal, -designtiteiAJternaUve l in .. this study,· is. a plan to. initi~lly 

develop. l20-~spaces. on the approximately 3~~cre lot 011 the south side: of Osborn~ Avenue, 

diagonally across the, frocks fr<>~. the·· stcition :ore~. This, number of. spaces would meet 
. . . .. . ' ·- . ,,·· . . . . 

present~day requiremerit~-~s w~ll OS the ptojected:ne~~ through_ 1985.: As de~and'ihcre~ses 

. additional spg~es-coold be easily developed. Meanwhile, the size of the lot would permit (l 

wide latitude of layout choices while maintaining an adequ,ote buffer zone betwe~n ·the rot 
. ' and the adjoining residences.. If the<.buffer zone fook the !form of a wooded areci it woulcf 

also answer aesthetic and environmelital. requirements~·. 
. . . . . . . ;. ':· 

. Altem~tiVe lfis a plan to develop 115 parking spaces off East Railroad Avenue . 
. . . ·, . . 

. adjacent to the .railroad tracks~ This opprc:>ximotei'y-on~-~cre lot woo.Id accommodate the .. . . : . . ·. . . '· .. , '.. ' . , . ·. . 

·11~ spa~es bycqJ"efuldesign_of stalls:with .. rninir,,urri dimehsions; there would be no latitude: 

for innovative layQuts or aesthetic amenities. Thls 115-space capacity would meet the lower · 

limit' require~ent projected fol 1985; there, :would ·be rio room for expansion when the 

. demand continued to increase as hasibeenpredicted.·.' ... 

. Alternative Ill is :essenti~Hy the no-b.ui Id plan.,. It proposes improvements ·to the . 

. existing station area which would permit maximum utilization; that is, space for 25 vehicles. 
• - • • • • • ' ' ' ' • • ' •• • 0 

Implemented_ alone, this plan would have no effecton the parking deficit iti ~ay Head Bbro~ 

Implemented inconjun~tion with ~itherAftemqtive I or Alternative II, the station cirea could . 

be_ designa.ted for ·special-pur;ose.,pai~ing, such: as:for' the handicapped and· ·the kiss~tide 

commuter. By isolating tbes~ out'."'.Qf-th~-ordinaty activities, the traffic flow. within the 
. . ' - '. ·. . . ' .· .. · ' . ,·' 

. . . . 

. larger lot would. be improved • 

• Noneo(the altemativescontajn any physical ~bstacles to d~velopment; clearing· . 
. ,, . . . . . .·. ·.. . . ' .. · ·. . ·. . 

and· drai~age are not of ~n' e~ceptjb~cil ttat~re; ·the~e is no los~ of. rotables; there is no . 

resident di~place:ment~ The b~ild cil.t~r~citives would have the added advantage of improving 
. . .. . '· . 

the traffic flow on Osb~rne Avenue by reni~ving .the commuters' cars ~ow· parking ·there. 
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Comparison ~f ,prol~ct ~osts: 6mor,g the various pJans is, difficult beca~se 'of the 

uncertainty surrounding 'the acquisition· c.ost~ •• - ,_Based. on current ·selling·, prices in the 

municipality, estimates .ot$3~50 a~d,$ L.7f per squ9reJoot were l"ecei~ed. Since the r~altor 

handling the propertles-forfhe .. tr~ste.es.is,osking¢onsider~ly less~·_the finaf cicquisition costs . 

. probably .wilt be below the esli,,:;dted co~L •The cost per staU for .e>ni'y cbnstructfon should be . 
. . ... ' . -· .. ,· . ., . .•· ' 

about. the same under any plan becquse there ar:e no outstanding. topographical differences. . 
. . . . ' . ' ' ' . . . . - . . - . 

. The planfor dev~loping a lot onEas/RQjlroad Avenu~ would seem to be the lesSexpensive . 

based OIJ landcosf$; but if n,ore land should ~av~ to be acquired in the future, Alternative I 

may proveJess costly ih the' lo.ng run~ \ .. 

. . The. tr~ffic analysis f6r tbis s,tudy t:p~sidered only the normal eommuter:...oriented . 
.· ,··'. > 

time frame. Under this limitation the access routes to the study area were found to be 

operating weU below capacity Qnd the ad.di-tiori} of the froff ic due' to: .the larger patking 

facilities would0~t creot; cm ~nclesirabl~ trciffic conditi9n •. The accident record at t~e 

relevant intersections )s also . low and the __ qdditiooal tr~f fic should have. no apprecial?le ... 

adverse effect. 

In theory thts project se~mec:J a virible. proposal~ However,. hi view .of the 

. unanimous opp~sitio~ voiced at the·ccinmtmify•J~volv~ment meeting held on June is, 1977, a. 
. . ·. . . ·_ .. · . . . _· ;_ . ·. . ·_-_·. ·. '• ._··_. ' .. ·. __ ·· ' : . . ,: . . .. . . . . _·· ·_. ; ' . . ( . ·_ .. 

farther appraisal must be made (~e Mr~ CornweU's memo, Appendix A). It. is the ·corisid~red -
. . . .·. . . . .· ·. . .. : .· .· ....... ·. ... . . •·_.. .· .. I . 

opinion of the f3ureau of'Hig_hway'Planning thata• pc;irking .IQt to accommodate at leas(IOO 

cars is :needed. immediately and° should be b~ilt; buf unl.e~s it can be proved that the .··. . ' . . . . . .. •' . .. . .. . , - . 

opposition is less, pervasiv~ than i/ :seemed. at)he pubHc meeting, this project sh_ould be . . . .. , . ·. . . . ·.. . . . . .: . . -·· .. -· ·. . 

shelved until such tim~ as the munidpolity expresses renewedinterest in pursuing it. . . . .. ·. . ' . . . ,, . ' . . . 
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· .. INTRODUCTION 

·. The New Jersey Departme~t of Transportation has u~dertaken a feasibility study ' · 

for ci park~ride faciljty atBay Head Rciitro~d Station in Bay He~dBoro, Oceon County. This 

r-- study was pr6mptedby Bay Head Bom1s',request for pubHc-flnd~dn$ for ran commuter· 

parking fa~ility. The need for such a fa~iHty and th~ tirging forprompt ac,tion were fir~t. 
(-
( 

,-
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) 

' 
{ I 

I ( 
) 

I 
I , 

·1·, 

' brought to the a,ttention of NJDOT by Mr •. Robert A~ 'Fall, Counselor at Law, in his ' 
. . . ._· . '· ... -_.. . . . .. . .· . 

. · .·· •.-· ' /· . . .' •., . . . , ;· . . - [·.• , . : . •·' ' . . ' 

December 28,. 1976 letter to Mr. Robert lnnocenzi, Chief, Bureau of Capital Fadlities 

(Appendix A). Mr. FaU explained that parking .at B~y Head is: limited and commuters are 

forced to parko~ the st;eets near th~ Station •. He also explained that a, possible· remedy for 

.. this situation- h:;iy in acquiring.a t~t put on the rn~rket as the res1..1lt of the .raUroad bankniptcy 
. . . • . . . . . . ., ,· . _I.·. . • . .. . . . 

proceedings. 

Mr. Fall' ciiso-~st~ted- that, as the r~sult of the bankruptcy proceedi,ngs, four 

parcels were placed fot sale.· fie further -Stat~d that Parcel No. 112 (Figure 2). would O ••• _·· 

make an idepl parking lot facility to ·se~vice co~rn~ter~ ofthe railroad,'' ~md that inhis 

opinion, the facility is'' ••• necessar;f()r ~rope_f-~pefotion ofan adequate passenger service 

line." Mr. F_aU aiso:asked that ttlis proj~ct be given a prio~ity because .of the pending sole of ''' 

the four properties~ · 

The New York and :Long Bra~ch Railroad~ :which tiwned property in Bay Head. 

Boro, is in bankruptcy. As part of the bankruptcy proceedings, it w~s determined that the 

property necessary' for operatio~ anc:f rnaintenante of .}he roilrocid system would be conveyed . 

to Conrail, and the rerriciinder of the' property not tied.up by options would be; plac~d for sol~ 

. by the· trustee. 

ln_a laterexc;h9~ge ofcorresponden"de Mr. Fall was advised to have Bay Head 

Boro and the Qceon' County Planning' BOClrd sobniit. the project C for' inGlusio~ on the 
{,. ' : . . . ' ... , . ' ;·: .- . _,- .. · .. - :·. .. ' ' . - .- . 

transportation Improvement Progr<i~ (Tl~).' As a result of this advice, this projedhos since 

: been included on the TIP for 1978 'for ~relifo•iriary Engiri,eering. 
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EXISTING FACILITY 

' Field observations of tf:te existing rai.lroad station and vicinity formed the back-

ground for Table I which contains information pertaining to parking location and access, and 

for the sketch (see Figure 3)~ 

The existing facility is located on the northside of Osborne Avenue in Bay Head 

Boro, Ocean County. The station is bordered on the north by the Boro of Point Pleasant 

Beach; on the east by East Railroad Avenue (a paper street); _on the south by Osborne 

Avenue; and on the west by the at-gr9de tracks of the North Jersey Coast Line. The station 

is a semi~enclosed · wooden shelter located on the north-bound side of the tracks. In the 

shelter are newspaper vending machines, a pay telephone in working order and a small booth 

which may have been used for ticket sales at one time, although it has been unattended for 

at least 15 years. The landscaping of the area around. the shelter has been undertaken as a 

project by the local garden club. 

Access to the immediate station area is from Osborne Avenue (d 36 foot wide, 

two-lane collector with no shoulders and :restricted parking) and from East Railroad Avenue 

(a 22 foot widej two-lane local road with no shoulders and restricted parking), via Twilight 

Road (a 36 foot wide, two-lane local road with no shoulders and restricted parking). 

The major access routes to Bay Head Boro are NJ Route 35 (a two-lane principal 
~\ . C ) . arterial) from both the north and the south; and NJ Route 88 (a two-lane principal arterial) · 

from the west to Bay Avenue (a two-lane minor arterial). 

At the station, two at-grade, non-electrified tracks cross Osborne Avenue, 
. . 

turning southwest into a multi-track loop which forms the southern terminus of the North 

Jersey Coast Line. Trains stopped at the station block the Osborne Avenue grade crossing 

which is protected by bells, lights andautomatic gates. East of the loop, three stationary 

railroad cars serve as offices for railroad personnel. Access to this railroad yard is from 

East Railroad Avenue and Twilight Road. 

8 
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. PARKING· 
·AREA 

2 

4 

1 

LOCATION 

Vicinity of Station on Northerly 
side of Osborne Ave. 

West of East Railroad Ave. and 
South of Osbcnne Ave. 

Southerly side of Osborne Ave. 
and West of R.R. Tracks 

Osborne Ave. ( on- street) 

Note: There are no perking charges 

TABLE I 

PARKING INVENTORY . 

OWNER 

R.R. R.O.W. (former N.Y. ( L.B> 
Co.) and East Railroad' Ave. 
R.0.W. 

. R.R R.O.W .. (former Penn. ( At-
lantic R.R. Co.) 

Osborne Ave. R.0.W. 
Bay Head Boro 

Bay Head Boro 

Date of Survey: Wed., 6-14-78 
Time: I 1=30 am 

PARKING 
· SURFACE 

Sand 

Sand 

ACCESS 
ROADS 

Osborne and 
East Railroad 

Aves. 

Osborne Ave. 
and Twilight 
Road 

Blacktop Osborne Ave. 

Blacktop Osborne Ave. 

· ESTIMATED 
CAPACITY 

25t 

UTILIZATION 

23 

37 

6 

.5 





With the exception of the railroad properties, the surrounding area is zoned 

residential. South of Twilight Road is wetland bordering Twilight Lake. 

In this study the parking at Bay Head Boro is designated, for convenience, as four 

areas (seeTable I); only Lot I of the inventory can be considered a formal parking lot. The 

other three areas have evolved through expediency. 

Lot I is adjacent to the station; it has a possible capacity of 25 vehicles. 

However, it is neither paved nor lined which results in a haphazard parking pattern not 

conducive to full utilization. 

The remaining three areas are essentially street or informal off-street parking. 

There is no charge levied at any of the four areas. On the day surveyed, the number of 

parkers varied from 65 to 72, with all four aregs occupied at or near capacity. However, we 

were led to believe that the summer season swells the number of parked vehicles to I 00 or 

more. It is then necessary for commuters to seek spaces farther away on Osborne Avenue 

«:11nd Twilight Road. An inventory conducted in 1970 cited o count of 133 cars; unfortunately, 

the report did not identify the month in which the count was made. 

The parking at Bay Head Soro is inadequate, both for today's requirements and 

for projected needs. Commuters who cannot . b~ accommodated in the station area are 

forced to park on the nearby streets, which creates a traffic hazard, or to trespass on 

railroad property, which may make them vulnerable to fines. In either of the last two cases, 

the future availability of these locations is tenuous at best. Str~et parking is subject to 

municipal restrictions, and the railroad properties even now are up for sale. It can be 

assumed that a successful transaction would remove these areas from public use. It was the 

impending sale of these railroad properties by the trustees which precipitated the request by 

Bay Head Boro's attorney to initiate a feasibility study for a park-ride lot. 

11· 
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.·. HAIL SERVICE 

Bay Head Bor~ Stati.ori 1sserviced by Conrail's Atlantic Region, New Jersey 

Division, North Jer~ey Coast Lini {formerly. New Yori< and_Long Branch R~ilroad). Bay_ Head 

. Station is the. southern: t~rminus of this mi I 1:in~ and. Penn Statio~ in New Yori< Cit,y is th.~ · 

northern terrri'inus.' The Hne is electrified from New York.to South Amboy and is powered by 
. . 

. diesel engines fro,:n South Amboy southward to.Bay Head Boro. 

The result of 011 Avgu.st, 1976 tn.spection of the r~il equipment was reported in a 

study for NJDOT's Buredu of Comrtjon Carrier Planning (BCCP) entitled lmprovemenf and .• . 

. Extension· of. Commuter Tr~nspor.tation Services •. in. Monmouth. cind ·. Oceall 'Counties 

(IECTSMOC). :;his:re;ort states: "The· gen~ral track condition marginaHyconfor~s :to FRA. 

. [F ~deral Railroad Admini-strotfon] classj _safety standards." - The -~eport -also state~ that. 
. ·. -.· . '• . ·. . 

mu~h of the tai I .hardw.are need_s to bt? '~·C:!paired or replaced, that !'~-~ all of the railroad . 

bridges .are in need of major reha~ilitatiorf or. replacenient ••• ,n and thaf the signal' cind . 

communication equipment is .in operating condition.: -

Repair work on th:e: b~idges· arid" trocf<s on:the southern portion of the Hne began 

in "1978~ The first maj~r repair Uf)dedaken Was on the Manasquan River Bridge which Was 
. ·. . . ' .- . . . . , . . . 

tak~n out of service for a projected four we~k period, eff.~Jive A.pr ii I 0~ l97~. D_uring these 

repairs Bay Head Boro, Point Pleasprit Beach an·d Manasquan commuters were buseci -to and .. 

from Sea Girt:9ndAsbury Pork to connect With trains. The bridge was reopened and service 

reinstituted in May, 19?8. 

The trip from Bay.>t--!ea~ Boro t<> New York~ whichn~w entqils switching engines._ .. 

at South Amboy, takes between 2 hours and 2htiurs and IS minutes. There ar.e 17 trips each 

weekday betw~enBay Head Boro and New York. Six trains leave Bay Head Boro during the . - ,' . . . . . ' . . . . . . 

morning commuterpeak.(6-7atn)_a~g Si-?( ;eturn in the ~Vel')ing commuter peak (6"".7 pm)~_··· . .. . - · .. _ . .- •' •. . . 

A cond1;1ctor's count made oo: May JI, 1977 showed 140 passengers boarding at 

Bay Head Boro Sto.tio•n orJd 279 passengers board}ng at Point Pleasant. 
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A s~udy by E;dward~i and Kelcey, inc. originally envisioned. improvel'Tlent and 

modernization of the stations along the line as well as electrificotiop of the North Jersey 

Coast Line. However, it: has since .been determined by NJDOT that this pr~ject w9uid be. 

limited to electrific~tion only, and thatthe electrification:under this projectwill termina~e 

in Long Branch. ,The electrificatio_n is t6 be c~mpletecl _in tw~ phases: So~th Ambcw to . . .. . .. · . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Matawan (EstimatedTime of Completion (Etc] February: 19, 1980) ahd,Matawon toLo~g . . . •, . . . . .· . . . ·. . . ' ' . 

Branch (ETC Summer, 1982)~ All p~ojections in this report consider that the electrification 
. . .·. . . ,... . . .· .· ' . 

project to Long Branch will be 0complefoct~ · 

. The BureCJV of Common Carti~r Plarining's report presents various concepts for ·. ' 

the southern portion of the North Jersey. Co<lst Lil"le. - Of these ther~ are three public 

transportation service·conc:epts which"w·in, if lmplemer1ted, offectBay HeadSfotio_n~ 

Th~ ;firstconcept isa "do-n0thing". proposal~ That is, th~re wiU be: rioimprove-

. ment in the existing'serV,ice ot ;quiprt)ent ••. 
. -·- ··_'J· _· . ·. .. ·-.,' 

. The second. concept presented Js that of Ct>ast. Line · lmprov~rnent and Inf and ' .. 

. . Service •. This concept>proposes •-· moderniiati9n -. of servie:e ~o. Bay Head Boro, • e,ither . by .. • 

revifoliz,ation of diesel equ:ip~ent or by provh;ling elecfric ~quipment, a,nd 'additionql rail . 

service· inland from Lak~wood either vid Red Bank or· Freehold. It is expected that the 

latter proposal will hove the major effect on Bay Head Boro; 

The ~hird~concept is that. of Coast Une lmpro~ement~ ,That is,: improvement in 

equipment and electric rail service t6 Bay ffood Boro With no: additlorial inland seryice. 
• • • •• < ' ·, -. ' ·' • • • 

Electrific~tion from Long Branch to Hay Hedd :Boro would complete electrification of the . · · · 

entire line •. Ttiis consepf i~. expected to_ draw from a large service area, most of which is 

presently serviced.by buses~ 

._ The corresponding ridership projec;ti<>ris for each of these concepts are discvssed 

in\ the chapter entitled, Ptoject~dPO{k~ide Vehicles.· 
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INTERRELATIONSHIP OF BAY HEAD SORO 
AND POINT PLEASANT BEACH STATIONS 

Because Point Pleasant Beach Station is .only I.I railroad miles and 4 railroad-

travel minutes from Bay Head Soro Station, a study of their interrelationship was made. 

Th~ir respective service areas, those municipalities whose residents are expected to use the 

facility, were determined through a field inventory of license plates in conjunction with ,a 

computerized license plate lookup program avai I able from the Division of Motor Vehicles. 

It was shown that the following municipalities are the generators of the rail 

commuter parking at Point Pleasant Beach and Bay Head Boro. 

Point Pleasant . Bay Head Boro 

ADJ II* ADJ%* II Origins ADJ II* ADJ%* 'II 

2 2 2 Bay Head Boro _ 2 

27 31 24 Brick town 14 21 II 

2 2 2 Brielle and Manasquan 

3 3 3 . Lakewood 2 

· Lakehurst 

10 8 8 Island Beach 17 26 14 

29 32 25 Point Pleasant IS 23 12 

2 2 2 Point Pleasant Beach 2 3 2 

15 I 19 14 Toms River 10 15 8 

South of Toms River 5 8 4 
IQ No-Records 12 

91 rno 91 65 100 65 

*ADJ - (Adjustrnentswere made to correct for plates where no records were found and for 

uni ikely home addresses). 

14 



1 
I 

- I 



r 
I 
I 

r . ' 

Figure 4 shows the location of these municipalities in relation to Bay Head and 

Point Pleasant Boros. It can be seen that the two locations have essentially the same 

service area. 

Data from the IECTSMOC study are summadzed in Table- II. These data show 

that Bay Head Boro has an immediate need for more .spaces, while Point Pleasant's facilities 

are adequate under today's conditions but would be marginally deficient under full electri-

fication. Since the origin analysis indicates similar areas, it can be argued that by improving 

Bay Head's capadty to meet present-day needs and by providing for expansion at a later 
. . . 

· date, any future need to expand the parking spaces at Point Pleasant is removed. 

15 
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STATION 

BAY HEAD 
PT. PLEASANT 

STATION 

PT. PLEASANT. 
BOTH STAS. 

PRESENT·DAY 
PATRONAGE · 1NV1D. STALLS 

140 
279. 
419 

25 
225 
250 

J 

·· TABLE Il· 

PROJECTED . PARK-RIDE · VEHICLES 

PROJECTED PARKING DEMAND YEAR 1985 

CONCEPT I · CONCEPT 2 
EXISTING. SERVICE COAST. LINE IMPROVEMENTS· 

. NO IMPROVEMENTS AND LAKEWOOD RAIL SERVtCf .. 
PREDICTED REQUIRED PREDICTED REQUIRED 

DAILY .NO. OF DAILY NO.OF 
PATRONAGE STALLS·· PATRONAGE STALLS 
156-165 66-70 115-141 48-60 

200;....210 87-91 .·. 355-386 155- 168 
.. 356--375 153---161 470~527 203,;_ 228 

1985 BAY HEAD ACCESS MODE: 82 % · BY AUTO . 
1985 PT. PLEASANT ACCESS MOOE: 85 % BY AUTO 
PARK-RIDE STALLS REQ1DJPATRONS BY AUTOS x 75%-H.5 PER VEHICLE 
KISS.,..RIDE STALLS REQ1D. (MIN.): PATRONS BY AUTOS x 5 % ( OF DAILY TOTAL) 

PRESENT.DAY. 
PATRONAGE INV 1D. STALLS 

140 
279 

25 
225 

. . ' . . . 

PROJECTED PARKING DEMAND YEAR 2000 

CONCEPT I. 
EXISTING SERVICE 

NO IMPROVEMENTS 
PREDICTED 

DAILY 
PATRONAGE 
191-.2.08 
195.,...239 

REQUIRED 
· NO. OF 
STALLS 
11-11 
75-92 

CONCEPT 2 
COAST LINE IMPROVEMENT. 

AND LAKEWOOD · RAIL SERVICE 
PREDICTED REQUIRED 

DAILY .· NO; OF 
PATRONAGE STALLS 
.145-160 
345-457 

53--60 
132-175 

419 250 386-447 146-169 490-617 185-235 
2000 BAY HEAD ACCESS MODE: 72 % BY AUTO 
2000 PT. PLEASANT ACCESS MODE: 75 % BY AUTO . 
PARK;...RIDE STALLS REQ'D: PATRONS BY AUTO x 75%+ 1.5 PER VEHICLE 
KISS-RIDE STALLS REQ1D (MIN.l: PATRONS BY AUTO x 25% x5°/o JOF DAILY TOTAL) 

-

CONCEPT 3 
COAST LINE IMPROVEMENTSE' 
NO LAKEWOOD RAJL SERVIC . 

PREDICTED REQUIRED. 
. DAILY NO. OF 

PATRONAGE. STALLS 
757-792 319--333 
498-524 .217...,. 229 

1255 .... 1316 536-562 

CONCEPT 3 .· .. · 
COAST LINE IMPROVEMENTS 1 
NO LAKEWOOD RAIL SERVICE 

PREDICTED REQUIRED 
DAILY · NO. OF 

PATRONAGE STALLS 
1072-1092 
534-619 

1606-1711 

396-403 
206-238 
602 ..... 641 · 





[l 
D 

i. 

( -

PROJECTED PARK-RIDE VEHICLES , ·. 

Table iliS a·.HstinQof the projected p'ark1ng demand dt the Hoy HeadBoro and 

Poi~t Pleas.ant Boro Rail Station$, based on assumptions of. Gannett, Fleming, Corddry &. • 

Carpe~ter, Irie.:, as described in their Urban Mass Transportation Act (UMT .A.)~ funded study, 

·. Improvement· cind Extension of C~mmuter TrOn$portation · Services in Monm6uth and Ocean 

Counties, The present day patronage figure f~ a o~e-way ridership based. oh the off icidl 
•• ," • • • • .• • • • • ' • • •• • .''.,;~ I • • • " , • 

I 

conductor's coo,nts of May ti, 1917. Both the condu¢tor's counts and the consultant's study 

were made available·to this· feasibiHtystudyby ~he Bt1reau of Common CarrierPlan·ning~ ·_ 

To.reach a usable estirri<lte of futu~~ p~rking needs, it is n~cessary to know the 
. . . 

rail service which generateSthis need~. Howeyer, in the case of Bay .Head Boro the final 

config~rafion is still to be deterri1ine.d •. It. is, therefore, ne'cessary· to analyze ~arious routing 
. . . . . . 

and equipment coricepfs for raff service south, of Red Barik, the electrification terfliinus ot 
. . . . , . . . . .· •.... · .. ·· . ·:· ·•·· .. ·.· .· . ·_, •. · I .. ·· .... • . . . .. . . . . . 

the time· of the aforementioned technical study. These configurations and their respective 
. . . . . . ' . ~. . . . ., ' . . . 

range of projectiol")S ore grouped into three concepts· indicative of future service:. 

I •. Exi~tihg (1977) Seryi¢e .. D~-:nothing, no improvements ... 
in equipment or service;.. ·. 

2. Coast Line Improvement and lnlpnd Service - Improvements 
in equipment and service to.BoyHead Boro, additional service 

.. inland from Lakewood via ei thef Red Bank or Freehold; 

3. . Coast Line Improvement -:: lmpr~vement~ in equipment and 
electric .service fromBay Head::Bwo; no roil service inland. 

. . . . 

Having established the- ridership for the three concepts for both the years 1985 . . . ;· ·. . . ,•. . . 

and 2000, the required number of stalls in each ca~e was calculated~ Gannett, Fleming; 

Corddry & Carpenter, Inc. based their formula on various highwor res~orch sources whic~· .. 

ga~e them a modal.split indicating 82%:of the ¢ommuters. in 1985 arrive by car at Bciy Head . ,: ·, 

.· Boro and 85% at Point Pleasant; ~nd that -in 2000 72% arrive by car at Bay Head Boro a~d 
·,·, ' 

75% at Point Pleasant~< The· percent'ages. of ~ark"".ride (75%) ·and of kiss-ride (25%) .to the 

total auto users were determined. The•Highwpy_Research Circular No. 91 was the basis for 

the estimated pafrons per c~r, 1.5. Thus the :;park-ride stalls required in 1985 in Bay Head 

Soro for the.tower, limit of Concept I wouid be 156 X .• 82ic .751- I .S:;: 64. 
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Some additional parking spaces must also be. made available for short-term 
. . 

parkers;· i.e.1 some kiss-ride vehides will not immediately leave . after discharging 

passengers. · These short-term parker$ have been estimated at 5% of the daily total. Thus 
. . 

the additional stalls required in 198.5 for kiss--ri(;fe patr-ons is 156 x .82 x .25 x .OS = 2. The 
. . 

addition of the park-ride stalls a~d the kiss-ride stalls gives the lower limit stall requirement 

of 66. Similar calculations were followed for the rest of Table ll. 

It should be noted. that since the original technical study was initiated, the 

southern terminus for electrification· was exte11ded from Red Bank to Long Branch. While 
. . . . . 

this may increase the ridership in Bay Head Bqro, any such addition would be minimal and 

have little effect on these parking demand proje.ctions. 

This. sfudy hos only addressed tht? parking need of railroad commuters; no 

attempt has been made to estimate. the number. of carpoolers in the area. The first stage of 
., . ' 

Alternative I and Alternative ll both alloy/ a m<Jrgin of tolerance to absorb this or any other 

undetermined demand. • 
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CANDIDATE SITE DESCRIPTION . 

This studycol"lsiders three possible solutions. for the parking problem at Bay Head 
• • • • • t • • •• ' • 

Boro: I) to d~velop· a 3.1 acre, L-shaped :parcel of land shown hoth as Block 3, Lot 12, on the .. . ' ~. ' :; . . . . 

Bay Head Boro tax map and as Par~el l 12 01"1. the New Yqrk and Long.Branch Railroad.tax .•. 

map, into a pdrk-rlde facility in Bay rfeacl .Boro (see Figu~e 5); 2) to improve the irnpro~iSed .·. 
.. . . . 

parking area which has_ devel~ped. aldng East Ra,ilrood Avenue (see Figure 6>;' 3) the No~B!,.!ild ·· 

plan. All three plans include ·some improvemen(to the existing station parking area. 
. . . . . 

Alternative I 

. The:.site:under cohSideraflon for Ar~~'rnative ,· .is within 200 f~et of the existin,g 

station. It isJocated east of Warren Placf;? and ii~ bordered by Osborne Avenue on the north, 

hr Twi'light Road, als~ called Di~ision Street 0~ some maps, (a paper street) 01"! the south, 

and by. Wesf:Raii'r~ad Ave~ue (also -a pap;rstreet) on the. ~ast. Access -into the iot will b~ 
. . . ·. : . . : . 

from Osborne ·Avenue~ a major road in Bay H~<ld;Horo •. -·· 

. Located dose to . the :existing station~ this . srte wovld provide a convenient 
. . 

parking lot -- for comrnuters. . Its size would allow for the stage-development that the 

projected ridership ; would seem to demand; i.e~, its capadty could be expanded from the 
., . .. . . . . ·, - . . ' . . . ,· . , . 

initiai i 20 spaces to an eventuak4_30 spqces by the year iooo. Shaul~ the future ridership 

pro~e to be even greater than predicted/there is: room for parking expan~ion on railroad land .. · 
• I, • '. • ' '. • 

extending $Outh from TwiHght Road for ·oi~ision:Street) to fhe railroad :tracks. The very size 
: : ' .· . 

of th,e lot_ permits y·ari.ovs layo~t possi~Uitjes as demand changes •. A l~rge port of the . 

WOC>ded character of ·the undeveloped lot could:~e preserved f~r the present time. Carefully 

·. 'planned landscaping _. would serve to .r~plac~ . lost vege.tation to . maintai~ . the status .. , 

aesthetically and environmentally. · 

. . 
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The existing lot h the station area i.s located, north of Osborne Avenue and east 

of the railroad tracks. The lot hasa potential capacity of 25 spaces; however, this potential 
. . 

is rarely attained becau~e of its unimproved conditions. Resurfacing and proper lining would 

Ci permit better utjlization .of this lot. By providjng an adequate parking fot for commuters, 

the area around the station building can be use<:i to best advantage by the walker, the kiss-

ride (one who leaves the area immediately upon discharging or picking up a passenger) and 

· the bicyclist, especially if a means of safe bicycle _storage is made available to them. The 
. I 

elimination of these extra-parking activities from the parking area will permit the design_ of 

i[ · a symmetric lot in such a way as to minimize the walking distance and allow for smooth 
I - ) 

[J· 

r, 
I i 1_1 

circulation within the lot: 

Alternative II 

Implementation of Alternative II would provide a total of 140 spaces, 0 15 along 
• • • • I • 

East Railroad Avenue and25 at ·thestation) with .no inherent room for expansion. This 
. ' . . . ' ' . 

capacity meets the parking heed through I 985f If the maximum ridership projections for 
. ·. ' . :,' ' : ( . . . . . . . ' . 

2000 are attained, it wiH be necessary to acquir~ and develop other properties at that time, •. 

Meanwhile, parking will be adequate, but without the amenities possible under the larger 
, ' . . . . . 

acreage. The 25 space$. to be developed adjacent to the station could be allotted to 

· preferential parking as described ur,der Alternative I. The accommodation of the necessary 

i 15 spaces along East Rai.lroad Avenue would allow no alternative. layouts. Another 
. . ' . . 

· disadvantage to this alternative is that the only possible buffer between the parkers arid the 

nearby residents is the East Railroad Avenue right-of-way, which also serves as. the access 

to the parking area. • 
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Alternative Ill 

Alternative Ill, or . the no-build plan, is a proposal to leave the situation . 

r-------i 
I I 
I. __ I 

essentially unchanged. Minor improvements such as grading and lining would enable the lot 
. , . ' . . 

to be fully utilized. There would be no possibility for expansion nor for alternate layout 

design. Commuters would continue to hcive the choice of vying for t_he limited spaces at the 
. . 

station, parking on the street or · in the · parcels of land belonging to the trustee of the 

railroad, or driving to the Point Pleasant Beach Station. Whether this last choice ·works a 

hardship on the commuters may be a moot point at. the moment; however, future growth at 

both locations will bring the problem more sharply into focus. That is, the problem will only 

be postponed, hot solved, by this alternative. 

111 · weighing the two' build alternatives, some similarities become apparent. 

Street parking w~uld be eliminated which would effectively improve the flow of traffic on 

Osborne Avenue. By unifying the parking, security and ~aintenance would be more easily 

f7 managed, thus reducing expenses. The impact on the street network would be the same in I I .. 

both instances, since access .is by the same, routes. There is no loss of ratables or 
- . 

displaGement ofresidents under either build plan. 
. ·. . . 

. Since it is the no-build or do-nothing:plan, Alternative HI would have no effect on 

the status quo for the time being. Cornmuters \A{ould not be unduly inconvenienced as long as 

the two -parcels of land now used as improvised parking lots remain available. However, 

since both parcels. are currently ih the hands of a real tor, it is only a matter of time before· 

parking would be prohibited. Commuters then would have the choice of street parking at 

ever farther distances from the station, or of driving to Point Pleasant. The impact on Point 

Pleasant of such an eventuality was covered i~ the chapt~r, Interrelationship of Bay Head 

Boro & Point Pleasant Beach Stations. 

24 
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An interesting theory hos been advanced by Richard I. Strickland, Engineer of 

Traffic Planning andDesign for thePort Authority of New York and New Jersey, in Parking 

Design for Smaller Cars. Mr. Strickland's condLision was: ''The necessarily gradual 
. . . . . . . . ; 

downsizing of cars and disappearance of today's 'big' cars will not permit a general reduction 
. ._ :- . . \ . . . . 

in parking unit dime~siort· for dose to 15 year~. At that time, an increase in capacity of 

about 10% would result from use of a 55' rather than an existing 60' parking unit." If Mr. 

Strickland's conclusion is correct, the impact of the increased small car market wi II come at 

the same time <is the parking demand' ori Bay Head Boro balloons. Then the needed added 

capacity might be achieved by relining without l9ss of the buffer advantage. 

25 
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COST ESTIMATES AND FUNDING 

The economic consideration of these proposed facilities Is complicated by the, 

question of land costs. For the purpose ofthis evaluation, the value of the properties will be 

that estimated by NJDOT's Division of Hight . of Way. The two · properties under 
. . 

consideration for development have. been estimated fo have. the. values of approximately 

. $500,000 for Alternative I and $70,000 for Afternative H. 

The Bureau of· Surface Design estimates the construction cost for a park-ride is . 

$1,200 per stall. This estimate does n~t include Jhe cost of a building or of the land. 

From these estimates we can arrive :at .an approximate project cost. To improve 

the existing Jot (Alternative Ill), which would result in 25 stal Is, the cost would be $30,000. 
' •' .. '' . (: 

Since there is no land acquisition involved, this represents the total expenditure. However, 

. this figure would not include such amen.ities . as bicycle storage facilities· or extensive 

signing, for example. 

To develop the parcel on Osborne Avenue (Alternative I), if is assu~ed the entire 

lot will be purchased initially, but onry about I Yi acres developed under the first stage of the 
. . \ . 

project. This first stage would result in 120 units at a cost of $144,000. With the. lot 

acquisition estimated at $500,QOO, the cost per ~tall would be about $5,400. However, this 

per-unit cost will be considerabfy reduced under full development. Four hundred and thirty 

stalls at $1,200 per stall would cost $SI 6,000; <ldding in the original land cost of $500,000 

gives a total cost of $1,016,000 or about $2,400 per unit. By adding in the cost of the 25 

. units resulting from the improvernent of thestation, area, the unit cost under the first stage · 
. . . . 

· · ... development is about $4,600; and under full development, $2,300. 
. . 

Alternative II proposes the developr:nent of .9 acres whose purchase price has 

been estimated at $70,000. One hundredand fifteen stalls at $1,200 per stall would cost 

$138~000, for a total expenditure of $208,000, c,r $1,800 per unit. If the cost of improving 

the existing lot is added in; for a total expenditure of $238,000, 140 stalls would cost $1,700 

per unit. 
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It is obvious that the major factor in the per-unit cost differential is due to the 

land acquisition price. The Division of Hight of Way based their estimates on recent per-

il square foot sale prices throu9hout Hay Head Boro and Point Pleasant Boro. Since the 

original asking pric~ of the trustee was considerably below these estimates, it may be 

expected. that negotiations. will result in a lower acquisition cost. Needl,ess to say, the 

n 

'~ 

I i c 

' 'I ' ' ''' ,' I ' '. ' .•• ' ,. ' ' 

longer a decision is postponed the more expensiye the property will be to acquire. It is for 

this reason that Alternative II, while carrying a lower per-unit cost at this time, may prove . 

the more expensive in the long run, if additional property has to be purchased at some future ' ' ,, . 

date. 

Apark-ride facility such asthe one proposed for Bay Head Boro is a permitted 

use of funds under the Federal >\id Urban Systems Program (FAUS) as well as under the 
' ' 

Urban Mass Transit Act, Section :3. The site under study qualifies for· FAUS funds under 
. . ' ' . . . . 

Section 137 of Title 23 of the U.S~ Code, as am,ended. The Federal Highway Administration's 

Policy and Proc:edure Memorandum 21-20 {I l..;;9-71) cites as a criterion location on the 
I ' 

Federal Aid Urban System. This requirement i$ met by Osborne Avenue which carries the 

designation F AU 7088 •. · The site also qualifi~s for UMTA funding because this project 

involves an existing mass transit facility; however, UMTA funds are committed through 
' ' ' 

1980. Therefore, thisqualification becomes academic. 
' ' 

The first step in qualifying for fundihg und~r either of these programs is that the 

project be listed on.the Transportation lmprov~ment Program (TIP), through which funding· 

priorities are established on the county level. The proposed B_ay Head Boro park-ride project 

has been listed on theTIP schedule for fiscal yebr 1978 for preliminary engineering. 

27 
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TRAFFIC ANALYSIS ' 

'AtJhe 'tirne'ofth~ lost survey there·i:were 65- 75 vehicles per .day parking at:the 

Bay• Head Bor.o Railroad Station.·· The.··• licen~, plate survey conduc_ted during the field 

inventory provided the horr1e addresses of the:: park~ride patrons through a Hce~se lookup ' 
. ) . . . . . . 

program .~vail able: frC>m, M~tor· Vehicte·s. From <their home addresses,. the routing taken by · 
1 • • • • • • • • • • • • 

these commuters was sim1.Jloted. Twenty~eight ·percent ~nter from the south vi~ NJ 35 using •... 

either TwiHght. Road or -Osborne Avenue; fifty-four percent enter from the west via NJ 88 
' ' . ; 

using Bay Avenue southbound to OsborneAvenu~ and.eighteen percent enter via Bay A.venue 
'·· 

northbound to Osborne A~enue •. These routings ~re Hlustrated in Figure 7. . . ·. . . . , . . . . 

Traffic.volumes and -~stimated roadway c~pacities for these access roads in 1978 
• • . . i 

. areshown in Fig·ure 8. The highway peak hour ::values occur b~tween 4 and 5 pm while the 

. commuter peak hour is 6 -. 7pm.· The 4'-: 5 pril highway peak Was determined from traffic. 

' surveys, both tor~i11g. arid' 11l<l~hi~e :c9unts~ iThe 6 - 7 pm commuter peak hqur Wqs 

determined from both ·a 1975 condu~tor';boafding count and machine counts.•. 
- . '• . . ' . . .· ·• . . . 

It ·musfbe emphasized that the. hig~·ly recreational character of the areawas not 

'cons~dered Cl factor for the purpo;es Ot this' andlysis since' the prbposed fClci I ity is primarily 

•commuter-oriented. 

· The proposed. alfer~atives·•for improving the parking at the Bay Head Soro 
: 

Railroad Station are not expected to chcmge >the routings taken by the rail commuters. 

Access to and from the west Wilt be via Osborne Avenue, and to and from the east either via . 

Osborne Avenue or optionaliy TwH~ht Road~ U~der stage· ,of Alternative I and Alternative 

II rlO substantial amount of t~offi.c'-wH(be iritfoduced' into. the station area.' However, the 

final stage de~elopment of. Alternati~e l pro'l(ides parking spaces for 425 vehicles in the· 

design year 2000, Cin increase of 300 veh.icles in the area. ,' 
. : ." . •• . l , ··. _. . · •. · ... 

Tfciffic volumes ~ere projected for( the design year 2000 using growth rates not 
,. .· • ... •• • .... · t . ., . . •. ' .. 

greater th~n 2%~. Traffic on B_qy Head Boro's local and minor arterial roads is not expected 

to increase substantiaUy due. ·to. the· present. ~igh · level o~ development of the Boro's land. 

Estimated traffic volumes fqf th~(desigh year ?000 are shown inFigure 9 • 

. 28 ,, .· •, : : 
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PRINCIPAL ROUTINGS 
. . .. TO.. . . 
. BAY HEAD RAILROAD STATION 
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. 1978 TRAFFIC WOLUMES· 
·.BAY. HEAD RR :STATION 

·· .. ACCESS ROADS 

' . . . . . 

. . 
. ·.· ·. . 

xxxx-1978 AVERAGE· DAILY TRAFFIC· 
. xxx-1978 PEAi( HOUR VOLUME . .· 

C - ESTIM'ATEO ROADWAY CAPACITY .. 

- I 

1300 
, 130. 

... .·N 

13,500 
1350 
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2000 NO . BUILD TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 
BAY HEAD RR STATION 

. ACCESS · ROADS . 

..., 
z 

xxxx- 2000 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC 
ux -- 2000 PEAK HOUR 

(xxx)- 2000 RAIL COMMUTER PEAK HOUR -
It) 
ft) 

-s 
2! 

N 

13500 
1350 

(1080) 



I 

I 
.1 



( - ' 

I 
i 

J 
,J 
~j 

J 
J 

The traffic analysis established the 1978 commuter peak hour as 6 - 7 pm. 

'However, with improved serviceito flay Head ~~ro 'the c~mmutihg time f~om New York is 

expected to be reduced by an· estimated 30 ;. 4.0 minutes; therefore, the commuter peak hour.· 

Will be earlier. 'An estimate of the hourl/disfribution of the arrivals with, improved service 

is cis follows: 4 - S pm - J 0%; 5 ~:' 6 pm - 40%; (- 7 pm - 40%; and 7 8 pm - · I 0%. While the . 
. . · . . . . 

· proposed park-:-ride ~ill .·gen~rate additional 
. . . . 

trpffic 1in th.e highway peak h<::>ur, • 4 ~· 5 pm, · 
. . : . . 

generally this traffic is a. relatively small pJrcent of · the total traffic and will have a 
: ' • .-·. . .· . .·.· . : "f •. '. . ·.. . ;_ . ' 

minimal effect. On Osborne Avenue at the ~ntrance and exit of the proposed park~ride 

there will be ci 50 percentJncrea~ in traffic wben compared to the No~Bui Id, due to the low 

No-,.Build traffic volumes· projected for this road Jn the year 2000.· H~wever, the total traffic · 
•,> • . • 

. is wellbelow the' roadway's eapqdty. Jt ~as ~ound that traffic volum~s in the hours 5 - 6 
. . . . . . : . :·· . . 

and 6 7 pm are 80 and .. 60% of the highway pea~ respectively~ Therefore, the peak hour due 

to the additionalr~H commut¢rs wilfbe from 5.;. 6 pm.,' 

'Figure ·rn S~OWS th~ traffic projections for the Boy 'rtead Boro access roads with 

the·proposedp~rJi~rlde.·. Generalfy, the.volumes::in the rail .c:ommu.ter p~ak do not exceed the 

highway peakvalt1es, ex~ep{for Osborne Avenu~. - · .. · . - .· · · · 
. . . . . . . ... _ ... ' . . . . .. .. ·, 

It, is not anticipated that there will be . a need for .additional traffic control 

devices due to the new facility.: It is ·e~pectei that NJ Route 88 .and· its interse~tion with 

Bay Avenue wiH be improved to accommodate future demands which are not related to this 

improvement~-· 
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. 'ACCIDENT ANALYSIS 
: ' . . 

Accident ~ecords for the ye~rs 1972 t~rough 1976 were obthined from the. NJDOT -· 

Bureau of Accident Records: '. The statistics for this1 t'ive-year period fol low: 

INTERSECTIONS 

. NJ.35 &. · .·. NJ35 & ··say& Osborne & 
· Osborne Twilight 

;,, 

Osborne* E. Railroad* ,, 

Total Accidents 14 IL 2 I 
,, 

Total Vehicles Involved 26 ···,18 3 2 
,' . ' 

Total Bicycles· lnvoh,¢d 1. L t O· 

Total Pedestrians Involved 0 I 0 0 
,•' 

,, 
6 ,' I 

,, 
' ' 0 Accidents Resulting .5 

· in Injuries . · · 

ln)ured. 
. ' 

Total 6 6 I 0 ' ', 

Total Killed 0 '' 0 0 0 . ' ' 

Only th~se J1ccidents, within ! 0 feet of the intersections andcousing at least $200 in .. 

property damages are included .in these figures •. 

··. Over· the five year period,. three accide~ts occurred. in the 5 ,;_ 6 pm. ~ommuter peak 
\ ' ' . :· ' . ' ' " 

hour. These three ac~idents occutred atNJ 35 and Osborrie Avenue, with o single injury being : · 
. . ; . ·' . •. .. • !,.· . . ' . .· . • . 

sustained. 
... ;. . .· . . .. 

The .traffic in the station area is ::relatively. light, 'and 'the additional traffic 

generated by th~ improved parking focilitywi'H ncnt be great: enough, when added to the regular. 

traffic, to exc~ed the t<>,ads' capac'tfy. Therefor~, it con be expected that there will be no 

appreciable increase in ·accidents due _to .thenew fc;Icility. 
• . . ! . 

* 1972 and 1973 record~ listed_ c;iccidents for municipal locati?ns only when there were five or' I 

more accidents.- .· 
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DEMOGRAPHICS· 
' ' 

Oceqn County is divided into seven planning areas based on the area's growth 

patterns, charadter, and the traditional orientation of the area's residents.· Boy Head Soro is 
: ·. ', . -- . 1.:· .·. - -• .- . ·_ 

part of the North .Shore Planning· Area which· includes, in odditiOr1 to Bay rlead Soro, 
' ' ' 

Lavallette, Mantoloking, Point Pleasant Beach, point Pleasant, Seaside Heights, and Seaside 

Park Boros. Althougtl the population growth frqm 1980 to 1990 is expeGted to be as high as 

87% in the South Central Pianning Area of Ocean County, ·growth in the·· North Shore i . . . . 
l 

Planning Area i~ only expected to be between 9 ,and 19%. This low growth (in relation to the 
' ' 

rest of the county) is due to the fact that this 8-'square-mile area has a population density. of 
• I - : , ' , - , , 

' ·: '· ,· . . . . 
I • , • • 

3,373 persons per square mile, the highest density of all the planning areas of Ocean County. 
i ·-· '_, .. . . ' • 

PQpulatiori projections, provided by the Ocean County Planning Board, for Jhe 

Soro of Boy Head show an expected growth from 1,083 in 1970 to between ,1,200 and· 1,300 . 
. ·. ·. ' ' ·, ( ' ·.• 

by 1980 and between ·1,500 andl,600 by .. 1990. In keeping· with· these•projectfons,the New 
. : . ' .' ' 

Jersey Departm~nt of Labor and Industry estimci,ted the 1976 population of Bay Head Boro to 
. . i . . 

be 1,231. 

The financial status of potential par~-ride patrons is important in their ability to 
i . . ' ' ' ' ' ' . 
' '. . ·, . ' . ' . 

l}ay for alternat~ transportation.· Bay Head Bord is one of the more affluent boros of Ocean· . i . ' . . 

County as evinqed by the following informatioh from fhe Fourth Count Census Tabulation 
. i . • ' 

for Statewide Transportation Planning ( 1970). lhe average family income in Bay Headwas • 
0 • • ' • ,• : •: • ,o. 0 • '• • ,:,,,• ' ' C 

$ i 5,409 as comp:Ored fo an averoge of $ I0,312 fbr Ocean County. Seventeen percent of the 

population of B6y Head Boro 25 Yeats old and over had had at least 4 years of college as 
: _. _'. -_ ' ,,· . : ;, • •· . 1- _.·, 

compared to 7% for the totalcounty; 32% of the employed population of Boy Head Boro 
i ' ' ' ' . '' ' ' ·.·· ' ., •. ·' ·. ' .·' ' ' 

- were reported t9 be professional in. relation t9 22% for Ocean County. The mobility allowed 
. ,_, . . -

by this affluenc~ inBay HeadBoro.is evident id the number of ,automobiles owned. In Bay 

Head Soro, 46% of the occupied units have two or more automobiles available in comparison 
' ' ' 

to 38% of the ~cupied units for Ocedn County.•. According to a park-ride study prepared by 
r • • - • 

' . . ., . 

Purcell Associates fortheNJ Turnpike Avthority, the high rate of households owning more 
. !- ,· ' · .. _ •,, .. __ ·. <.·.. _.-_' ··., ' ,- - . ·. 

than two cars in: high income areas favors park-ride commuting. 
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Ev~ry weekday rno~hi:ng 24% of the(work_ing population of9ceqnC~unfy trovei 
-. . . . . ' ·. . ' . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 

mote than 30 fTliles''to:\~tOt.k/8~% µsihg Jh~ :~~_toniobile e~clusively/· 11'.l the 1970 fourth . 
. - -- - - , -_ - ·• '-. - ·- ,> - : ---- -· T - -__ --. - -: -. - -- - - -. - -' ·- - - : ' ---· -- -_, --- .:: .- - - - -. :_. 

Count Census Tabulation for"Stotewide Transportation Planning Jhe lbbor. force of Ocean:: 

- County is~reporte~ as.Jl.;J76,'pr"°J4%·of the·totalpopulqtfonof·the:county~ Of }his.l_obor 
_., .; , - . 

force, 12~ reported -th.~ New~rk;N~w. Y9rl< t~-~tral "Business· District (CBD) as their :work - -

_ destinQtfon. the labor force of Say Heacf 13oro ~as 478 or 40% of the population of the Boro •. . . . . . ... ,· ... - . . .;- - .- . . . . .. . ' ·, . ·, 

- Of this Bay Heocl8oro laborf~rc~,)4%:i-eportedtheir- work destinqtion as th~ Newark-New 

Yo~k CBD •. The p~r~ent<Jges of th~ ·respective;Jabor· 'force whic'h use the railroad for their 
. . . . ·, .. . .. ' ~., : :· -· . . . . ··: .. ' . . . . ~'... . . ., ·- . . . : '. ,... . . '.. : . . 

work• tripwei"e 17% i11.0~ea11 County· and 8%._in ~ay Head Boro. 
. . . ·, . . . . . . . ;' . . '· .. -.. ,,- ·.. . 

.· The "pe>pulci.tld~'.tt¢rids'.in Oc~On',Cbu~ty indic<Jte-that ther~ wUI be a m~ve toward 
. ,. . . . .. •' .· . ; .. -:-: .. ,. .•· .. . ' . . ··, . ' . 

. m~s transit in the 'f ut~fe. ·)\s the :pop~lgtion' grows ~ore. dense; the roadway.- networks win .. ·. 
. . . •, .. . : , ' . . . . . . . . . •. .' . ' ' . . , .. ,·· 

become iricreasingly:rrior~·congestecf •. -. A cohitriuter -Survey conducted._by -the Ocean County •. 
. . ... ·.·... . . ' . . ; . . .. ',·. . . 

Boqrd of Publfc Trcihsp6_rJCJtioh- S,~owithat:thr'~e .out.offovr·•commuter"'.'e>riented residents_ of_ ., . . . . .. :·' . . .· ·,., . . :. ' ,· ', -~ -,. :•'·". . ,, . . :·· . . . 
:-· . ·, 

Ocean County,area>are ·:dissati~fied with the eJisting public transit service._ Eighty percent_. . . . . . . . . " .. . . . ' . ·.,.. . . '. . :·•.. . ·- ' ., ' . ·- . . 

of the r~spbnderits favored mass trri11sit 'JmprQverrients', while less than ten percent wcint · . 
. . · . -· .. · ·.,,'. . -- ·,; . . . ,·.·· .... ··· · ... -· ,· .. ,.· ,· .: . . ' 

more roads. When aske,dJo ~p~cify the W(?r~l traffic problem in Ocean County encountered'. 

on ·the wriy to work, 14~ .ci,ted lac:kOf m~sfr,ansif :facilities at)d 47% cited-traffic-

congestion which ·coµld'be· rei'iJv:ed . .by :mass: trarisit. --
: : ·. ·; ·.. , .· ';; .· . .·· ' .. ·· .:: ' 

Improved ·tran~portati<>n service~, s4ch as the .proposals outlined in the ·Bureau of _-. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' 

Common . Carrier . f> ldnnin~is lmproven;enf 'an:d Extension --__ of T r'ansp~rtaJion Services in ·-. --
. . ·.: ·. . , ', . . . . . . -1·:.- . '·· . . . . . ". 

Monmouth . and' Ocean .Countie~, :Of¢ "pr~senting: possible answers to the ·comnwtet's . 
. . . . .. ' . ·. . . . . . . .•. . . . 

complaints/ It becomes evidentthatas more t,eople;aredrawn 'tow<;irdmass. tr~nsit, more. . . . .- .. , . ' ,.. . : . . . . . ·. . . . .. 

parking wm be necesscu'y at.lhe'transportationfacilities. -- Park--Ride studies bave ~hown that 
j \ ',;,.- • • • • ' • ' • • •• f" .. 

parking is the rnos(Jn,po~tar+ fodot considefed:bY ·outp com,muters when. considering a . 

-switch to another:rnode. -Tbi~ is'espedo'HY tt;0e·or, -the'southem ,e~d of the North Jersey -
. . .. ' .: . . . . ' . ,. " 

Coast Line,; wher~ th~ dbse~ce'·.ofTritfd~rnunicippLtranspor-tation services rtlokes the stations -• 
alm,os~ ~naccessibii:·~~c~,i{~y•i~.t6:~6He. _ . -- •, -··- - -·-·· -- -- -. . .. --- ·- . . -
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IMPLEMENTATION 

Once a project has received the approval of the Commissioner of Transportation, 

it is advanced to the NJDOT Bureau of Surfdce Design. It is suggested that upon such · 
) 

approval for this project and while final plans are being prepared, the following steps be 

token concomitantly: 
• , •• • ! • 

I) Initiation of c:pnstrucflon of the facility con be accomplished by application 

for FAUS program funding while final design drawings are developed. By 

already having file project included on the Transportation Improvement 

Program for fiscal year 1978, the first step toward obtaining funding has been 

taken. 

2) Because Bay Head Boro lies within the Coastar Area as defined in NJSA 

13: 19-:-4, it will be nec::essary to obtain a Coastal Area Facilities Review' Act ' 

(CAFRA) permit from the State of New Jersey, Department of Environmental 

Protection. Under subchapter 2~ I I (a) vi of the CAFRA rules and regulations 

.. doted April I, 1977, any proposed public facility for less than 300 spaces is 

exempted. However, it hos been ruled that a facility which may have 300 or · 

more spaces at any future dote must also meet the review requirement. The 

second ·stage development of Alternative I places this project in the lotter 

category •. 

3) Since both Alternatives I and II are in the vicinity of on existing railroad 

·. grade crossing, notice of potential change of conditions must be sent to the 

New Jersey Deportment of Trar)sportotion, Bureau of Utilities. The Bureau 

of Utilities will then conduct .d hearing to determine the type of protection 

necessary to. meet the projected traffic conditions.· 

After cornpletion of the facility, it Is anticipated that routine maintenance would 

be the responsibility of the Horo of Boy Hea9; major capital improvements would be the 
. . . 

responsibility of ttie State o(New Jer.sey! The costs of operation and mointenonce/,could be 

recovered by. th<£H>pernting municipality in conformance with the applicable existing federal 

requirements, since the prnject. would be in part federol ly .funded. 
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SUMMARY 

. . ·. ••' . . . 

In an effort toimplement the U.S. Clean Air Act of 1963, as amended in 

1970, the New Jersey Depdrtment of Transportation is continuing a campaign to 

encourage the use ofpublic transportation. 

Park and Ride Feasibility Studies are being conducted throughout the State. 

Bay Head Jvnction is one such location and the subject of this particular study. 

The avaifoble parking at the Bay Head Junction railroa,d station is twenty-

five unmarked spaces. On-'street parking along Osborne Av.enue and Twilight Road 

pr~vides for approxirryately,fifty additional cars. Since existing parking at the railroad 

station is at capdcity and other parking demand is in excess of fifty automobiles, 

additional parkingwiH be needed fo accommodate present and future patronage. 

E:nvironmental considerations for the project include the areas of socio-

economics, land use, air quality, noise, water quality, cultural resources, terrestrial 

ecosystems, and aesthetics. 

There are two build alternatives: 

Alternative 1- This alternative is located on vacant railroad trustee 

property on the south side of Osborne Avenve, west of the railroad tracks. Two stages 

are planned; first stage 120 parking spaces; second stage 300 additional parking spaces. 

Access is planned from Osborne Avenue. 

Alternative 2 - This alternative is also located on vacant railroad trustee 
I 

property onEast Railroad Avenue bounded on the north by Osborne Avenue, on the 

west by the railroad tracks and to the south by Twilight Road. Access is planned from 

both Osborne Avenue and Twilight Road. 115 parking spaces will be provided with this 

alternative. 

The no .build alternative would result in increased on-streelparking and the 

unauthorized use of tt-)e vacant lot in Alternative 2 as a parking lot. 
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Conclusion . . ' . 

Aesthetic impacts would have to be mitigated for either Alternative. 

Alternative I - Wetland impacts, impacts to trees and .wildlife habitat, and 

secondary no,se impacts would have to be mitigated. The benefit of the site is 
- -

·unlimited parking·capacity. 

_Alternative 2 ,..The impacts will be minimal_~ The only disadvantage is the 

limited parking capacity. 

Therefore, Alferriative 2 would be preferable from ,an, environmental 

standpoint as itwould have less impacts_ than-Alternative I. 

Socioeconomic Impacts 
- - -

No significant irnpaCts would _ result from -construction of an improved 

parking facility under Alternative 2. If Alternative I -is built, property values along -
. . . . 

that section of Osborn~ Avehue tould decrease. . . . . . 
. . ,· . . . . . ,. . ' . . . . 

Railroad trustees presently own n~cessary right of way but could sell it at 

any time. The landwould be:faxable if a s_ale were made to a private citizen. Future -

tax ratables would be lost through right of wpy purchase. 

Land Use 

Both Alternative I .and 2 ~re categorized as industrialuses for utiHty arid 
- - -

transportation -purposes. This use wo.uld not phange under either alternative. 

Air Quality 

A project _ requires a microscale carbon monoxide analysis for peak hour 

concentrations if the projected parkihg facilities meet the following criteria: 

- A) a new parking faciltiy or a new facility with associated parking areas 
having a total capacity of l,opo or more; 

B) a modified parking facility which_ increases capacity by 500 cars or 
more._ 

. . . . ,· •' . 

Since the S<::bpe of :work for Bay Head Junction Park and Ride does not 
. ·" ' ' '. 

-meet either of the abo~e crlter'ia, no ~arbon mrinmdde concentration analysis will be 

required. 
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Upon .seJecti~n\ of - a prefefrect/ site; a gross emissions . analysis for 

hydrocarbons ~ould 6~ recohlrriended in view ~Lth~ air quality benefit achievable from 
._· . , . -- - ·.: ,_ 'l _,.. . . . " 

diverting aiJtornobjle_c9mmvteh:to train for the major trip portion. · 

Noise·· 

- A-formql n~ise s:tudy wiN not be r~qvired for either Alter~ative proposed at 
. . . . . . . . ' .. . . . 

Bay Head Jonction~ 
. . -· 

' Aftern~tive I, which will provide· 120 car spaces in the first stage and an 

additionalJOO spa~~~ inthe second stage~ will not require any testing in the former, 

but n6ise ·.investigotions woulcl l;>~ .' recorilr11ended for the latter stage. The 

investigations.would a~sess possible secqndary impocts anticipated from diesei powered - -

engines idling iri t~e __ yard, Sine~ part >of the -natural_ ve_gefative buffer · Y.tould -_ be 
. . .· . . 

- removed ir:15tage 2. _ --._ --- ·-

Alt~r11citi~e 2;'::~hi.ch :provid~S ris car spaces, will nofr~quire ghy noise 

-- investlg~tion~--•-l\losignific~:mtc::hcmges in-·the_ c;imbie~t_noise le\lel will occur. 

_- - ·since c.orilin~t~i pecik fr'.affic wo~ld be staggered~ there would be 110 mass 

_ ingress or ~gress af ~lthei ~(-fhe ,sites~ -This substanHates -the conclusion that there 
. ' . . . . 

wHI be no Significant'noise impacts •.• --.- - -

Water Quality2 including Surfa~e Water 

A. Existing C~nciitions -

·_ Tile :1w~ proposed' alt~rnqtlve sitJs for•the Bay Head Park"."Ride project are . . . . . : . " . . ·, .. . . . . . 

within an <_Jrea· exhibiting an elevation ofles{thqn IO feet ab~ve· meqn sea level. The_, 

nature drdinage course for· the -area is to':the-·south to Twilight Lake. The lake is a 

tidal water body 'connected 'to Bay Head Hqrbor vid a narrow bulkheaded canal. The 
. . . ·, ·" •,· . '• ·: . . . 

-- USGS flood"."ptbne- area map depicts' both s!te~ -\Yi thin, an · area subject to Cl I in 100 -

chance of-being inund~ted- d~ring any:r~ar (B,~y H~od Junction .{s included in this· area). 
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Site r is o densely wooded area which contains several swampy depressions. 

No water bodies or significant stands of wetland vegetation occur on this site. The 
. , . . 

area proposed fo( second stage development, immediately to the south, is also densely 
'. _.. ' . ' ' ·, - .· ' 

wooded., This areqexhibits a sHghtly lower elevation and a prevalance of swamp-type 

vegetation. No flowing bodies of water are present on the second stage area, but 

standing water can be expected during the higher precipitation periods of the year. 
' ' 

The natural surface drainage from Site I has been altered by the construction of rail 

yard to the south. The fill material On which the tracks were placed and a berm 
. ' . . . 

constructed of spoitmaterial, tend to isolate Site I from TwiHght Lake. This isolation 

appears to be cciusing aslow tronsformatioi, of the area immediately south of the 

second stage site .from marsh to swamp land. 
. . . ,, . 

Site 2 is slightly higher, well drained area.. . Vegetative cover is 

predominantly ~omposed .of upland gross species with occasional shrub stands. A 
. . . . . . ' ' .. ;. ' '• : . . 

portion, if not all, of this area, iscomposed ofraHroad fiH. A small section is presently 

utilized for parking~ There ore no water bodies on this site. 

B. Impacts. 

· The primary impact (in regard to surfoce water resources) of ci parking 
I 

. '·. ' . ,· . . 

fadlity on either site would be a significanfincrease in storm water run off due to the 

impervious nature of the pavement. ·· In addition,· these waters will ,wash accumulated 

· poUutants (e.g.; oil Ondgrease, sediments, d~icing compounds, auto emission deposits, 

trash, etc.) from the parking lofsurface intoJhe receiving water body. It appears that 

in both cases Twilight Lake will be the receptor. The brackish nature of the lake 

· precludes an impact.· from deicing· salts. Oil and grease, .sediments and trash would 

tend to accumulate in this water 1:>ody particularly in the vicinity of the drainage 

outfall. 
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C. Mitigation 

Co~sidedng· ;t~e: Clbove, it ·wil(be ·i~portant to include some form of 

stormwater treatment in the project de~ign. This could include· the use of porous 

pavement, sediment and trash traps, · and storm. water retention structures. 

Consideration should be given to the incorporation of the existing oil-water separator, 

located in the rail yard, into the project's drainage scheme. 

A quite obvious alternative for second stage development· has been ignored. 

Thi~ is the combinationof the first stage of Site I and Site 2. - The second stage area 

of Site I can be classified, for the most part, as wetlands, defin~d _in Executive Order 

I 1990 - Protection of Wetlands - compliance with the Executive Order is mandatory. . . . . . . . 

This order stat~s that alternatives' which avoid or minimize wetland encroachment 

must be considered. -

The construc:tion bf c1 parking facility would require a Water Quality Cer- . 
. . ·- . . . . . 

tification from NJDEP. A drainage outfall pl<lced below the mean high tide elevation 

in Twilight Lake would involve permit req~irements of the Wetlands and Riparian 

. sections of NJDEP. Such cm outfall would alSQresult in U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

involvement~ . Since. the present ·oil-water. separator is operating under a NPDES 

· permit, any alt~rafion !n effluent volumes or constituent would require ~pproval. The 
'' ' 

authority ,for this permifisjn the process of transfer from EPA to NJDEP. 

T errestrrial Ecosystems 

.A field investigation of the proposed park and ride sites revealed the following: 

Alternative I 

Alternative I, off Osborne Avenue, consists ·of a densely vegetated tract 

comprising approximately three acres." The soils are primarily sandy textured with an 

upper layer of organic material and possibly a clay or_ si It strata~ There is evidence of 

poor drainage,, a~d a poSsibiHty of -~ seasonal 'hlgh water tabl,e. Although no standing 

water was present at, th¢ sae, th_e moistsoil provided ample breedlng area for 

mosquitos and. they were a\iery.persistent pest~ 
.. .. . . . . 
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The size and type of vegetation present indicate that this area was subject 

to some-severe disturbance, possibly 25 to _30 years ago. The diameter of· most trees 
' _' ,,' .• 

observed • was betweeh six · and ten inche1, and the area wa.s overgrown with 

honeysuckle, greenbriar, grope, poison ivy, sassafras, and sumac. Other common trees 

were siiver maple, red maple, sweetgurri, elm, .and tupelo, which are indicative of 
. . . -: . . . ·.· . ' ,_ -

mesic soi I conditions. Various species of ferns and arrow arum were also present, and _ 
. . 

· a. large stand of phrogmftes occupies the western end of the area proposed for· future 

~xpansion. Based on the vegetation present and the mesic soil conditions, ·a large 
. . . . 

se~tion of Alternative (, consisting mostly of the area proposed for future expansion, 

can be considered wetlands as.defined inExec:Utive Order 11990. 
. . . ,, . . 

· This area has a moderate value as wildlife habitat, and is most suited for 
: . . 

small song bird species~ This would include sparrows, robins, doves, crows, bluejays, 

grackles, and starlings;· The wetlands area rnay also be utilized by muskr~ts. 

Alternative 2-

Alternative _ site II, adjacent to• East Railroad Av~nue, · consists of an 

existing .dirt parking area, and a variety of hetbaceous weeds and grasses. · The site has 

been extensively disturbed, and has ve.ry little value for wildlife. The size of this area 
, ' , 

, is substantially smal l~r: than the Alternative I site, and consists of approximately one 

acre • 

.. Conclusion 
, , 

lhe provisions ofExecutive Order 11990 on wetlands protection will have 
, , 

to be addressed for Alternative I, whereas Alternative II would not involve any 

wetlands. Also, Alternative site I is dense•ly wooded, and can be considered more 

sensitive to disturbance than the site proposed for Alternative II. Construction on 
. . . . . . . . . . 

Alternative I would probably require an improveme~t to the soils load bearing capacity 

through the overexc_avation of unsuitable material and the importation of suitable fill. 
Both alternatives would result in an increase in the volume of n.moff from 

-the paved areas, and the existing oil-water - separator should be investigated to 

determine if it hos._the ca~adty.to tteat this increase. No endangered species or 
, , 

: . . . - . . 

unique species ofyegetatiori or Wildlife are presenJ<on either site, and the only permit 
:_ . . . ' . ', - .. . ' ·'. , . 

that appears to be necessary for either site is CAFRA. 

44 





D 
n 
n 
n 
n· 
[i 
[[ 
[I 

0 
[1 
n ~•-r-J 

r-

r· 

j I 

\ 

·. ,r 

·cultural Resources>" ·• 

There are no known orchaeofogical sites at either of the Alternative 
,, .. , . . . · ... ··:L .• -· 

locafions. ··.. . .. · : ... 

Alterh~~iv~·:1 appears t<> · hove tow to medium potential for containing . 

archae~logical rn~o~rc::e~ •. _;f this Alterriati~e::is selected. as. the preferred alternative,. ----
; 

then further investigation .wi H be warranted. -· .. ·• 

Alter~ative .2 is :a highly disturbe,d area. The prospects of retrieving any 
. . . . .. ' . 

significant archaeological resourses is fow •.. 

.. No orchit~ctural;: historfoal, ard q~ltural ·properties eligible fo~ inclusion in. 
• •• •• ,c ' •• •• • • •• ,' • 

the Nationa1Reghter,6f HistorrcPlac~s ore within or nea_r the proposed project area. 
• • • • ••• .·,• ,; •• I • ·, ·• •• • , .,: • • '•. ' • • 

Aesthetics' >·· 

Existing Cha~acter _·. ·. . . 

. The project area. is located· in tf:)e midst: of. ~nearly 20th C~ntury ·shore. 

resort corhrriunity~. The .:~rea-t~' primarily ::reside~fial with a fe~ :scattered small 

businesses.located _·al_ong:Rovte 35, Lake Ori~¢, and Bridge.Avenue. The activity and 

population of the' towri increhse _in the sum~er months . due to. the influx of summer 
. . ' . . . . . 

resjdent,s. _· There are two sit~s within the area _which have been chosen for study.as.·. 

potentiaLPdrk andRide F~tUities. . 
- .... :.· . . . 

The first,: and. prirn~ry site is lpcated on Osborne Avenue. This site is 

densely wooded and_in· its·presentstote acts as a visval buffer for residents fiving_on 

Osborne Avenue~ It ads ai ~- :visual barr:ie~ for the existing "Turn Around" for the. 
'. · .. -- . . . ·- . . . . . . . 

southern terminus of theAtlqnfic Region ConrailL_ine. 

. The secondary sit~•is located on~ostRailroad Avenue. This site at present 

is flot, open -land, sp~rsel/ve~etcited and ~sed for parking/ although ·_there are no 

· improve<:! parking ~pace~. This area has no: visual buffer to scre~n the Turn Around 
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Impacts 

A. Alternative I · 

. fn its.first stage of de\/elopmenttthe primary site, Osborne Avenue, calls . . .-· - . . ,. . . . ., .. 
! · .. ·· 

f6r•ci parking capacrty•'of {2o)mprnved parking sl<>ts ,andin its second stage a total 

capacity of 44S·ilots. This',dev~foP~E:rt, if: .. ,not designed and handled prnperly,. wiit . 

· damage the Visual Quality of the area •. ·. ~ased· ·upon the proposed Park and Ride 

Facility design scheme, lb.residents.YJilt s1,.1ffer severe impacts; This impact will be . . . . . ·.· ·. . . ' . ' . . . 

caused by: J).:th~ .~emovaf of the \/~getaHon~ and 2) the overhead lighting of the 

proposed ,Park and Hide. . Thi~ impact wm be lessened i_f a 25 foot buffer of either 

existing Ve$Jetalion · ..• ~o.r planted'\,egetation ds' used to 'abut Osborne ·Avenue. This 

vegetation will s6teeriJhe Cdr~ fron,'the resident's 'view..ond minlmize the amount of . 
. . ·. . ·. -. .·.. . ·,. . . . ', ·. - . . .'. . :..··' . ,'.. - . : . . . 

light radiated by; the: lighting sfondards in the lot. This buffer may cause the loss of .. ' . . .. ·' . 

. some pcirk1rig sl~ts. in stage, o~e· of developrile~L If this buffer is n<>t provided, and 

Stage 2 of the 'd~sigrlis impl~rne~ted, an v~getotion from the site will.be removed., . 
. . . : . . ,. : . ·. . . 

opening up. the vie~ to the, residents. · ~at o~ly will the Park & Ride Facility be· 
. . . .. . . . .· ', . 

exposed, but, the t uni Around Loop, tr~cks, idle trains,. and storage area of the Conrai 1 

Line~ Visual Quality is essential arid must be addressed in the d~sign of ·the Park· & 

Ride· F aciltiy. . Careful consideration should be, given . to form, : color, and texture. 
. ' . . . ... · . ,· . . . •, . 

Planting island~: should be incorporated into the Pork & Ride to give sh.ode as well as 

so.ften the appearance bfJhesut'.fb~ii,g n,bt~ricil~ Native.coastline vegetation should be.· . . . .. . - -., . . . . . ,• . . . 

utilized rcither than pon~ri~tive material. This wi II enhance the' visual quality and 

cohesiveness of the faci,nty al well as add to the 'hurricin scale of the .design. In place '' . . . . . . . - . ' 

of grass. or woodchip ml;!lching. irl . the plonti11g islands, earth ton~d gravel should be 

used. This gravel r~quirei less !Tl~intenance: than grass, as weH as adding texture and 
. ' . .'' .. ·. . _( . ·- . 

' color to the deS'ign. To b:lend with tiie existing visual character of the area, lighting 
' ' ' . ', o:, ' .· ·: ' .... ·. ' ' ' ,' ' \' ' ' ' . ' ' '' . ' :· 
standards as well as: p footlightlng or· bollards, should be constructed of pressure 

· treated w6od eJth'~t:' left t9,\,veathet or' stain~d to blend with the e~isting environment. 





B. Alternative II 

The secondary site, East Railroad Avenue, like Osborne Avenue will have a 

notable visual impact on the surrounding environment. Based upon this proposed Park 

& Ride scheme, 7 residents wi II be visually impacted. There are no provisions in the · 

scheme to buffer.,the residents of East Railroad Avenue or those on the northeastern 

side of Osborne Avenue from the view of the proposed 115 slot Park & Ride lot and all 

the elements contained within it. Again, as in the Osborne Avenue alternative, a 

buffer planting should be utilized to screen the Park & Ride from residents' view. 

Here again, design detai I is essential and if careful consideration is not given to the 

area, the visual quality and character of this portion of the shore community will be 

lost and unable to be reclaimed. 
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CONCLUSION 

Based on current demand alone, a lqrger facility f~r commuter parking is ne~ded 
. . .· .. •_ •· .· .......•... _·_ ... · .. • .......... · .... / . 

in Bay HeadBoro. _ The·existing_formalized park.ing ~reo has room for-25 cars, maximum; the 
! . . ' .. . . 

minimum nun,ber of cdrs counted during recent surveys was 0;65~ a~d a count of I 00. during 

the summer months is considered conservaflve. Projected dema~d ~odes "widely depending 

on the type ~f railroad service to be de~eloped. Gannett, Flerning, Corddry & Carpent~r, 

Inc. hcis estimated.~ need from 66 to 403 stalls throvgh the year 2000 based on patronage 

under various tdi lroad configurations. 

Under the impression that the project had· the .endo~sement of· the municipality's 

officials, thi~. study had taken the position of ~dvocating" the Immediate construction -of a 
. . . . . . . ' . ,· . ' .. 

facility. to meet present-day requirements ~nd ihe ~cquisltion of e~oug~ additional property . 

for future expansion if the need.met the projected demand. H()w¢ver, the adverse pubHc . 

reaction to the project as evinced at the com{nunity meeting has. for~ed (] reevaluation of 

the ~lternatives. Because of the rapid appreciation <>l land values in Bat Head Boro, it is 

still believed .that·Aitemative I will ultimately)be the best plan.·· .But si·n~e.it is the policy of -

the Department not to pursue projects withd,ut the approval Qf the concerned dtizens, 

Alternative II possib.ly could .be implemented ,after an educational ·campa_ign to show the 

future perils innotplannin~ some ·for~- of par~ing relief at this time. - If either _or both of 

the properties studied in tl'lis report should be j:>~ivately developed, the Commuters would be 
. . . , . .. ·. . ,. ;, :•· . . _·. ·.' .· . . ' . . 

hard-pressed for parking since the station'area is totally ihadequate. To depend on the Point ·. . ' . . . . . . . . . . 

Pleasant facilities is a viable alternative for the immediate future only~ According to the 

above mentioned. consultant~, if Sa,:, Head Bor~ is not improved, Point Pleasant wiU not be 

able to provide adequate parking spaces· for fut\)re patronage.· 

Finally, to improve only th~ existin~ lot _may be of aesthetic valu~, but would do 
. . 

··.nothing to ad~ needed porking space~. 

l 
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! 2/28/7.6 :;. R.:.A.f)lll,Esq~ to Mr.H. lrinocenzi . . . .· . 
... 12/28/76 -:- R. A~·Fall, Esq. to Mayor and Council of Bay He·ad Boro 

, , ,.Q2/03/77 ..:. R~ A.Fall, Esq. fo Mr,.H. Innocenti . . 
· · O?/04/7T '-'R .. A.Fall;Esq. toSen;J. F.Husso. 
· ;oJ/l0/7T ..: .t\sserriblymqnD.!F~ Newmon' & · . . 
... · . . .... ·•··. ·Assemblyman J.p·. Doyle to Commr. Alan Sagrier 

03/28/77, - Mr.H. A. lnnocenzi toR. A •. Fall, Esq. 
. 04/0~/77 - .. R.. A; Fall, Esq •. to M.r~ R. Laube·.... .. ·· 
· .06/ 13/77 - Mr. D. W. Gwyn11 to Mr. Keith Rosser ... ·. .·· .· . 

07/28/77' rM.r •• G.:E.·Thomaftotv\r. D.R. Webb w/attach. report 
07/24/78 ~:CMr:~:E.-W. Cornw~lrto Mr. George Thamos 

. " . ·- ·.·•· . :{'·, : . ·. .• . . 

· AeriCll .;Ph<itog~aph ofBay Heod Rciifroad Station . 
. . : , ... · , - . ,:· ; . . 

. . • Ground Phritog'rbphs of Boy H~ad Roi I rood Station . 
·. : . :•:' .- .. .' .. ·.· .. ·. : ··1. .. . . . .. 
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·. A, .P~OP'CSSIQH,-1. C~~:rfrq~•,...·r.lON 

, -
HOWAlm EWAHT IIAll.0•1901! 
LEONARD Q. 1.01-11:Lt 
TIIOHAS J. Hl!Cr:1ron1 
IIF.lir-lAN A. ADl,r;:R' I' 

WU.LIAM.,. KY.ARN 1-;y 
DOMINIC JCAVASCHIEJIE. 

2~() WASHIN(ll"ON .. S1~l-:l':T 
TOMS mv1-:n, N.J, oo~~.::, 

· A .. TIIOMAS AMAUII.Y. , · 
JOIIN S .. P,EHLIV~IAN· . . 

· R9D£ffT A.. FALL 

P,.(). llOX 707 
"(CiMS,RJVER, N.J;·ou753 

.·December· 28,. · 1976 

File 4650.29 . 
Railroad LoopPI'Opert/ 

Mr. Robert Tnnotenz:i< ·. •., . ·. .· .· 
Chief, Bure:au· of Ca.pftat· Facility. 
Department·· of Transportation 
.1035 .. Parki·1ay Avcr1\.le , · ·· 
T:reriton, NJ .- 08625 ··· · 

Re:·... -Boto:ti(?;h,:: 9fi Biiy; Head 
.. }\ai1road I,'.;oop · Property 

])ear Mr. tnhocenzf:' : 
. ... .· '.'•• 

. ·• 

t· 
' .· ,. •·. 

I had an opportunit&, to ·}~c~ht;).y::,sp~ak with Mr. }longwah 
of youp office conc·erning a. _cert~in. problem. in the Borough 
of Bay Head~ ou:r office, repieseri ts said. Borough. I ert- ·· 
close a map of the .. ar(a_a: in questi,.:on for ,your reference in 
reading this letter_.· . . . - .. 

The facts a.S r underst.arrd them t6 be are as rt>llows: 
When the New York a.nd:'Lohg Branen Railroad went into bank-
ruptcy, it._ vlas det.ermiried that' Conrail \~ould 'operate the 
railroad from Bay Head >to a cert¢1in point, unknown to. ,ne., · 

. north of sald .Borough-•. · !:t is my: und~rstandine that Con-. 
rail is r·eally 'in ·.th:e fr~ight .bu$iness and , operates the , , 
_passenger service· pursuant to. an:' agrc-emei1t or ~ontra-:t ... 
with the stute or New<Jersey. The Trust:E)e tlwn cobvcyed .· 
to Conrail ·a.11 prOi)Cs:t~t.1es ·necessJ1.ry to operate the rail-

, road arid re\o.ine'd at:Lqther par-eels.- for :privatG. sale, . 
apparently to satisfy soine of th¢ debts. 0.h the .. enclosed 
map, parcels. 11q,.an~,: 112· have 'oe¢n · placed by. the Trustee. 
for sale with Vah Hof:rf and Dolan'., Real Estate Service, 250 · 
North Broad :street, El:i.<zabetti, Ne\1 ·Jersey •.. ·. Ther~ are_ two .. · 
tw9 other. parcels nOf _9h~wn on .tpe Inap ,which are 'not rele;.. 
vant to the ,P,r¢s~C)t ;~i'i~Ct?-SSibn ,, :C - , . , , - a ', , 

.· t~e stib~tc,,!tf ;~;il~;~~1l~~~4t!~~aeh6t~ai~ ;., . igre 

·,J 
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Mr. Robert Innocenzi 2 December. 28, 1976 

railroad every morning and leave from the Bay Head station. 
If you arc familiar with the area, you know that the parking 
in this area is very limited and commute rs. part_ t11ci r 
vehicles all over the street und create a very undes.irable 
situation .. Parcel No. 112 shown on the map would make an 
ideal parking lot facility to service commuters of the 
railroad. These con@uters are patrons of the railroad 
and it is felt that this is an ideal opportunity for the 
State and/or railroad to provide parking facilities for 
its customers by acquiring this pa~cel and making it into 
a parking lcit. Therefore, the-BorouBh is hereby making 
application to th~ State and/or railroad for the creation 
of a parkirig lot at that site. It is an ideal location 
and is really necessary for the proper operation of an 
adequatS pa~seriger service line. We are forwardin8 copies 
of this lette~ to the Trustee, Mr. R. D. Timpany, Mr. G.W. 

·Herkner and Mr:. Charles !-12Lclue;hlin of Conratl and would 
ask that we be advised with respect to the contents of 
this lettei as soon as possible. Please advise as to what 
steps should be taken. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert A. Fall 

RAF:bjm 
cc: Mayor and Council, Borough of Bay Head~ 

"t'lnrleEi McLaughlin, Assistant Manager, 
Real Estate, Conrail 
466 Lexington Avenue 
New York, NY 

R. D. Timpany 
Trustee, Central Railroad 
Gateway 1, Room 501 · 
Newark_, NY 07102 

G. W. Herkner 
1100 Raymorid Blvd.,. Room 321 
Newark, NJ 
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~:tle 465b.29. · 
Rail.rv~d. Loop Property .·•· 

. . -.. __ - .. . .. 

Mayor ~rid · Coun~11 · 
Borough · of Bay Head'.•····· 
Municipal B~1ld1ng .. · 
B~y Head, NJ.> . 08742 

... ,.:. 

' .. ,. .. ' .. ' .. 

Decemb~r 28: , 1976 

:: .. ·· .. :- ."" .. 

· Ref -. Rli11:rt>a;~: L9~p Prop,ttY• 
.. . 

Gentlemen=· 

•. 'x h~ve, .. u!t: :9ec.:¢~t;t __ 9~ta.inef rr~m~ Mr._J~~,n_y~rt : Orn, .• 
.. reS.L·e.01,,~1,,e ag~n'-."'.,9- 1..he S<J..:..e v.1._1.he b'rv~e,.· .. J~ 1,n • . 
. 1 temized ·. asking ·price; for same.; M,r •. Van Horn ad 1sed . 

me that the asking price is as· rpl-lows: ·· ·-. · .• · · · .· 
·Parcel 101' ·. · 
Parcel 112 · > Parcel 11.6 · · .. · 
Parcel 117 

''l'ota]. .· •. ·.··••·· 

:r -· .· oo;ao ·. 
'. : 74,~oo.oo· ·. 
r18·000:.oo ·· ... J . . . .. 

··. ll# 1 000. 00 

$~06,900 •• 00 ... 
He further s·tated: thait th•ese p~rc:els .· are offered ef ther 
separately or in t·ota1. · we• wer.~ .also a(lvised th t he has 
an offer for. the: sale, of.. the· entire tract at tl1e minimum 

· pri~e, subje~ t ,to. S1.Jbd1v1s1on approval; and that· several .· 
other offers are ,1n the making.·'·_ We explained -to him the 
various problems·wJth:the'.propetty and asked him tokeep 
:us closely advised :arid trt·ed ·to'.; t~lk him into gt ing the _ 
.Borough some sor·t ·or ·right or flrst· refusal anci . old him· 
we would be in contact· with him':~ · • · 

-i:' 
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Mayor and .Council 2 December ~8, 1976 . 

We then contacted a Mr. Charles McL'lur,hlin, Assistant 
Manager of Real Estate for Conrail. He advised that 

. · Conratl ts· in th.e freight business and only conducts a 
passenger serv~ce by virtue of an agreement with the 
State of New Jersey •. He. sAated that if 'the Borough 
was interested .in purchasing any or all or the parcels 
it would have to deal With the Tr~stee since Conrail 
does.not own the propertye In a.ddition, any request for 
any parcel.being made into a parking lot would have to be 
through the Department of Transportation. 

After speaking with several individJals at the Department 
of' Transportation, we were advised to direct correspon-
dence to Mr. Robert Innocenz1, Chief of the Bureau of 
capital Facility, which we have done, and ~nclosed please 
find copies .of letters we have sent in th is· regard. 

Please advise what your feelings are with respect to . 
purchase of·ariy of these parcels. 

.RAF:bjm 
En.closure 

Very truly you:-s, 

Robert A. Fall 
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Fl.le ~650~29 : · 

.-.' .··· 
·,\.,· · . ." 
·!· .·.,; 

Ha'ilroad_· Loop Property .· 

.. _. ' 

-1.,:: 
: . .. . 

Bn1.·:Hbtd .... mtJ.i}onri:: Prop~•;ty .•·• · _ .. · 

Dea.t- 'Mr. lnr:o:-;c.r'rz'l.:!· . ' . ' .· · .. •·· < .. ·_· ... •.··· ' 

.. , 

.. · I 

. •· 

'. Con'fLtr,iiffr;•· '.)(IT' cn;{,,~T:ro.ttqn: c.;l' ·.F'cbtufrry' -;., ... l J'tr, ·I have.··, . 
spoke:il. wlt.h >t.arr:j· 'rillcfr, Zsq i q ~-tan11/: i·cr Dcpur1.rri~n t .. · · or Tr.airnport:iitlon as ·pe.r,yuur: ;1u~~;cst1oih . ·-·· . - · .. -.. 

·. · is• 1- l1ud ~d~iscJ' ~,.mt,~ Pa r~:c l 1i:1,: ,rou L1 lH~- 1 c:~:1 l · for 
d~velbprdt?nt as '.!l p,.").'j_~;!:ii1f_; .f::ic ill t/~ · Y·~U tad, lildicatcd 

- tl'l.?i,t some,qf the ln.r~d. \::.as ,\-:et. · I believe tliat ~~ou ... 
woulu be !"t:!.Ccrriztr; to I'a1·ceL:116, wlilch tii~, ;Jprrnr,12~1t;,,_lf 

· been clcsslffcd 'by-tr.e Stutci, ,is wetl;;th,l:3. · ;/:.J;;c~v\?r, ·;· 
Parcel 112' l~o.111.d tfe pe.rfec:·c ••.. YOll )1ad ;, ithll~.~t e'.! ti!~,. . .·. 

_ Department mlght:be 1n_terest€.!d in the proper~,/ cost of .· 
· the station./- As I adv•i:ped:, this io p.ri·,ately qwnei.r and 
CO!)Sists of 'buildlrit; J:;ots" .. '• . . . . 

. Mr.··· }'iiler advised·•·-· U1-,1t. 1.f: Jhe, Depaifanent. t-:~i{e~- .-~ \ieter--··· 
m1nat1on· .. that. a p~ rl~int,;. facility in deslr~hl~ tn this·_· 
area, ··there ,are severaL ways so.me cai, be .. Q~'.lUired •. Ui1t!J .. ··· 
tha f deteimi.natlori ·rs<· rnn,d~., :how~vor, ltlr, J.>fficc cannot 

'· , .. 

1. 
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Mr. Robert A~ Innocenzl 
Page· 2 

. F~brU4!4J 9, 1917 

take any act ton. Thuil, . would you. plense look 1nto the 
POSll1b111 ty of making. SU-!h a detcn~Jnatibn. Time is 
'import::i.nt, since the railroad will be sC?lllns this p,'lr-
c. e'' ·1 oho >'•t l ,, {I y· ·o·, tr nn1,1 ' t h'p rr.. ri r,;. (I "!Q<:I ,: l ·., inn,' i>r, I.I"\ t e 

- - w· .. · • "'""-.,J·-~ ~"'\- --.-· _ ...... /j_-•.•·, _- ·""""· •~• -- ,~ .. :;, - u•·' --·-J ~-• -U~--1~~-'."".• 

parking fuclllttcs at the Bay Bea.cl Stntion. ' If this 
·parcel. is sold and developed, the prol:>lem will be co::1-
pounded. · 

In o.ny event, please -~dvj.,ee as soon as possible. Naturally, 
we appreciate your prompt attention to. thia matter. · 

RAF':bjm. 
~c: Mo.yot 

Very. truly yourG, 

•· 
Robert A. Fall 

I. 
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· .. •: :.,couN·S·EL~~uS -.AT··: LAW 

u:ONA/11) ci.·u)Mt·:1.1.·· 
'• ·. 

TIICIMAS ·,1. Ml;cCJFOJU 
Mt:J(MAN A, ADLf:ll .. 
'll>'ILUAK J KEAl!Nt'.Y 
DO~INJC RAVASCHH:m; 
J!;. THOMAS AMADI.LE 
jom-1 s. PEHJ.JVANIAN 
ROBERT A, FALL' ·· .. · · 

· Fi1e Lf65p~29 
RailrOad Loo.p P1·operty-

. Senator John F •. Russ:o 

·• 

" :.Asse'mblyman· Jqhn Paql poyle .· 
Assemblyman_ paniel F .. ·Newman ._.. . 

•. Legis.lat{ ve .. Of.(ice:, 9.th ,'Disttlct ... 
. 8tat_e·-Highway NO'.. 37W.. . . . 

··. · · Tom~ 'River~-· NJ '· 08753 .· 
. ... 

·2t'1() 0 WAlHIJNOTO'N STRJ-:1-:1'. 
·TOMS 1uv:1::n, N.J. 087~3 

Ro·. l)OX 707' . . . . 
·ToMs mvEn, N:J; 007~3 

· February' 4·, 1977/ · 

0Re;:: ::R'aj.1rbad J?roperty,- Borough of Bay ·Head .. · 

Gent'lemen: · .. > .. 

. . Our office., rep.i:-esents::the -Borough of Bay Head.· 'It is my . · 
:. ·unclers tanding that_ Councilman Michael,; Hurley rias fipoken with 

yqu about the problem to be posed belo\•1. I ·have already· . 
spoken with Mt. ;Doyle and than~ him for hi~ prompt at ten-:-.·· 
tion~to this matief;. · · · 

.··The Gentral Railroao Company of New '.JerseY, which is in,,. 
·. barikr·upt_cy; is pa:rt owner of the New York and Lorg Branch 
· Railroad; whi;cb, _in turn, owned all the .railroad property 
in Ba'y Head. . Mr. R : D Timpany; Gate.way 1, Room 501,, · NeWii rk, .. 

• New 'Jersey 07102: is the Trustee. : As part ·of the bankruptcy 
·-proceeding$; it_wis determiried that Conrail. wbuld operat~-. 

the railro4.d ·syste:11 and that.;all property nece~~ary f9r. the .. 
operation. and rnaintenance of the r~ilroad system.would be.· 
conveyed· by -the Central Railrcnid Company. and the New :York 
and. Lone B:ran~h- Railroad to Conrail. ; Actually, Conrail iz 
in. the rr:eigh.t. business_. and operates the passenger. service 
pursuant. t6 an agree_ment with ~he. State of New Jersey·, in . 
particu~a.r, .the ·nepa,rtment of Transportation_. 

·, 
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The trustee wc;1s e;iven. permission by the Bankrtlrptcy Coutt 
. tO seJl-ofr all properties not c.onveyed to Co~rail or hot 
otherwise tied up by options.·· .. In Bay Head, ti;lere are four 
parcels which have been placed fo.r sale by thtr Trustee with 

·. Van Horn a.nd Dolan Real Estate Service, 250 HCDrth Broad 
. · Street, Eliza.beth., New Jersey 07208, telepho~e No; 351-

9206. The.se · parcels have been assigned numbeJs. .·· I enclose 
·. maps shmHng · fheir location. Parcel No .. 116 · is actually 

ma.pped. and. c1assif'ied by. tf;le. S~ate /as· wetland~.· .. ,The ·.· ... 
Borough. of Bay Head Wis.hes to acquire s·ame inicrder that 

· ,jt remain in its natu·ral state .. •· Parcel No. 112 is located 
diagona·11y Southwe,st of a'nd aGross the tracks lfrom the 

· present railroad station ... As you may· know, t~e·re are v1r-
. 1Ually n·o Parking.· fa:::i11ties fo.r th_o Day lfomJ . $tation. . Co:n-

muters win<J Clp. parking, all over the place cre~~lin.t conget) -
tion and traffic hazards. If Parcel No. 112 :ils soLd to 
priv,ate interests> and event,ual1ydeveloped, the proble:it 
will be compounded... This. problem has .cjefini t~ly been 
.recognized by the Depart'm.ent of: 'rransporU1tion as set 

. forth in attached correspm dcnc12 our .office h~s had with 
. Mr. Innocenzi of the said agency. i 

'- , •• ,•. - - -.. _. - •• I 

i 
. ·. - . -.· :: :. - - . ' ._:_". . , .·· . . . , .. '> ': _,. - . . - . . . . I 

The position.of the Borough of Bay Head is that an adequate 
•• • 

0 parking facility is necessary and. in·ciclen tal tio the. opera-
tion of .a passenger service in the .Borough .. ?f iBay Heac:i. 
Parcel No. 112 was not conveyed to Conrail app,arently be-

. cause ·1t was thought it. was not necessary and 1incidental 
· to·. th.e operation of the· passenger service~·. S:iJnce ParceJ · 

No .. 112. is ideally s:j.tuated and suited for a. parking faci~ 
lity, and since there is no other property available for 

. · this purpose,· Parcel No. 112 thus becomes nece\ssary and 
incidenta2. . to the operation of the .railroad. aqd'. therefore' 

. should have been included in the· conveyance td1 Con.ra;l.L 
, - . . - . . I. 

i 

In any everit, I have spoken with Larry Filler) Esq., at-. 
· torney for the. Department Qf. Transportation, tJielephone 
No. (609) 292..:0821~ and he has indtcated to mer. that there. 
are several methods of acquiring the property IJor a parking 
facilit.Y• ... Howeve,r, he stated that firstthere:must be a . 

· . determi:iation by the Departmen.t of Transporta tiion that this 
i 
! 

I 
1 .. 

!· 

' 
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F'e·bruary. h, 1977 
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w6uld be a suitable parcel and that the acquisition should 
be made~ Accordingly, ~e wouid ~sk you to interven~ to• 
whatever extent posstble to assist the Borough of Bay Head 

.. in these matters. ' The acquiGition of this proper.t_y and 
·establishment of a po.rking racllity will greatly benefit 
06:ean ·coi:.:uity since residents of various communities in the · 
area ·utilize the :Bay Head station. . . . .· ' . . .. 

· The most important aspect.of these mat"ters-is the time 
· e.lerr:e.nt~ .. Van. Horn and· Dolan. Real. Estate Service· han · in-
dicatf;d that they have an offer for the minimum askine; 
.price of. triese parcels and the attorney for the ro.i lroad, 

. Frank O~Brien, rsq., ,of Carpenter, J3ennett & Morrissey, 
744 Bro~d Street, Newark, has notified us that he will be 
advis.ing. the ra.ilroad to accept the offer to purchase.· It 

·'ls· therefore necessary to try to resolve this matter ui5 
qutckly ·us· .posslble. 'l'he attached rnn.ps and (:orrc~pondon~c 
other\'lise out line the facts concerning this matter.· · Natur- · 
ally, · the Mayor and Council and C>ur offic;e are available 
to.assist yoµ. ana further advise with respe~t to these 
matters. Thank you for your attention to same. · 

Very truly yours, 

Robert A. Fall 

R.AF:bjm 
,f 

cc: Mayor and Council· 
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,rs.. . Tt1E LEGISLATIVE OFfic.e:s· Ot·< ,,~~! .. · ' . JOHN F. RUS~O ~; 
· .. . SENATOR. · 

DANIEL F. NEWMAN ' 

ftusu:..:.. K. CORiilY 

' . 

Comm is sloner. Alan Bagner .·.·. ' 
Dept. of Transportatiort 
1035 Parkway Avenue · . 
Trenton, i~ • J • .· 08625· 

DearCommissioner.Sa.gner, 

Mar~h·lO; 1977 

JOHN PAUL DOYLE 
AS$~M8LVMAN 

We are forward,.i,ng to: you copy. of February' 4·, 1977. ietter 
from J\1r. Robert A. !tall,. Attorney reprei3entlng the oorough of . 
.tSay r1ead, regarding :railroad property .within. the .1:wrough. 1v1r. 
!-'all has outlined in· his letter, rather S\,lfficiently, the problem 
being faced by tn~ oorotigh witn·resp~ct to property.tnai:; may oe 
trans:::·erred , to · new . own~.i. ·sl:lip. · ·. 

r-1 \_J We would specifically bring your· attention to the comments. 
made by Mr.·Fall in the last paragraph on the second.page in 
which he notes that 11·r1rst • t.here .must be a determination by the \i Department of Tra.nsportatlon that this. would be a suitable parcel 

L_J and that the acquisition should be made''• . With respect to the 
two parcels of lc1nd as o:qtlined by Mr. Fall's letter, we would 

ri ask t!1at you take. ,~hatever action necessary to be. of assistance l _ \ to . the Borough of Bay. H:ead •·· · •. · 

n 

n 

We 
to this 
you for 

think you can· see that this matter i$ of vital importance ... 
area and we would make our request .on .that basis. Thanking 
your -:-!me and attention in this matter .• 

Very truly yours, 
. ·~ .•. ' ,c ,1 ... · .... ... · .. · .. ·~ r, I~,...., .. V 

OYLE 
DFN/JPD/rkc/iig_·. :> .· .·· ... •·•· :· .,, .· ... i:: ,· ·.· .. ··.. . . . ···LYMAN 
OCEAN COUNTY.· LEGISLATIVE QF"FICE;:-,.9TM 0iST'RICT . . . . _ 

DOVER MALL •. RQUTES :1ee. Al\!0 37·, 'tOMS: RIV~R. NEW JERSEY 087)53 A.REA CODE; 1201 i· 2,0.2200' 
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~fate nf Nrm· 3Jl'r~ru ·.· 
DEPARTMENT O'F TRANSPORTATION . 

[l .· Al.AN SAGNE,:i 
COMMISSIONER 

. . ·. 1035 ~A~K.WA't i~ENUE. 
···. TREN~c;;N, NEW• J~Rsliv ~B62& · · 
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. ,•,,:)(;rt A. F:n1,· ·. r:i:q. .. 
j ,(.1 i;:, 11 •. T:tir.c.i.fod I Acllcr, lfoarny, 

J',1v,'•1cid.tiri ,, l)!lu1bile · 
· Cnn,1:u:;llorn at Law 
P. ll: i\ox 7ti7 

· 'forni ){ivnr 1 I-i,I 08753 

·· .. · .: .. · .. ··.- ·. 

·· l"Ul_rclf 28, 1977' 

~~ct!.,..t ..... :_ .. -... J_lo,r..o,i~lc~f n,1y. lfoad ;;. · Rri.ilroad ProJ.!.~!~':X, 

,,., kiVt! r.lvl'1111illch:c()nnideration ;to tl1c'.ll(1ro(1r•,ii:~1r J;ny livnd1 1ir ·;1: ·_'iL 
b 0:1t the -J:l(•j1:lr.l:ncl1t:'timtort11lto, 0 in:oject' to n~i1uit~i 11r~l111.•1:ty 'lllld c•.111•;t:r11ct 
n<l;l.it:lrnt:ll p••rking' llpDcei,1 :lt Hay Jlc.•aJ. Unfo:ttu11,11:cly ,: thP 1,,.i,;lrl.i' ·111,; . 
1:: llOt hi (l 11ooition .at·. lhio iimQ to u11dcrtal(e 'ouch i.\ prnjt•ct \/ ~Uc 
:;t:1r:ri ·foi1dr;. llo.1ov1~r, the Depu'i:"bnciit.µo<:?rJ slHtro tilC~ 1:01,·ou,.h'n COIIC'.l\tli 

nf Uu::\ 1ici:-.d. to: l)r~v:Ldc mhlltiolt~l. coinmutar piirking. nncl thereby 
l i,cnm:ai~:i.ug u~;ngc of 1mblic t:ram.:portrition. 'AQ n rcnult, \!C h:tVI\ '·"ltk! 

i 1:r1<1lrlcH into ultcrn:ntivo proccduruu which oro avnila\Jlo to prov ldo 
: 11' 1Ht::lonai parldi1;; f~cil;i.tics •. · · · 

·. . ., ·. . \ ,.·•.' -

Ti"\1J.~j1nrt1;,,:.nt'n Uurcau -of Local Aid hat~ informed Uff tliat con:~trnctl.on 
of l.1 rnJl ntati~n p;:trl~irig 'facility loca~ed Cin Ol:l1or~1 f.y1:m1e ,:01.11<1 (jp -
di ~~:thl(~ tor ]_i'f!d'.:ll'.'.'.11 Aid.· trroau. ~iyntcmn )!'umtn Th.:lr; fuudfo~; fl(HIT.l:;,' 
l'l."CJV.i.dvn .70·1,(;t'Cmtt of tli6con(;ti:-uctio11 cootn 'uith tho lncal li'llllklpalll.',' 

- I' k 1;.:l.11g ttp thn rern;iining 30 percent of the cobtfl •. Such ,I) project I., '.j ' 

i•c :i.n:lt1ntod o:ud rcqucGtcd by the ioci.11 rr;unicip~1lit:,- and county pl ·1 1rn.i ,'1 ,·. 
·: .. :,ant. .Tld.n l."C'.<tUCIJt. fo 1naclc by including. the ptoJec,t on. tlu? ti:n11:;1t1l[i~ ; · 
,t·I.Oll :f.1nprov0meut progrnt11 nn'd ()thcr fqderal pro,ir;.rn1n, £\ rrocc1:/l tl11, co11nt::,· 
1•l:1.1ml11:r~ bonr~rlo f nuiilior with. •· . 

t'.• 'l (\l:lrwi.1 tliero arc t,ro pOtl~iblc. locationo 011 · Ouhorn /\VCU\JC th.,1: cnuld 
l11 ,' i'l.lgtl>l.c for F~dcr,al Aid \,Jru~:n Syntt>iil::J Fimd:J zmd \Illich the ll111·11ur.i1 

. ;-hcltlld -coi.u;i(1()r mi pon.aiblo. al tea for a:, parking facility f . 

1. Lnn:d l'nrcel No;· l12 · 
·.-·. ·- .. _. . ·- ·. · .. 

2. - A par~el of vacant 
tilock 2J,- Lot l on 

land adjacent '.to: tlie station, .in~licatecl mi 
the Dorough tax map• .. _ 



'---------'' 
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l{ -th(J m;J'Oli.~,:h ':i.a inter~Erted. 'in initiatini:; sucli a proJi:ct; \J(.> !,;'.!"!'.' ·:!l; 
U1at you C~Htll.Ct tli~ Oceana County Planninr, noni"tl nml the l),;:pnll·,. ·11t'ti 
J\ureri:u of Local .Aid (pboriei 609-:292;..3217) ~or furll11.fr. infoniutJ OH. 

·cc;·· ·-M~~tirl Robins /· 
,. ,. G_. :W. Herkner, Jr. 

. . . . 
.' . . ... 

. . . • S1~c(!rcl,r, 

f)n!GIN/\L :~If ;r'.;r I)!_\/ . . "" 

i:tUilLl_ff {, .. Ii ii i1 11; i 1-·'. '! ·· 

Hobert A. Iwioccnd .. -. 
. . . · (;hi.cf 

nutoau'•'~f Capital .Facilitica 

·,. 
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·.i.qi-d~;fr.r~ftfcdu~~in1, Api.1~n~ l:(EAHJ,U::Y, HA'Vi\SC.un;RE &. A:J.{AJ)ILE 
4 J•~fc;,r~s-~iO;.,""~· COIU"OHA!l(!.•N" .· 

COl1.NSV,LLOllS 't,.T LAW 

. HOWARD_. EWAR"t ,:woo~ ,10'311 
U:ONAHO. 0, LOME_1'L . 

- WASJtJNO"l'ON STUI•:F.T 
'l'(>MS IH_VIm, N. ;J, 007:;3 

. .. -THOMAS \1· MUCCIF'vift•.· . 
1201)'349:2443 HE:RM.-.N A. AOLE!1 · _ • · _ 

- WJLLJAM J. XEAH:iE:Y .· 
~MINIC RAVASCHIERE. 
A. ·THOMAS AMADI.C::E 
.JOH'N S. PEHLiVAl:i'IA."I; . 
R013ERT A. FAL .. 

_April· 6, >1·977 
- P. (). _DOX 787 

TOMS RIVER; N; J. 00753 

-. 
·rile -h6:>·o. 29 __ . 
Railroad r,oop P.eo.perty. 

. .· .- ,,• ·:· · .. · .. ·. 

---• ·Mr:~· -~ichard .• Laube>· -
. • Departrrie·nt. cif -T:ransporta.tiQn •· 

State. Aid District·- orfit:e. · 
-Court. Hbuse.-Sq_uare·: ... 
. Freehold:, - NJ . ·• 

. Be: . Borough of ;say Head .· --
Transportation_ Improvement Program 

.• De-a r- Mr •• °Lat1be: -•· 

·- Our offlc_e: represchts the Borout~h q.f Bay H~ad ••. We hiv·e 
· been direc·ted to you by Mr. Al Bron.ski of ·the nu:r·eilu of 
Local- 4id 're la.ting f9 an applicatfon 'oy the Borough of _ 
Ba.y. Head. f6r incJ,.tJ.sion 'of the . acqu1si tion -- t>f land and .. --· 
dev:elopment of .:same as a r·ailrdad parl<ing fa.cil:i:tf in- tf1e -
Transportatio.n Improvement Pr66ram. We enclose a copy. _ 
of -our c_orrespond~nce. to the Ocean County .PJ.,c!_nni:ng Bci:d 
\Iii th· its enclosq.res · whtch wi-11,gi ve 'you the· backgroun~ · on 
·this mat.ter. Vie :would appr~:ciate any. and all assistance 
- you. can ~ive th(3· Borou~h of Bay H_~ad in this -matte·r~ - --- -

Thanking you_ ·for. your coope.ra ti on in advance;-__ ._ I r~main 

.. -
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1(1 ,-,, ·l'l\ltl•\.1.V"-, :"''t _,1111 
. . 

1,11:~noN. r, .-' ·_1111 -"_: __ '.• 

/\ 1 .. /\ t I ,. , /\ r \ N 1 · f.? 
I 1•_1-t11l'<'~_lr.!tf.r.1_.J 

. ·May 4, l977 . 

. ' . . 

.· 1.lono.rahl c Daniel F. Newman 
.. -Jlrmora'hle tlohn J?aul noy1e 

· /\'.,sc1nbl.v111r.n ·· 
nc~an County Legislative Offi~e 
~J Ui n; strict 
11,1vcr Ma 11 · 

.. Hnutes 166 and 37 
T(HllS. Ri v'er,: New Jersey 08753 

RE: fc1rki no cl t Bc1y llnad l.<:<_lJ: .. 
. . 

.ndar /\s·sc:m1lflYmr.n Newman and Doyle: 

. Co1111nissioner Sa~'lncr has asked me to rick11owlNllfr• vo111· 
·· ·1Pttcr ·of March lO, 1977, concerni n_g thr r>roc;pr~ct i vr• ·,,, l•" 

hy the Trustee of the Central Rai 1 ror1d or Nc1·1 ,Jc1·sr!'/ o 1 
P,wcel 112 adjacent to Bay Head J1mc;:tfon. S11li'.;<•i111(•1tL l.n 
tile receipt of your letter, Hobert /\. Innoc0.nz·i, f.hir•I nr 
01w Bureau. of Capital Facilities, by lf!ttr.1· d,1,tr.rl ll,1 tel1 ;·:1, 
l_fJ.77, advised Robert Fall, Esq.,. attorney ror l:110. llon111,1l1. 
or Bay llcadt that funding for thr. convr.rsinn or l'iln:r•I I I? 
;rnd another adjacent to the station miqht hn oht.1i1wd r,·11111 
f"/\US funds in coordination with Uccan Count.v ol'f'ici;,h. I 
h,wf! asked Mr. lnnocenzi to check on th'? status or tl1'i'; 
111ntter. (/\ copy of Mr. Innocenzi}s fotter is attilchr.d.) 
I shall keep you advised. · 

. Cordi ally t 
,1 . . 

));{, ,/;,, r (i,1 I:•·, I 

Martin E. Robins 
Executive Assistant to the 

/\ssistant Commissioner for Public Tri1nspnt't;1Lin11 · 

. Attachment 

cc: Comnlissi oner Sagner 
. /\sst. Gonvni ssi oner Stangl 
R. A. lnnocenzi 

bee: R. A. lnnhcenz i n. R. Webb/ . 

RECEIVED 
MAY 4 1977 

TRANSPORTATIIJfi SY,SI£ID · 
fWfNlNQ 
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. J-orm AD-40 
New Jersey Department of Transportation 

I MEMORANDUM I 
To Mr. George E. Thomas FROM Douglas R. Webb 

susJECT _B_a-y~H_e_a_d __________________ _ DATE May 18, 1977 

I've advised Rich Laube of the Freehold Office 
that he should arrange to have his Chief Engineer, 
Mr •. Gwynn, request a feasibility determination, 
through Mr. Rosser, regarding the proposal in. 
the attached material. You should keep it all for 
your file. 

Attachment 

MAY 191977 





I 

,----

·. i •.·.·. 

To ___ Mr. __ j<.e_ith_F:osscr· ____ _ 

Director of Plannlno & Research 
.. ··•···-··-·---·······-·--·-·-··-··-··---·· -·· -··--- Chief [n<Jinecr 

- -- ---- - --·-·--·-- -- -·- - -- -------••"·--···-···-·-

Transportation Operations 
··-·---~~!_1_d __ !:.~ca I ___ /\ Id _____ -~ ____ _ 

SUBJECT Proposed P<ffk f, Ri do --Bay· I-load Dorough, <--=-)c_e_a_n--=c=-o-u_n_,t_y ________ _ DATE June 13, 1977 

We have received a request from the Borough of Gay Head to construct 
a Park & Ride facility adjacent to the New York & Long Branch Rai I road 
Station. A copy of previous co~respondence is attached for your 
i nforrnati on. 

Before proceeding further with this project, a feasibility study must 
be conducted,' Discussions with Doug ~/ebb indicate that this study 
could be conducted through the Statewide Park and Ride Study Program. 

Please advise us if you can provide this study and, if so, a time 
schedule for the project. 

Tho property that the Dorough be Ii eves Is most teas i b I c for th Is project 
is currently for sale. Therefore, If possible, we would like to request 
that the study be alven a priority. 

Thank you for your consideration and cooporatlon. 

Att. 

DWG:mcm • 

cc: Mr. D~ Webb 
Mr. R. Laube 

RECI21VED 
' 

J LJ t,l l 5 1977 

l!WlSPOIW\TIO/j SY~ 
rtl<NNlNG ··-------





Form AD-40 5/77 NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

TO Mr. Douglas R. Webb MEMORANDUM 
FROM George E. Thomas 

SUBJ ECT _____ B_a..,._y_H_e_a_d _________ DATE 7-28-77 TELEPHONE NO. __ 3_3_0_3 ___ _ 

Attached is our preliminary report regarding 
Bay Head railroad station parking. 

Attachment 





··BAY HEAD RAD..ROAD .·STATION 

' ' 

It_is generally conceded tha~ there is a need for more parking spaces at 
the Bay Head station. This inference is based on conments volunteered by 
cODJDUters as the staff was inspecting the present day facilities, as well 
as on the actual observations made in the field. The same conditions 
encountered by this of:f'ice in October 1976, and by the Bureau of Progr8!!1 . 
Development_ in January through March 1977, .. still prevail in June;. that is,. 
the station area itself has parking for only about thirty vehicles with. 
the reDl&ining cars forced to park on ·.shoulders, along curbs and. on railroad 
right-of-way. It may be logically concluded that these conditions are .. . ... 
endeJDic and can be expected to continue,a.nd probably worsen, unless remedial 
action is taken~ ' ' 

' ' ' 
' ' 

' ' 

. There is eVidence to • indicate · that some conmuters are forced to drive to 
Point Pleasant, and it undoubtedly is d.ue to the poor parking acccmnodations 

. at Bay Head. . It is possible that 1.nlnediate relief could 'be giv-en by up- . 
grading :tbe present improvised · parking areas, but such . improvements. would 

. be of short-range value and would .be ineffective in attracting new riders. 
In addition, there is the possibility that the State cannot legally encroach 
upon several of these areas. For instance, the parking adJacent to .the 
station may in actuality be occupying East Railroad Avenue Extension - a 
paper street 0n the tax maps. Even the railroad right-of-way ownersh1.p · .. 
seems fuzzy .. It is conceival?le .that litigation to establish title would 

· negate any advantage in termi, of' both time and money, especially if the . 
... resultant improvement is only short-terme 

Acquiring the ne1J.rly five acree·on Osborne Averiue,.designated as Parcel 112 
on Plates land 2 of the tax maps would appear to be a viable solution to 
Bay Head's commuter parking problem. As of June 27, 1977, the tax collector 
had not been informed of any title change for that pareel;aoursory examina-
tion of the records- in the county clerk's office in Toms River did not re-
veal any deed transfer in the last six months. This cannot be taken as 

•conclusive since the owner's actual name was a matter of conjecture. The 
. tax collector volunteered the information that she had recently received 
two inquiries for tax searches fut did not elaborate. • The Division of 
Right of Way has been requested to establish.the ownership and the fair 

· market value for this parcelo · · · 

Paree1#112 a.buts Osbome Avenue, a two-la.ne, 30-footwide collectoJ:> street 
carrying light traffic. There are no businesses on Osborne Avenue; therefore, 
the traffic pattern is flat at other than coomuter hours. Since conmuters 
have a'choice of seven runs in the morning and at least five in the evening, 
the commuter peaks can be accomriodated easily by the.access road. The 
elimination of curb parking will improve flow, and the usual engineering 
improvements·that can be ex:pected over the years will (together with 
improved flow) 81lpport the projected traffic growth. 





Parcel #112 is roughly L-shaped: the leg of the "L" adjoins Division Street, 
a paper street running parallel to Osborne Avenue; the base of the "L" adjoins 
West Railroad Avenue, also a paper street and is truncated by.Osborne Avenue. 
This configuration will pe:nnit the design of an efficient parking lot with 
good internal flow on the larger part of the area; the remaining small area, 
which may not lend itself to use as a parking lot, abuts the residential 
area and would serve as a buffer for the re.sidents. Either.· left in its 
natural state or developed as a·mi.ni-park, it could be a welcome improvement 
for the neighborhood, as.well as being environmentally sOW1d. 

Present day ridership at Bay Head according to the Bureau of COD1Don Carrier 
Planning is 168, of which ll percent are "kiss-ride 11 ~ Applying the generally 
accepted factor of 1.4 passengers per car, 100-110 cars need parking spaces 
daily. Since the meximum number counted by this office at any time is 8~, 
it becomes obvious that a number of comnuters are forced to find parking at 
some distance from the station. 

An adequate, convenient park.ing facility would have several favorable 
results both short and long term .. The first immediately apparent benefit 
would be safer parking for the commuters and better road conditions for all 
traffic by- removing cars from the shoulders. In addition, cOD1DUters now 
forced to.drive some distance for parking space can find it closer to their 
trip origin, and potential _train riders who presently use some other mode 
for their trips will be encouraged to patronize the railroads. The benefits 
long range become evident when you consider that the ridership at Bay Head 
is projec"ted to inorea.se by-a factor of 3~6 by 1990, and by 4.8 by 2000. 
Ocean Collll.ty is the fastest growing county in the state; therefore, the 
sta,tions presently absorbing the overflow from Bay Head may themselves be 
at·capacity within twenty years and may no longer be able to .accOD1J1odate 
Bay Head's surplus~ 

The acquisition of five acres would seem to be excessive in the light of. 
present day ridership; nevertheleH, it is rec0DID8nded that the entire lot 
be acquired e.t t.hi.111 time when there are no improvements or relocations to 
be considered: the :facility can be. developed in stages as demand dictates. 

Meanwhile~ its natural state would be an aesthetic asset for the surrounding 
residential areae In the unli.k.sly eventuality that bus or light train 
service is ever instituted to Bay Head, the excess acreage would be avail-
able to service the new mode9 

Under the present station la.yout, · Osborne Avenue is blocked when a train 
is·loading and unloading at the depot. It is recOD'IJlendedthat a study be 
underu!lten of the.feasibility of moving the station building to Parcel #112 
if and when this lot is acquired for transportation-oriented purposes. 
The present curvature of the track may preclude stopping trains for the 
.purpose of loading or unloading at this location. However, a possible 





minor realignment could make this a practicable train stop. As the rider-
ship. increases, this need will become more and more eTident. The Bureau of 
Rail Operations an:ticipates no change in rail service until after electrifica-
tion either to Red Bank or to Long Branch; after electrification, the number 
of runs may be reduced, accoomodating the increased ridership by adding more 
cars to each :run& Obviously ·the longer trains will block the crossings 
correspondingly longer and make the stop at Parcel #112.even more justified. 

For the purposes of this preliminary report, no attempt has been made to 
develop costs., However, the rule-of-thumb cost of $2,000/stall leads to an 
estimate of $200,000 for the first stage of development. Since this per stall 
price includes land,acquisition, :future developments would be lees costly 
per stall. Theoretically, there are two sources of funds with which to buy 
the parcel under conl:lideration and to develop a park-ride facility:, funding 
as provided under Section 3 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 
as amended and Federal-aid :.f'U.nds provided under Section 142 and amended 
Section 137 of Title 23, United Sta.tee Code. In actuality, all UMrA funds 
are comm.i tted through 198o, and further funding after l98o is uncertain., 
This potential source probably is not worth pursuingo 

Title 23 funds would seem ·to hold more promise· for a successful application. 
Bay Head in general~ and Parcel #112 in particular, appear to meet the 
criteria for funding as outlined in the Policy and Procedure Memorandum 21-20 
of November 9 9 1971@ Parcel #112 adjoins Osborne Avenue which is on the 
Federal Urban System and has been assigned the number 7088, thereby estab-
lishing eligibility for Urban and TOPICS funds. Bay Head lies within the 
boundaries of the Tri-State urba:rdzed area and outside a CBD, which is 
generally considered to be New York City for purposes of funding. The 
parking facility is obviously to be designed in conjunction with a public 
transportation facility: the existing station is a functioning stop on the 
Atlantic Region of Conra:!.l=N'oirth Jersey Coast Line. The first step toward 
fu.nd-allocation~ incJ:uai-on in the Transportation Improvement Program, has 
been taken; this proj1:;ct has been included in the TIP for the 1978 work year. 

The DEP has advised that a permit for the facility will be required under 
'CAFBA :ru1ea ~1.1rid regu.lat,ions. T.his is necessary because the facility may 
eventually exceed the 300 car capacity, the maximum capacity not requiring 
a Coastal Axaea, review~ The DEP further advises that the initiating authority 
arrange as soon as possiblei for a pre-application conference; they estimate 
a five to six month period between application and final review. 

RECOMMENDATION 

In view of the above, it is recommended that a full feasibility study be 
undertaken. 
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A public meeting was held on June 28, 1978, :,n the Borough of Bay Head;s • 
. : municipal building for the above. project wi~h approximately 35.,;40 persons 

· 1 in atte·ndance. •. .. · ... ·· · · · · · · , ·... · · 

The project was totally rejected by the ent tre . audience. , Howev·er' this 
Office doeS not.feel that those i11 attendance were a true representation 
of the community nor of the local govern'ing body, .It is recommended that.· 
a meeting be a.rra·nged withthe. local officials to·reviewthe project.and 

. if necessary have them submit a new res,9lution requesting tcf proceed with . ' the proj,ect. . . . . .· . . . . . . . . 

'rt, shoul&be noted that only 2~4Personsdn attendance.·actuall,Yused the·•·· 
Bay Head .station; the main• react,on came from residents of the Bay Head · 
station area. 

. . : ; 
, , 

. , .. 

, , EWC:W.NC:dirll , 
. ' . . ' 

cc: Mr~ J. Crawford· • . 
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RAILROAD EMPLOYEE PARKING AREA 

ALTERNATIVE II 
PROPOSED SITE 

BAY HEAD STATION 

ALTERNATIVE I 
PROPOSED SITE 

PROPOSED SITE FOR EXPANSION 
ALTERNATIVE I - 2nd Stage 





BAY HEAD STATION BUILDING 

PARKING AREA 2 
EAST RAILROAD AVENUE 

BAY HEAD STATION 

PARKING AREA 1 

PARKING AREAS 3 & 4 
OSBORNE AVENUE 
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