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  Potomac Bay Estates (PBE) Property Owners Association (POA) President Jon Wergin 

called meeting to order at 12:00 noon. 

 

All Board members were present: 

Jon Wergin, President 

Tink Seymour, Vice-President 

Martha Hulse, Treasurer 

Frank Goyette, Member 

Sallie Mullen, Member 

Lynn Bosmajian, Member 

Joe Schlatter, Secretary 

 

Jon opened the meeting with thanks to Sallie for hosting the meeting.  Jon pointed out he 

and Maike paid for Labor Day picnic and asked that Board cover the cost of today’s 

lunch at Sallie’s; moved, seconded and approved.  

 

Treasurer’s Report 

 

Treasurer Martha Hulse distributed treasurer’s report for fiscal year ending 31 March 

2014, dated 5 Feb 2014, including Statement of Revenues and Expenses, and, Cash 

Position.   

 

Major points of the treasurer’s report are: 

 

 As of 5 February 2014, the POA has $26,661.40 cash on hand, including $7,683.39 

in the Vanguard account. 

 Per Association vote and Board action in June 2013, $5,000.00 of the Vanguard 

account is designated as a Capital Reserve Account. 

 Outstanding dues: 

o From 2013:  $1,850.00 

o Prior to 2013:  $600.00 

o Current year:  $7,800.  Dues notices went out a few weeks ago and 

payments are coming in. 

 Outstanding water payments: 

o From 2013:  $585 

o Current year:  $7,920.00.  Water bills went out a few weeks ago and 

payments are coming in. 

 Except for water test kits, our expenses in all categories are under budget with two 

months remaining in the fiscal year. 

 Looking forward to the end of calendar year 2014, after current year dues and water 

payments are received, and anticipated expenses are paid, we will have close to 

$30,000 in cash, including $5,000 in the Capital Reserve Account. 

o This anticipated cash balance is not discretionary cash as we need to 

continue to build our Capital Reserve Account and be prepared for 

contingencies. 
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Questions about finances were discussed. 

 

 Are there any outstanding expenses for water system? 

o Yes – approximately $3,500 of expenses remain. 

o We still need to construct concrete pads around the well heads; a concrete 

stoop and splash block at the pump house.  We can do these ourselves at a 

cost of approximately $1,000 for concrete. 

o We owe $2,500 to the engineer for final drawings to be submitted to the 

state. 

 Why were monthly test kits over budget? 

o Because we had several contaminated samples, requiring extensive, 

unanticipated follow-up testing. 

o We now are chlorinating the water which should take care of the 

contamination.   

o There will be extra testing this year but not as much as in the past year. 

 Are we not required to install a 10,000 storage tank?  How much will that cost? 

o The state wants us to have 200 gallons per household reserve, 

approximately 10,000 gallons. 

o We were granted a grace period in which we do not have to install the 

reserve tank. 

o The quotes to install a reserve tank and associated equipment were over 

$60,000.  We will not raise the issue with the state; instead, we will wait to 

see if they require us to install the reserve tanks. 

 

Discussion with owner of lot 52  

 

Jon reported on his conversation earlier today with Sandy Rowe, owner and resident of 

lot 52, concerning the impact of lot 52 shoreline protection on the PBA beach; access to 

lot 52 by PBE residents; and, support for beach restoration and bulkhead protection.   

 

Lynn Bosmajian read from an agreement between David Aylward, original owner of lot 

52, the PBE developer, and a representative of PBE, recorded in the Northumberland 

County Circuit Court Clerk’s office, Deed Book 353, Page 573, dated 2 March 1993.  

This agreement nullified the previous access and maintenance agreement of 1990 and 

established new terms for access and easement areas for the residents of PBE upon lot 52. 

It nullified the large easement for the area south of the dunes/roadway but maintained an 

easement for the access road for the common area and across the causeway, the beaches 

on either side of the causeway, and a beach area from the dunes to the water west of the 

causeway, extending to the “existing fence.”   

 

Further, the agreement stated that the owner of lot 52 would assume 25 percent of the 

cost of maintaining the road across the common area to the causeway entrance and would 

be responsible for 100% of the cost of maintaining the causeway. 
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Beach Restoration Project 

 

Jon opened discussion of the Beach Restoration Project by asking to let the minutes 

reflect deep appreciation from the Board to members of the beach committee.  We could 

not ask for a more comprehensive and thorough effort by the committee as reflected in 

the committee report. 

 

Jon then suggested we proceed as follows:  Bruce Hulse, a member of the beach 

committee, will talk us through the report; other committee members will present 

comment on the report; then, the board will discuss the report. 

 

Jon asked that we adopt consensus model so we take clear recommendation to the 

membership.  That is, we do not vote on a recommendation, instead, we agree on a 

recommendation that is something everyone can live with and that will not require a yes-

no vote. The Board agreed to reach a consensus recommendation to the membership. 

 

Summary of beach committee report 

 

Copies of the report previously were provided to Board members. 

 

Several engineers and designers surveyed our beach and submitted a wide range of 

comments, recommendations, or plans.   

 The most basic proposal was to dump sand at the base of the bulkhead and plant 

vegetation, in hopes this action would cause more sand to collect over time, thereby 

possibly re-creating a beach. 

 The most extensive proposal included extending the existing small breakwater, 

adding stone groins extending from the shore, dumping sand at the bulkhead base, 

and adding vegetation. 

 Another option was for PBE members to provide the labor necessary to install a 

series of gabion baskets near the existing breakwater to protect the bulkhead from 

further erosion. 

 

Costs of the various projects proposed to the committee ranged from $11,900 to $44,625.  

Review of these projects revealed that, in fact, several projects would have to be 

combined to provide a high degree of effectiveness, resulting in costs that could reach 

well over $70,000. 

 

In a 16 December conference call with Virginia Inland Marine (VIM) engineer Scott 

Hardaway, he said he feels our best option is to extend existing breakwater either 80 or 

100 feet and add sand to the area in front of the bulkhead.  He also stated we should 

install some kind of scour protection to protect our bulkhead because the bulkhead is 

being threatened by erosion of the clay into which the bulkhead pilings are driven. These 

actions would cost over $50,000.00 and would require an assessment of the membership. 
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Bruce reported all committee members were in favor of addressing the threat to the 

bulkhead.  Two committee members were not in favor of spending money on beach 

restoration, however, one of these expressed support for scour protection of bulkhead. 

 

Board members focused on the issue of bulkhead protection.   

 For most members, the issue of bulkhead protection is the most pressing matter.   

 The issue is that wave and wind action has removed the sand from the river bottom in 

front of the bulkhead, thereby exposing the clay river bottom.   

 The pilings that support the bulkhead are driven into this clay.  While the bulkhead 

design calls for pilings to be driven four feet deep, we do not know how deep the 

pilings are now. 

 If the clay continues to erode – or, be “scoured” away – the bulkhead will be in 

danger of collapsing, which could have catastrophic effects on the common area, the 

gravel road across the common area, and, possibly, a portion of the causeway to lot 

52. 

 The beach committee felt even if there is no desire to extend breakwater and restore 

the beach, we must have scour protection to protect the bulkhead.  

 

Impact on PBE real estate values and property sales 

 

Integral to discussion of the PBE beach and bulkhead is the question of impact on 

property values of such amenities as a beach, boat ramp, or pier. 

 

The Board discussed the matter of slow real estate sales in PBE and agreed the problem 

may not be the lack of amenities, instead, the cause could be the general economic and 

real estate malaise.   

 

Sally Mullen suggested we bring together several real estate agents to determine the 

reason for slow real estate sales in PBE.   

 

Jon has contacted four local realtors and arranged a meeting with three of the four 

realtors to discuss our neighborhood; the meeting will be either 21 or 22 February, Jon 

will advise Board members of the date and time. 

 

Board consensus 

 

There was wide-ranging discussion of the proposals and recommendations in the 

committee report including the cost of each proposal as well as the effectiveness of each 

to protect the bulkhead and possibly restore the beach. 

 

The consensus that emerged from this discussion focused on three matters. 

 

 The Board and membership would benefit from the opinions and advice of local real 

estate agents as to what can be done to improve the attractiveness of our 

neighborhood. 
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 Beach restoration is an expensive proposition with no guarantee of permanence. 

 

 The threat to the bulkhead must be addressed; however, we need a professional 

assessment of the threat and remediation. 

 

The Board prepared a list of questions that require professional assessment before we can 

present a recommendation to the members. 

 

1. What is the likelihood of bulkhead failure if we do nothing? 

2. What actions are needed to protect bulkhead?  

3. Will scour protection alone protect the bulkhead, without doing anything to the 

existing breakwater? 

4. Will scour protection interfere with future beach restoration or replenishment 

efforts? 

5. Can we install breakwaters without scour protection?  If so, where should they be 

located; how oriented; should there be one monolithic breakwater, or, series of 

smaller breakwaters; and, to what extent will an improved breakwater protect the 

bulkhead? 

6. Can a project be phased?  That is, must all projects be completed concurrently, or, 

can project be stretched over several years? 

7. What is the effectiveness of gabion baskets as breakwater? 

8. What is the best estimate of a tipping point – that is, how small can we go to 

achieve beach restoration or bulkhead protection? 

9. Is pumping sand from river sandbars an option to replenish the beach?  What 

permits would be required and how could this be accomplished? 

 

According to the committee report, an engineering assessment to answer these questions 

would cost between $1,600 and $2,000.  Scott Hardaway, who is the recognized expert in 

this area, declined to conduct such a study because his position with the state would cause 

a conflict when the project comes before him for permit approval.  He recommended 

Craig Palubinski of Bayshore Design in Kinsale.  (According to minutes of the June 2013 

PBE annual membership meeting, the membership approved spending up to $2,000 on 

beach restoration preparation.) 

 

Board decision 

 

The Board reached two decisions. 

 

1.  Jon Wergin will arrange a meeting with local realtors on to discuss property values, 

real estate sales, our neighborhood, and other relevant matters. 

 

2.  The Board will request Craig Palubinski conduct an engineering study to address the 

list of questions above.   

 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 3:40 PM.   


