
College of William and Mary
W&M ScholarWorks

Reports

1974

Shoreline Situation Report Newport News,
Virginia
Carl H. Hobbs III
Virginia Institute of Marine Science

Gary F. Anderson
Virginia Institute of Marine Science

William D. Athearn
Virginia Institute of Marine Science

Robert J. Byrne
Virginia Institute of Marine Science

John M. Zeigler
Virginia Institute of Marine Science

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.wm.edu/reports
Part of the Natural Resources Management and Policy Commons, and the Water Resource

Management Commons

This Report is brought to you for free and open access by W&M ScholarWorks. It has been accepted for inclusion in Reports by an authorized
administrator of W&M ScholarWorks. For more information, please contact wmpublish@wm.edu.

Recommended Citation
Hobbs, C. H., Anderson, G. F., Athearn, W. D., Byrne, R. J., & Zeigler, J. M. (1974) Shoreline Situation Report Newport News,
Virginia. Special Report In Applied Marine Science and Ocean Engineering No. 55. Virginia Institute of Marine Science, College of
William and Mary. https://doi.org/10.21220/V5FX60

https://scholarworks.wm.edu?utm_source=scholarworks.wm.edu%2Freports%2F780&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.wm.edu/reports?utm_source=scholarworks.wm.edu%2Freports%2F780&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.wm.edu/reports?utm_source=scholarworks.wm.edu%2Freports%2F780&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/170?utm_source=scholarworks.wm.edu%2Freports%2F780&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1057?utm_source=scholarworks.wm.edu%2Freports%2F780&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1057?utm_source=scholarworks.wm.edu%2Freports%2F780&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:wmpublish@wm.edu


Shoreline Situation Report 
NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

Special Report In Applied Marine Science and Ocean Engineering Number 55 
Chesapeake Research Consortium Report Number 10 

Supported by the National Science Foundation, Research Applied to National Needs Program 
NSF Grant Nos. GI 34869 and GI 38973 to the Chesapeake Research Consortium, Inc. 

VIRGINIA INSTITUTE OF MARINE SCIENCE 
Gloucester Point, Virginia 23062 

1974 



Shoreline Situation Report 
NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

Special Report In Applied Marine Science and Ocean Engineering Number 54 
Chesapeake Research Consortium Report Number 10 

Prepared By: 

Project Supervisors: 

Carl H. Hobbs lfl 
and 

Gary L. Anderson 
William D. Athearn 

Robert J. Byrne 
John M. Zeigler 

Robert J. Byrne 
John M. Zeigler 

Supported by the National Science Foundation, Research Applied to National Needs Program 
NSF Grant Nos. GI 34869 and GI 38973 to the Chesapeake Research Consortium, Inc. 

VIRGINIA INSTITUTE OF MARINE SCIENCE 
William J. Hargis, Director 

Gloucester Point, Virginia 23062 



CHAPTER 1 : INTRODUCTION 

1. 1 Purposes and goals 

1 .2 Acknowledgements 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTER 2: APPROACH USED AND ELEMENTS CONSIDERED 

2. 1 Approach to the problem 

PAGE 

1 

2 

2 

3 

4 

2.2 Characteristics of the shorelands included in the study 4 

CHAPTER 3: PRESENT SHORELINE SITUATION OF NEWPORT NEWS 

3.1 The shorelands of Newport News 

CHAPTER 4: 

3.2 Shoreline erosion in Newport News 

3,3 Potential use enhancement of the Newport News 

shoreline 

SUlVJMARIES , SUlVJMARY TABLES , MAPS OF NEWPORT NEWS 

4. 1 Segment and subsegment summary tables 

4,2 Segment and subsegment descriptions 

Segment 

Segment 2 

Segment 3 

Segment 4 

Segment 5 

Segment 6 

4,3 Segment and subsegment maps 

9 

10 

10 

11 

29 

31 

37 

38 

39 

42 

45 

47 

50 

53 

FIGURE 1: 

FIGURE 2: 

FIGURE 3: 

FIGURE 4: 

FIGURE 5: 

FIGURE 6: 

FIGURE 7: 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

Shoreland components 

Marsh types 

Deep Creek air photo 

Chesapeake Avenue seawall photo 

Stuart Garden air photo 

Stuart Garden ground photo 

River Road near 70th Stre·et air photo 

FIGURE 8: River Road near 70th Street ground photo 

FIGURE 9: South of Deep Creek air.photo 

FIGURE 10: South of Deep Creek ground photo 

FIGURE 11: Deep Creek groins 

FIGURE 12: Seawall near Blount Point Road 

TABLE 1: Summary of Newport News shorelands 

TABLE 2: Newport News fastland type 

TABLE 3: Wetlands acreage 

TABLE 4: Newport News fastland use 

TABLE 5: Newport News shoreline zoning 

TABLE 6: Newport News oyster ground 

TABLE 7: Newport News segment summary 

TABLE 8: Newport News subsegment summary 

MAPS ·1A, rn, 1 C, 1D, 1E: Newport News 

MAPS 2A, 2B, 2C: Mulberry Island 

MAPS 3A, 3B, 3C: Warwick River 

MAPS 4A, 4B, 4C: Riverside 

MAPS 5A, 5B, 5C: Newport News Point 

PAGE 

5 

5 

13 

13 

1 3 

13 

13 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

24 

25 

25 

26 

26 

27 

33 

34 

1 5 

55 
61 

67 

73 



CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

1 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRO:OUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSES AN:D GOALS 

It is the objective of this report to supply 

an assessment, and at least a partial integration, 

of those important shoreland parameters and char­

acteristics which will aid the planners and the 

managers of the shorelands in making the best de­

cisions for the utilization of this limited and 

very valuable resource. The report gives partic­

ular attention to the problem of shore erosion and 

to recommendations concerning the alleviation of 

the impact of this problem. In addition we have 

tried to include in our assessment some of the po­

tential uses of the shoreline, particularly with 

respect to recreational use, since such informa­

tion could be of considerable value in the way a 

particular segment of coast is perceived by poten­

tial users. 

The basic advocacy of the authors in the prep­

aration of the report is that the use of shore­

lands should be planned rather than haphazardly 

developed in response to the short terms pressures 

and interests. Careful planning could reduce the 

conflicts which may be expected to arise between 

competing interests. Shoreland utilization in 

many areas of the country, and indeed in some 

places in Virginia, has proceeded in a manner such 

that the very elements which attracted people to 

the shore have been destroyed by the lack of 

planning and forethought. 

The major man-induced uses of the shorelands 

are: 

Residential, commercial, or industrial 

development 

Recreation 

Transportation 

Waste disposal 

Extraction of living and non-living 

resources 

Aside from the above uses, the shorelands serve 

various ecological functions. 

The role of planners and managers is to opti­

mize the utilization of the shorelands and to min­

imize -the conflicts arising from competing demands. 

Furthermore, once a particular use has been decided 

upon for a given segment of shoreland, both the 

planners and the users want that selected use to 

operate in the most effective manner. A park 

planner, for example, wants the allotted space to 

fulfill the design most efficiently. We hope that 

the results of our work are useful to the planner 

in designing the beach by pointing out the techni­

cal feasibility of alterating or enhancing the pre­

sent configuation of the shore zone. Alternately, 

if the use were a residential development, we would 

hope our work would be useful in specifying the 

shore erosion problem and by indicating defenses 

likely to succeed in containing the erosion. In 

summary our objective is to provide a useful tool 

for enlightened utilization of a limited resource, 

the shorelands of the Commonwealth. 

Shorelands planning occurs, either formally or 

informally, at all levels from the private owner of 

shoreland property to county governments, to 

planning districts and to the state and federal 

agency level. We feel our results will be useful 

at all these levels, Since the most basic level of 

comprehensive planning and zoning is at the county 

or city level, we have executed our report on that 

level although we realize some of the information 
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may be most useful at a higher governmental level. 

The Commonwealth of Virginia has traditionally 

chosen to place as much as possible, the regula­

tory decision processes at the county level. The 

Virginia Wetlands Act of 1972 (Chapter 2.1, Title 

62.1, Code of Virginia), for example provides for 

the establishment of County Boards to act on ap­

plications for alterations of wetlands. Thus, our 

focus at the county level is intended to interface 

with and to support the existing or pending county 

regulatory mechanisms concerning activities in the 

shorelands zone. 

1.2 ACK!'ifOWLEDGEMENTS 

This report was prepared with funds provided 

by the Research Applied to National Needs Program 

(RANN) of the National Science Foundation adminis­

tered through the Chesapeake Research Consortium 

(CRC), Inc. George :Oawes and Gene Silberhorn of 

the VIJ\/IS Wetlands Section contributed many useful 

ideas and criticisms. :Oavid Byrd, Edward Hogge, 

:Dennis Owen, Gaynor Williams, and Peter Rosen 

assisted with the data reduction. Beth Tillage 

and Cindy Otey typed the manuscript. Jane :Oavis, 

Kaye Stubblefield, Joe Gilley, Russell Bradley, 

Ken Thornberry, and Bill Jenkins prepared the 

graphics. We also thank the numerous other persons 

in Maryland and Virginia who have criticised and 

commented upon our ideas and methods. 
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CHAPTER 2 

APPROACH USED AND ELEMENTS CONSIDERED 

2. 1 APPROACH TO THE PROBLEM 

In the preparation of this report the authors 

utilized existing information wherever possible. 

For example, for such elements as water quality 

characteristics, zoning regulations, or flood haz­

ard we reviewed relevant reports by local, state, 

or federal agencies. Much of the desired informa­

tion, particularly with respect to erosional char­

acteristics, shoreland types, and use was not 

available, so we performed the field work and de­

veloped classification schemes. In order to ana­

lyze successfully the shoreline behavior low 

altitude, oblique, color, 35 mm photography were 

used. We photographed the entire shoreline of 

each county and cataloged the slides for easy ac­

cess at VIMS, where they remain available for use. 

We then analyzed these photographic materials, 

along with existing conventional aerial mapping 

photography and topographic and hydrographic maps 

for the desired elemen+,s. We conducted field in­

spection over much of the shoreline, particularly 

at those locations where office analysis left 

questions unresolved. In some cases we took addi­

tional photographs along with the field visits to 

document the effectiveness of shoreline defenses. 

The basic shoreline unit considered is called 

a sub-segment, which may range from a few hundred 

feet to several thousand feet in length. The end 

points of the sub-segments were generally chosen 

on physiographic considerations such as changes in 

the character of erosion or deposition. In those 

cases where a radical change in land use occurred, 

the point of change was taken as a boundary point 

of the sub-segment. Segments are a grouping of sub­

segments. The boundaries for segments also were se­

lected on physiographic units such as necks or pen­

insulas between major tidal creeks. Finially, the 

county itself is considered as a sum of shoreline 

segments. 

The format of presentation in the report fol­

lows a sequence from general summary statements for 

the county (Chapter 3) to tabular segment summaries 

and finally detailed descriptions and maps for 

each sub-segment (Chapter 4). The purpose in 

choosing this format was to allow selective use of 

the report since some users' needs will adequately 

be met with the summary overview o~ the county while 

others will require the detailed discussion of par­

ticular sub-segments. 

2.2 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SHOR.ELANDS INCLUDED IN 

THE STUDY 

The characteristics which are included in this 

report are listed below followed by a discussion 

of our treatment of each. 

a) Shorelands physiographic classification 

b) Shorelands use classification 

c) Shorelands ownership classification 

d) Zoning 

e) Water quality 

f) Shore erosion and shoreline defenses 

g) Potential shore uses 

h) Distribution of marshes 

i) Flood hazard levels 

j) Shellfish leases and public shellfish grounds 

k) Beach quality 

a) Shorelands Physiographic Classification: 

The shorelands of the Chesapeake Bay System 

4 

may be considered as being composed of three in­

teracting elements; the fastlands, the shore and 

the nearshore. A physiographic classification 

based upon these three elements has been devised 

as it provides the opportunity to examine joint 

relationships amongst the elements. As an ex­

ample, the application of the system permits the 

user to determine miles of high bluff shoreland 

interface with marsh in the shore zone. 

Definitions: 

Shore Zone 

This is the zone of beaches and marshes. It 

is a buffer zone between the water body and the 

fast land. The seaward limit of tl,e shore zone is 

the break in slope between the relatively steeper 

shoreface and the less steep nearshore zone. The 

approximate landward limit is a contour line rep­

resenting one and a half times the mean tide range 

above mean low water (refer to Figure 1). In 

operation with topographic maps the fringe of the 

marsh symbols is taken as the landward limit. 

The physiographic character of the marshes 

has also been separated into three types (see 

Figure 2). Fringe marsh is that which is less 

than 400 feet in width and which runs in a band 

parallel-to the shore. Extensive marsh is that 

which has extensive acreage projecting into an es­

tuary or river. An embayed marsh is a marsh which 

occupies a reentrant or drowned creek valley. The 

purpose in delineating these marsh types is that 

the effectiveness of the various functions of the 

marsh will, in part, be determined by type of ex­

posure to the estuarine system. A fringe marsh 

may, for example, have maximum value as a buffer 

to wave erosion of the fastland. An extensive 

marsh, on the other hand, is likely a more effi-



cient transporter of detritus and other food chain 

materials due to its greater drainage density than 

an embayed marsh. The central point is that 

planners, in the light of ongoing and future re­

search, will desire to weight various functions of 

marshes and the physiographic delineation aids 

their Jecision making by denoting where the vari­

ous types exist. 

The classification used is: 

Beach 

Marsh 

Fringe marsh, < 400 ft. ( 122 m) in width 

along shores 

Extensive marsh 

Em.bayed marsh, occuping a drowned valley or 

reentrant 

Artificially stabilized 

Fastland Zone 

The zone extending from the landward limit of 

the shore zone is termed the fastland. The fast­

land is relatively stable and is the site of most 

material development or construction. The physio­

graphic classification of the fastland (see Table 

1) is based upon the slope of the land near the 

water. 

Low shore, 20-ft. (6 m) contour >400 ft. 

(122 m) from fastlands shore boundary 

Moderately low shore, 20-ft. (6 m) contour 

< 400 ft. ( 122 m); with or without cliff 

Moderately high shore, 40-ft. (12 m) contour 

< 400 ft. ( 122 m); with or without cliff 

High shore, 60-ft. (18 m) contour <400 ft. 

( 122 m); with or without cliff 

Dune 

Artificial fill, urban and otherwise 

Nearshore Zone 

The nearshore zone extends from the shore zone 

to the minus 12-foot (MLW datum) contour. In the 

smaller tidal rivers the 6-foot depth is taken as 

the reference depth. The 12-foot depth is probably 

the maximum depth of significant sand transport by 

waves in the Chesapeake Bay area. Also, the dis­

tinct drop-off into the river channels begins 

roughly at the 12-foot depth. The nearshore zone 

includes any tidal flats. 

The class limits fer the nearshore zone classi­

fications were chosen following a simple statistical 

study. The distance to the 12-foot underwater con­

tour (isobath) was measured on the appropriate 

charts at one mile intervals along the shorelines of 

Chesapeake Bay and the James, York, Rappahannock, 

and Potomac Rivers. Means and standard deviations 

for each of the separate regions and for the entire 

combined system were calculated and compared. Al­

though the distributions were non-normal, they were 

generally eomparable, allowing the data for the com­

bined system to determine the class limits. 

The calculated mean was 919 yards with a stan­

dard deviation of 1,003 yards. As our aim was to 

determine general, serviceable class limits, these 

calculated numbers were rounded to 900 and 1,000 

yards respectively. The class limits were set at 

half the standard deviation (500 yards) each side 

of the mean. Using this procedure a narrow near­

shore zone is one 0-400 yards in width, interme­

diate 400-1,400, and wide greater than 1,400. 

These definitions have no legal significance 

and were constructed for ou~ classification pur­

poses. 

Narrow, 12-ft. (3.7 m) isobath located <400 

5 

yards from shore 

Intermediate, 12-ft. (3.7 m) isobath >~ ,o_ 

1,400 yards from shore 

Wide, 12-ft. (3.7 m) isobath 1,400 yards 

Subclasses: with or without bars 

FIGURE 1 

with or without tidal flats 

with or without submerged 

vegetation 

+-FASTLAND-------+SHORO~l~..----NEARSHORE--------
1 I 

I 
I I 

,;>77?7~1 : 
I---~------------- - -- -MLW+l.5 Tide RanQe 

- ----..=.--=..::...::,=--=-=-=-~-=--=:.::-~-~M~L~W~--.= 
12

1 

An illustration of the definition of the three components of the shorelands. 

FIGURE 2 

FRINGE 
MARSH 

FASTLAND 

EMBAYED 
MARSH 

EXTENSIVE 
MARSH 

FASTLAND 

A generalized illustration of the three different marsh types. 



b) Shoreland Use Classification: 

Fastland 

Residential 

Includes all forms of residential use with the 

exception of farms and other isolated dwellings. 

In general, a residential area consists of four or 

more residential buildings adjacent to one another. 

Schools, churches, and isolated businesses may be 

included in a residential area. 

Commercial 

Includes buildings, parking areas, and other 

land directly related to retail and wholesale 

trade and business. This category includes small 

industry and other anomalous areas with the gen­

eral commercial context. Marinas are considered 

commercial shore use. 

Industrial 

Includes all industrial and associated areas. 

Examples: wharehouses, refineries, shipyards, 

power plants, railyards, 

Government 

Includes lands whose usage is specifically 

controlled, restricted or regulated by governmen­

tal organizations; e.g., Camp Peary, Fort Story. 

Recreation and Other Public Open Spaces 

Includes designated outdoor recreation lands 

and miscellaneous open spaces. Examples: golf 

courses, tennis clubs, amusement parks, public 

beaches, race tracks, cemeteries, parks, 

Preserved 

Includes lands preserved or regulated for 

envirorunental reasons, such as wildlife or wild­

fowl sanctuaries, fish and shellfish conservation 

grounds, or other uses that would preclude deve­

lopment. 

Agricultural 

Includes fields, pastures, croplands, and other 

agricultural areas. 

Urunanaged 

Includes all open or wooded lands not included 

in other classifications: 

a) Open: brush land, dune areas, wastelands; 

less than 40% tree cover. 

b) Wooded: more than 40% tree cover. 

The shoreland use classification applies to the 

general usage of the fastland area to an arbitrary 

distance of half mile from the shore or beach zone 

or to some less distant, logical barrier. In 

multi-usage areas one must make a subjective se­

lection as to the primary or controlling type of 

usage. 

Shore Zone 

Bathing 

Boat launching 

Bird watching - waterfowl 

Pound net fishing 

Shell fishing 

Sport· fishing 

Nearshore Zone 

Extraction of non-living resources 

Boating 

Water sports 
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c) Shorelands Ownership Classification 

The shorelands ownership classification used is 

a basic subdivision, private and governmental fur­

ther divided into federal, state, county, and town 

or city. Application of the classification is re­

stricted to fastlands alone since in Virginia fast­

lands ownership extends to mean low water. All 

bottoms below mean low water are in State owner­

ship. 

d) Water Quality 

The ratings of satisfactory, intermediate or un­

satisfactory assigned to the various subsegments 

are taken from a listing at the Virginia Bureau of 

Shellfish Sanitation, based on information from wa­

ter samples collected in the various tidewater 

shellfishing areas. Tne Bureau attempts to visit 

each area at least once· each month. 

The ratings are defined primarily in regard to 

number of coliform bacteria, For a rating of sa­

tisfactory, the maximum limit is an MPN (Most Pro­

bable Number) of 70 per 100 ml. The upper limit for 

fecal coliforms is an MPN of 23, Usually any count 

above these limits results in an unsatisfactory 

rating, and, from the Bureau's standpoint, results 

in restricting the waters from the taking of shell­

fish for direct sale to the consumer. 

There are instances however, when the total 

coliform MPN may exceed 70, although the fecal MPN 

does not exceed 23, and other conditions are ac­

ceptable. In these cases an intermediate rating 

may be assigned temporarily, and the area will be 

permitted to remain open pending an improvement in 

conditions. 

Although these limits are somewhat more strin­

gent than those used in rating recreational waters 



(see Virginia State Water Control Board, Water 

Quality Standards 1946, amended 1970), they are 

used here because the Bureau of Shellfish Sani­

tation provides the best areawide coverage avail­

able at this time. In general, any waters fit­

ting the satisfactory or intermediate categories 

would be acceptable for water recreation. 

e) Zoning 

In cases where zoning regulations have been 

established the existing information pertaining 

to the shorelands has been included in the report. 

f) Shore erosion and Shoreline defenses 

The following ratings are used for shore 

erosion: 

slight or none - less than 1 foot per year 

moderate - 1 to 3 feet per year 

severe - - - greater than 3 feet per year 

The locations with moderate and severe ratings 

are further specified as being critical or non­

critical. The erosion is considered critical if 

buildings, roads, or other such structures are 

endangered. 

The degree of erosion was determined by several 

means. In most locations the long term trend was 

determined using map compraisons of shoreline po­

sitions between the 1850 and the 19401 s. In addi­

tion, aerial photographs of the late 19301 s and 

recent years were utilized for an assessment of 

more recent conditions. Finially, in those areas 

experiencing severe erosion field inspections and 

interviews were held with local inhabitants. 

The existing shoreline defenses were evaluated 

as to their effectiveness. In some cases repeti-

tive visits were made to monitor the effective­

ness of recent installations. In instances where 

existing structures are inadequate, we have given 

recommendations for alternate approaches. Fur­

thermore, recommendations are given for defenses 

in those areas where none currently exist. The 

primary emphases is placed on expected effective­

ness with secondary considerations to cost. 

g) Potential Shore Uses 

We placed particular attention in our study on 

evaluating the recreational potential of the shore 

zone. We included this factor in the considera­

tion of shoreline defenses for areas of high re­

creational potential. Furthermore, we gave con­

sideration to the development of artificial 

beaches if this method were technically feasible 

at a particular site. 

h) Distribution of marshes 

The acreage and physiographic type of the 

marshes in each subsegment is listed. These esti­

mates of acreages were obtained from topographic 

maps and should be considered only as approxima­

tions. Detailed county inventories of the wet­

lands are being conducted by the Virginia Institute 

of Marine Science under the authorization of the 

Virginia Wetlands Act of 1973 (Code of Virginia 

62.1-13.4). These surveys include detailed acre­

ages of the grass species composition within indi­

vidual marsh systems. The material in this report 

is provided to indicate the physiographic types of 

marshes and to serve as a rough guide on acreages 

until the detailed surveys are completed. Addi­

tional information of the wetlands characteristics 

7 

may be found in Coastal Wetlands of Virginia: 

Interim Report by Marvin L. Wass and Thomas D. 

Wright, SRAM:S0E Report No. 10, Virginia Institute 

of Marine Science, 1969, and in other VIMS pub­

lications. 

i) Flood Hazard LevBls 

The assessment of tidal flooding hazard for the 

whole of the Virginia tidal shoreland is still in­

complete. However, the United States Army Corps 

of Engineers, has prepared reports for a number of 

localities which were used in this report. Two 

tidal flood levels are customarily used to portray 

the hazard. The Intermediate Regional Flood is 

that flood with an average recurrence time of 

about 100 years • .An analysis of past tidal floods 

indicates it to have an elevation of approximately 

8 feet above mean water level in the Chesapeake 

Bay area. The Standard Project Flood level is es­

tablished for land planning purposes which is 

placed at the highest probably flood level. 

j) Shellfish leases and Public grounds 

The data in this report show the leased and 

public shellfish grounds as portrayed in the Vir­

ginia State Water Control Board publication 

"Shellfish growing areas in the Commonwealth of 

Virginia: Public, leased and condemned," November 

1971, and as periodically updated in other similar 

reports. Since the condemnation areas change with 

time they are not to be taken as definitive. How­

ever, some insight to the conditions at the date 

of the report are available by a comparison be~ 

tween the shellfish grolillds maps and the water 

quality maps for which water quality standards 



for shellfish were used. 

k) Beach Quality 

Beach quality is a subjective judgement based 

on such considerations as the nature of the beach 

material, the length and width of the beach area, 

and the general aesthetic appeal of the beach 

setting. 

8 



CHAPTER 3 

PRESENT SHORELINE SITUATION OF NEWPORT NEWS 

9 



CHAPTER 3 

PRESENT SHORELINE SITUATION OF NEWPORT NEWS 

3 . 1 THE SHORELANJJS OF NEWPORT NEWS 

The shorelands of Newport News reflect the di­

versity evident within the general makeup of the 

city itself. Running from the virtually untouched 

marshes of Fort Eustis to the artificially filled 

and maintained shoreline of the shipyards, the 

city's shorelands are open to few generalizations. 

As may be seen on Table 2, the fastlands of 

Newport News are classifiable into one of three 

types: low shore, moderately low shore, or arti­

ficial. The moderately low shore areas are the 

areas where 20 to 40-foot high bluffs descend from 

a nearly level upland terrace to the water. Most 

of the bluffs are unvegetated and waste downslope. 

The erosion of the unprotected bluffs along the 

James River in Segments 4 and 5 is accelerated by 

wave action and occasional high water levels, 

The low shore in Segments 2 and 3 is the non­

marsh area of the low lying Mulberry Island complex 

which comprises most of Fort Eustis. The low shore 

of Segment 6 is an even, low plain, or terrace, 

that was cut during the last higher stand of sea 

level. 

The artificial fastland area of Fort Eustis is 

a dirt filled section of shorelands only a little 

above beach level. Goose Island (Subsegment 2A), 

a peninsula at the mouth of Skiffes Creek, is an 

old spoil disposal site that now is well vege­

tated and is considered low shore. The Small 

Boat Harbor area (Subsegment 5D) at Newport News 

Point is a fill area. 

The shore type generally reflects the fastland 

type. The great majority of the 25-hundred acres 

of marsh within the Newport NBws city limits (Ta­

ble 3) are extensive marsh that is associated with 

the low shore areas of Segments 2 and 3, Much of 

the city's embayed marsh is contiguous with the 

extensive marsh. Table 3 is a preliminary tabula­

tion of marsh acreages. Wetlands scientists at 

the Virginia Institute of Marine Science are pre­

paring a more complete inventory of the Wetlands 

of Newport News. 

Except for the Small Boat Harbor and the ship­

yard, the remainder of the city's shore is beach. 

A large portion of the beach, however, is backed by 

a seawall or bulkhead. 

The only public "bathing" beaches, as such, in 

Newport News are at Huntington Park near the 

James River Bridge and at Lincoln Park, northeast 

of Newport News Point. There are, however, sev­

eral small private beaches. 

The two greatest single users of the Newport 

News shoreline are the United States Army and the 

shipping industry. Fort Eustis controls, hence 

uses, roughly forty-four percent of the city's 

shoreline (Table 4), Although most of the com­

pound is zoned residential, (Table 5) only a small 

portion is used for residences. The southern sec­

tions of the city essentially are used by the 

shipbuilding and shipping industries. Subsegments 

5A and 5B are zoned for heavy industry and are so 

used. The area of Subsegment 5B that is north of 

Christopher Newport Park (5c) is the Newport News 

Shipbuilding and Drydock Company, while south of 

the park is the marine terminal area. 

Most of the remainder of the city's shoreline 

is zoned and used for residential purposes. North 
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of Lake Maury, the housing density appears to de­

crease as the size and expense of the houses in­

creases. 

Deep Creek (Subsegment 3D) (Figure 3), at the 

mouth of the Warwick River, is a major smallboat 

harbor. As well as serving as the base of the 

James River - Hampton Roads oyster boat fleet, it 

is the site of several large marinas. 

With the exception of the boat yard or shipyard 

areas, there is little formal use of the beach or 

marsh areas of the shorelands. The nearshore and 

offshore areas are used for shipping, boating, and 

shellfishing. Table 6 is a listing of the oyster 

grounds within the waters of Newport News. 

3,2 SHORELINE EROSION IN NEWPORT NEWS 

The processes causing shoreline erosion in New­

port News are fairly limited. By comparison to the 

open ocean or Chesapeake Bay, the James River and 

Hampton Roads are relatively low energy water 

bodies. Much of the city's shoreline is protec­

ted, in some manner, from the forces of erosion, 

Much of the erosion in Newport News might more 

aptly be termed "weathering" as it largely is sim­

ple downslope wasting of the river bank bluffs 

accelerated somewhat by the water. Wave induced 

erosion is a problem to the bluff areas d·uring 

times of high northwest or southwest winds as 

those winds tend both to pile up water on the New­

port News shore and to attack the toe of the fast­

land with small, though short and steep, waves. 

Severe storms, either northeasters or hurri­

canes, also may accelerate the erosion of the 

shorelands through greatly increased water levels 

even though the local wind may be offshore. 



The normal tidal range is fairly low through­

out the Newport News area and, except during times 

of floods, the James River's currents probably are 

not significant in terms of river bank erosion. 

Newport News does not have a significant shore­

line erosion problem. However, excluding Fort 

Eustis, there are three erosion areas which are 

deserving of some concern. These areas are Ander­

son Park, Huntington, and the small area adjacent 

to Fishers Creek. 

Historically, the shore adjacent to Hampton 

Flats west of longitude 76°23 1
, including Anderson 

Park, has been a site of erosion. Since 1854 the 

unprotected shoreline has been retreating at an 

average rate of roughly two feet per year. Since 

1933 the area north of Slaters Creek has been pro­

tected with a stone and concrete seawall (Figure 

4). The unprotected shoreline of Anderson Park is 

retreating, threatening paved walkways and re­

moving valuable public open space (Figures 5 and 

6). There have been some attempts at protection 

utilizing construction rubble, but these attempts 

are only minimally effective. As this area is part 

of a proposed park renovation and expansion pro­

gram, the Newport News Recreation and Parks Depart­

ment is taking an active interest in the problem 

and is negotiating with the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers for the construction of a seawall. 

Either the construction of a seawall or the placing 

of proper stone riprap appears to be the only sa­

tisfactory method of containing the erosion. 

In the Huntington area, a 25-foot bluff is re­

treating at an estimated rate approaching two feet 

per year. This rate is not extreme, but the street 

at the top of the bluff soon will be threatened 

(Figures 7 and 8). At present rubble riprap and 

dumped fill is slightly hindering the erosional 

processes. The problem is not now severe and the 

construction of the new extention to the shipyard 

may alter the local conditions enough to change 

the nature of the problem. There is a similar 

small problem in Huntington Park. 

The third problem zone, the Blunt Point -

Fishers Creek - Deep Creek area is the most dra­

matic. Although no structures yet have fallen 

down the bluff, many trees have fallen and many 

more are precariously balanced on the steep slope 

(Figures 9 and 10). 

Some portions of this area are quite satis­

factorily protected by seawalls or bulkheads or 

some compound combination of seawalls, groins, and 

landscaping. With few exceptions, the groins are 

not significantly effective in building a beach in 

front of the bulkhead. Virtually all the groins 

show some trapping; however, the size of the fillet 

is limited by the small size and great permeability 

of the groins. Two long, high groins have trapped 

a significant fillet (Figure 11), to the extent of 

incipient aeolian dunes forming on the backshore. 

In general, groins are not a satisfactory method 

of protecting a backshore, at least until a size­

able fillet has accreted. Thus in order to pro­

tect the bluff near Fishers Creek, one must 

mechanically fill the groins or seek an alterna­

tive solution. Such an alternative would be a 

continuous bulkhead or a continuous bulkhead with 

a graded fastland (Figure 12). 

In summary, the shoreline erosion problems of 

Newport News are neither severe nor significant. 

The lack of erosion as a problem is due to two 
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factors: (1) the great extent of shore defenses 

already in existance and (2) the limited erosive 

energy of the James River and Hampton Roads. The 

erosion that does take place results from normal 

downslope movement of unconsolidated sedimeuts at 

times accelerated by storm actions. 

3.3 POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT OF THE NEWPORT NEWS 

SHORELINE 

The potential use enhancement of the Newport 

News shoreline is quite limited as there are few 

undeveloped, community owned shore areas in the 

city. At present the city has plans to expand and 

remodel the existing Anderson Park - Salters Creek 

(Peterson's Boat Basin) facility. These ~lans call 

for the relocation of the marina to a more advan­

tageous position at the mouth of Salters Creek, 

acquisition of more park land, and a general 

cleaning and revitalization of the area. The city 

also is attempting to build a public boat ramp at 

the foot of Denbigh Bou_levard (Hoopes Landing). 

There is little area available for public 

swimming. There is some swimming at Huntington 

near the James River Bridge, but there is little 

elsewhere in the city. Lincoln and Anderson Parks 

are sites of much wading and fishing but little 

actual swimming. 

Excluding water quality considerations the 

beaches at Lincoln Park and Anderson (Figure 4 and 

5) could be enhanced through a program of artifi­

cial nourishment and of replacing the unsightly, 

dumped construction-rubble and trash riprap with 

either properly placed stone riprap or a seawall. 

Christopher Newport Park is a small, pleasant 

garden area overlooking the busy James River, but 



due to its small size and proximity to the port 

facilities it has little potential for expansion. 

The Warwick River area, with its relatively 

long navigable channel, perhaps offers the best 

possibility for recreational development, pro­

vided suitable public access (such as boat ramps) 

Dan be acquired. 

12 



Figure 3 

Figure 3 : Deep Creek, a major commercial and pleasure 
boat harbor for the Newport News area. 

Figure 4 : Seawall on Hampton Roads along Chesftpeake 
Avenue near the Newport News - Hampton boundary. The 
pipes <?merging through the wall art~ storm drains. 

Figure 5: The virtually unprotected shoreline of 
Anderson Park in the Stuart Gardens area of the city. 
The groins and dumped rubble riprap contribute little 
to the defense of the shoreline. 

Figure 6: Ground view of the area shown in Figure 5. 
Shoreline erosion is threatening the paved walkway. 

Figure 7: River Road near 70th Str eet . Erosion is 
cutting the bluff ,:m.d threatening the road . 

Figure 4 Figure 5 

Figure 6 Figure 7 
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Figure 9 

Figure 11 Figure 12 
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Figure 8 : Ground view of Figure?. North exten­
tion of the Newport News Shi pbuilding and Drydock 
Company is in the background. 
Figur e 9: Shoreline south of Deep Creek. Note 
erosion of the unprotected area near t he center 
and the succesn of the long groins to the right 
in the photograph. 
Figure 10: Erosion of the unprotected bl uf fs near 
the area shown in Figure 9. 
Figure 11 : The two long, high, impermeabl e groins 
i n Figure 9. These two maj or groins and the lesser 
intermediate groin have trapped a significant fil ­
let and are protecti ng the fast l and. 
Figure 12 : Seaw1-lll and graded upland near the foot 
of Blount Point Road. The seawall is s•,1.tisfactory 
except that it can be overtopped by moderate waves. 
The ov::rtopping allows w1;1.ter to flow behind and to 
undermine the seawall . The graded upl and eases pro­
blems of slope maintenance . Note the reflected 
waves near the waJ.l and the resulti ng confused sea. 

Figure 10 
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF NEWPORT NEWS SHORE LANDS PHYSIOGRAPHY, FASTLAND USE, OWNERSHIP (STATUTE MILES) 

TOTAL 

Physiographic, use SHORELAN.DS PHYSIOGRAPHY FASTLAN.DS USE OWNERSHIP MILES 

and ownership 
classification 

FASTLAN.DS SHORE NE.ARSHORE 

P'-1 
P'-1 

5S 
t-=IJ'.l'.:} :>-i M ~ ~ P'-1 :>-i :I1 

~ ~~ ~ ~ ~s H E-1 ~ ~ ~ I 
0 

MH HN 

I H H H 

~ E-1 is: 0 H 

~ :I1 

OH 0 pq 

i 
M 

i :I1 p:j i~ H 
:I1 ~ :I1 

w HH 5 I E-1 E-1 
w :I1 P'-1 12:i :I1 P'-1 H w A ~ Subsegment HH 0 12:i w MW jw ~~ ! M 

~ 
H :>-i 

is: E-1 §g !~ i ~; ~; t A 0 w H 

~ 
E-1 

OH 
M; ~~ H 0 ~ ~ ~ H 

H is: ~w H is: 0 H 0 0 

1 4.0 1.0 3.0 0.4 3.6 3.6 o.4 4.0 
2A 0.9 0.2 1.1 1.1 1 • 1 1 • 1 1 • 1 
2B 1.8 0.3 0.6 1.5 2. 1 2. 1 2. 1 2 .1 
20 0.9 0.2 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 
2D 6.3 0. 1 1 .8 4.4 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 
3A 7.2 1 • 2 2.0 2.8 3.6 8.4 8.4 8.4 
3B 1.4 6.9 1.4 3.2 3.7 8.3 8.3 8.3 
30 1.1 0.2 0.9 1.1 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.6 1.1 
3D 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.2 • 1 0.3 0.2 0.5 
4A 2.3 1 • 6 0.7 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 
4B 1.8 1 • 2 0.6 1 .8 o.9 0.9 1 .8 1.8 
40 3.3 1.8 1.5 0.9 2.4 1.7 1 • 6 2.8 0.5 3.3 
5A 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 
5B 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
50 0.3 0.3 0.3 0 .1 0.2 0 .1 0.2 0.3 
5D o.6 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.6 
6A 1.5 0.5 1.0 0.4 1 • 1 0.7 0.5 0.3 1.0 0.5 1.5 
6B 0. 1 0 .1 0.1 0. 1 0.1 
60 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 

SUBTOTAL 20.8 21.4 4.3 6.3 10.3 11.1 11.0 7 .1 0.7 4.7 16. 6 0.6 4.2 19.8 3.6 18.3 24.6 19.2 2.7 46.5 

°fa of SHORELINE 44.s 46.0 9.2 13.7 22.5 24.3 24.0 15. 5 1.4 10 .1 35.7 1. 2 g.o 42.6 7.7 39.5 52.9 41.3 5.8 
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TABLE 2 
NEWPORT NEWS FASTLAND TYPE 

SEGIVIENT 
TYPE 1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL 

Ft. 52,300 45,500 12,200 11 o, 000 
LOW SHORE % 21.4 18.6 5.0 45.0 

MODERATELY Ft. 21,000 51,300 38,200 1,350 111,850 
LOW SHORE % 8.6 21 .o 15. 6 0.5 45.7 

Ft. 2,500 20,450 22,950 
ARTIFICIAL % 1.0 8.4 9.4 

Ft. 21,000 54,800 96,800 38,200 21,800 12,200 244,800 
TOTAL % 8.6 22.4 39.5 15. 6 8.9 5.0 100.0 

I\) 

Vl 

TABLE 3 
WETLANDS ACREAGE 

NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

Fringe Extensive ErrJ.bayed 
Segment and Subsegment Marsh Marsh Marsh Total 

NN1: SKIFFES CREEK 104 104 

NN2: FORT EUSTIS 15 1 , 121 119 1,255 
NN2A: 15 
NN2B: 119 
NN2C and NN2D: 1 , 121 

NN3: WARWICK RIVER 84 530 460 1,074 
NN3A: 62 296 157 
NN3B: 234 209 
NN3C: 22 
NN3D: 94 

NN4: HILTON-RIVERSIDE 74 74 
NN4A: 67 
NN4B: 7 

NN6: HAMPTON ROADS 22 22 
NN6B: 22 

TOTALS 99 1,651 779 

GRAND TOTAL 2,529 
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TABLE 4 

NEWPORT NEWS FASTLANJ) USE 

SEG])![E1"'T 
USE 1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL 

Ft. 48,000 34,800 8,200 91,000 
RESITIENTIAL % 19.6 14.2 3.4 37.2 

Ft. 700 700 
COMMERCIAL % 0.3 0.3 

Ft. 20,450 2,100 22,550 
INDUSTRIAL % 8.4 0.9 9.3 

Ft. 3,000 54,800 48,800 106,600 
GOVERNMENTAL % 1.2 22.4 20.0 43.6 

Ft. 3,400 650 1,900 5,590 
RECREATIONAL % 1.4 0.3 0.7 2.4 

UNMANAGETI, Ft. 18,000 18,000 
WOOTIETI % 7.4 7.4 

Ft. 21,000 54,800 96,800 38,200 21,800 12,200 244,800 
TOTAL 'Ii 8.6 22.4 39.5 15. 6 8.6 5.0 100.0 

TABLE 5 
NEWPORT NEWS SHORELINE ZONING 

ZONING SEGMENT 
CLASSES 1 

N 
2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL PERCENT 

0\ 

R1 1,500 45,200 32,500 79,250 ft. 32.3 

R1A 9,500 54,800 46,000 110,300 45.0 

R1B 5,600 1,400 7,000 2.9 

R1C 4,700 2,100 6,800 2.8 

R2AM 1,400 1,400 0.6 

R2C 1,300 4,250 5,550 2.3 

R2TI 2,800 3,800 6,600 2.7 

C2 750 750 0.3 

TIB 1,350 1,350 0.6 

M1 1,500 2,75() 4,250 1.7 

M2 1 100 20 450 21 550 8.8 

TOTALS Ft. 21,000 54,800 96,800 38,200 21,800 12,200 244,800 
% 8.6 22.4 39.5 15. 6 8.9 5.0 100 

NEWPORT NEWS ZONING CLASSES 

R1: Single family dwelling. R2C: ]\l[ultiple family dwelling. 

R1A: Residential - agricultural. R21): Highrise multiple family dwelling. 

R1B: Single family dwelling. C2: Retail commercial. ·-
R1C: Single family dwelling. M1: Light industry. 

R2AM: Mobile dwelling. M2: Heavy industry. 



TABLE 6 
NEWPORT NEWS OYSTER GROUND 

LEASED TRACTS 
WATER NUMBER ACRES 

JAMES RIVER 207 5,004 

DEEP CREEK 5 13 

MORRISON CREEK 1 3 

WARWICK RIVER 36 903 

HAIVIPTON ROADS 13 82 
7 815 

*1,100 conditionally condemned 

CONDEMNATION AREAS, EXPLANATION 

PUBLIC 
ACRES 

27,818 

17 

CONDEMNATION 
NUMBER ACRES 

23 

34 
55 

3,392 

699 
714 

7&15 36,275* 

7 Extremely heavy population density, sewage, docks with heavy boat 
activity, marinas, oil storage terminal and oyster plants, 
Elizabeth River. 

23 Adjacent to Fort Eustis. Sewage from Fort Eustis, Williamsburg, 
and Jamestown. Industrial effluent from Dow-Badische, shipping. 

34&55 Boat pollution and sewage treatment plant. 
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SHORELINE SITUATION REPORT SEGMENT SUMMARY FOR NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SEGMENT SHORELANDS TYPE ::HiORELANDS USE OWNERSHIP 

1 Fastland: _Moderately low shore with bluff. Fastland: Government (unmanaged, wooded) - Federal 10% 
10%; and residential - 90%. 

SKIFFES CREEK Shore: Fringe and embayed marsh. Shore: Occasional usage only. Private 90% 

4 miles 

2 

FORT EUSTIS 

10.4 miles 

3 

WARWICK RIVER 

18,3 miles 

4 

Creek: Shallow meandering creek with 
drowned valley. 

Fastland: Low shore-83%; artificial-17%. 

Shore: Fringe, extensive and embayed 
marsh, beach, 

Nearshore: Intermediate to wide, 

Creek: Lower one-half mile is a shipping 
harbor for Fort Eustis, no specific 
use above that. 

Fast land: Govern111ent. 

Shore: Unused, soillEl recreational (2'.B). 

Nearshore: Reserve fleet a!Illclttorage (2C), 
shellfishing (2D). 

Fastland: Low shore,-34%; moderately low Fastland: Govemlllenc-42%; reside111tial-S7%; 
shore, usually with a bluff-66%. coiaercial and recreatio111al-l%. 

Shore: Fringe, extensive and embayed rnan;h, Shore: Some recreational ( 3B); IDoait sl!lip-
beach, and artificial containment. port ( 3D). 

Near shore: Relatively shallow creek ( 3A ,B); Nearshore: recreational boati111g. 
wide ( 3C); dredged harbor bwer 
upper two-thirds. 

Fastland: Moderately low shore with bluff. Fastland: Residential-90%; recreational-
10%. 

HILTON-RIVERSIDE Shore: Sand beach, embayed marsh, and art:i:'- Shore: Recreational. 
ficial containment. 

7,2 miles Nearshore: Wide and intermediate. Nearshore: Boating, fishing, s"litellfis"liti111g, 
and swi-ing . 

Federal 

Federal 40% 

Private SB% 

City 2% 

Private 97% 

City 3% 

5 

NEWPORT NEWS 

Fastland: Artificial-BO%; moderately low 
shore with bluff-20%. 

Fastland: Industrial-BO%; recreatiomal-S%; Private 90% 
co-J1111ercial-lS%. 

4.1 miles 

6 

Shore: Artificial-BO%; narrow, thin sand 
beach-20%. 

Nearshore: Narrow to intermediate; and 
dredged harbor, 

Fastland: Low shore. 

Hl\MPTON ROADS Shore : Artificial containment, fringe and 
embayed marsh, and beach. 

2 .2 miles Nearshore: Narrow to wide. Lower portion 
is artificial boat basin, upper 
portion is a meandering stream, 

Shore: Industrial-BO%; recrea,tioroal-10%; City 10% 
boat docka,g,e-8%; cornrnercial-2%-

Nearshore: Shipping a,111d s"liti].D,]Dl!lildil1lg (SA), 
boating (SD). 

Fastland: Re,crea,t:iioroal-30%; resideBtial-
60%; i111dl!lstrial-1!0%. 

Shore: Recreat:io!Ill. 

Near shore: Boati111g a,111d fis"lit:ii111g. 

Private 7'0% 

City 30% 

33 

WATER 
QUALITY 

FLOOD HAZARD 

Low. 

Satisfactory. Medium. 

I111termediate • Low to most of seg­
ment • Me<lium along 
west bank of 
Warwick River. 

Unsatisfactory Low, except for in­
creased erosion of 
the bluffs during 
storms. 

Unsatisfactory Medium to low. 

Unsatisfactory Medium to high. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION 

Stable. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT 

Minimal. Navigability: Dredged 17\ 
ft channel from James River deep 
water to harbor. Above harbor 
creek meanders, depths of 4 to 6 ft. 

Fairly stable; moderate erosion. Groins ~inirnal. 
and rubble riprap protect much of shore 
line from Goose Island to M::Jrleys Gut, 
but are only slightly effective. 

Stable over most of segment, bulkhead and 
groins along prison I s shore. Bulkhead 
appears effective. Moderate along east 
bank of Warwick River; appears to be 
normal slope retreat. 

Moderate (4A), bulkheads are generally 
effective; 2 high, long, widely spaced 
groins are quite effective, others. are 
too low and permeable. No present ero­
sion (4B), nearly continuous bulkheadin( 
is generally effective. Moderate (4C), 
bulkheads are quite effective, numerous 
small groins are· only slightly, and 
rubble riprap at River Road and Hunting­
ton Park in ineffective, 

Stable. 

Generally satisfactory. Moderate erosion 
from Newport News Point to Salters 
Creek. Groins and construction rubble 
riprap around Anderson Park area are 
only partially effective. Seawalls and 
bulkheads along entire segment are 
effective in proportion to their repair. 
Jetties and riprap in the Salters Creek 
area of moderate effectiveness. North 
Salters Creek has an excellent stone 
and concrete seawall. 

Minimal, except east bank Warwick 
River might become more significant 
recreational area with improved 
public access and boating facili­
ties. Navigability: Warwick River 
--very good for small pleasure 
boats. Deep Creek--good, 6\ ft deep 
channel and 6 ft deep turning basin. 

Recreational aspects could be improved 
by creation of better beaches (4A), 
artificial beach nourishment in 2 
places (4B), and cosmetic actions 
and proper protection of the bluff 
at Huntington Park (4C). 

None, except Christopher Newport Park 
where park area and utility could 
be increased by improved access and 
better grooming of bluff. 

Newport News Point use is dependent 
upon the third Hampton Bridge tunnel. 
Possibility of creating beach at 
Lincoln Park. The city of Newport 
News is wo.rking to improve the 
Salters Creek Park and Marina would 
greatly enhance the potential of 
this segment. Navigability: Salters 
Creek--approaches are open and clear, 
inlet is stabilized by jetties, size 
of craft limited by narrow, low 
highway bridge. 



SHORELINE SITUATION REPORT SUBSEGMENT SUMMARY FOR NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

FLOOD WATER SHORE EROSION SITUATION 
POTENTIAL SUBSEGMENT SHORELANDS TYPE SHORELANDS USE OWNERSHIP ZONING 

HAZARD QUALITY RATE STRUCTURES SUGGESTED ACTION USE ENHANCEMENT 

1 Fastland: Moderately low shore with Fastland: Government (unmanaged, Private 90% Residen- Low. None. Piers and sheet pile bulk- None. Minimal. 
Skiffes Creek bluff. wooded) - 10%; and resi- tial and heads in harbor. 

21,000 feet Shore: Fringe and embayed marsh. dential. Federal 10% industrial 
(4 mi.) Shore: Occasional usage only. 

Creek: Shallow meandering creek, 
with drowned valley. Creek: Lower one-half mile is a ship-

ping marker for Fort Eustis, 
no specific creek use above 
that. 

2A Fastland: Low, artificial shore. Fastland: Government, federal, Fort Federal Residen- Medium. Satisfactory. Slight None. None. Minimal. 
Goose Island Eustis (unmanaged, wooded). tial erosion. 

6,000 feet Shore: Alternating fringe marsh. Shore: Unused. 
(1.1 mi.) 

Hearshore: Inter,aediate width. Nearshore: Skiffes creek channel. 

2B Fastland: Low shore and artificial. Fastland: Government, federal, Fort Federal Residen- Medium. Satisfactory. Moderate Rubble riprap and groins Artificial nourish- Minimal. 
Goose Island Eustis. erosion. of low effectiveness. ment of the beaches 

to Morleys Gut Shore: Fringe and e!llbayed m3.rsh and Shore: Some recreation. 
11,000 feet beach. 

(2.1 111i.) Nearshore: Skiffes Creek channel. 
Nearshore: Wide. 

2C Fastland: Low shore. Fastland: Government, federal, Fort Federal Residen- Medium. Satisfactory. Moderate None. Best left as a natural Minimal. 
Morleys Gut to Eustis. tial erosion. area. 
Mulberry Point Shore: Fringe and extensive marsh. Shore: Unused. 1 to 2\ ft/ 

4,800 feet 
(0.9 mi.) Nearshore: Intermediate width. Nearshore: Reserve fleet anchorage. 

year 

2D Fastland: Low shore. Fastland: Government, federal, Fort Federal Residen- Medium. Satisfactory. Moderate None· None. Minimal. 
Mulberry Point Eustis (unmanaged, wooded). tial erosion. 
to Curtis Point Shore: Beach, fringe and extensive Shore: Unused. 1 to 2 ft/yr 

33,000 feet marsh. 
(6.3 mi.) Nearshore: Wide. Nearshore: Shellfishing. 

3A Fastland: Low shore and moderately Fastland: Government, federal, Fort Federal Residen- Medium. Intermediate . None None. None. Minimal. 
Warwick River, low shore. Eustis (unmanaged, wooded). tial 

West Bank Shore: Fringe, extensive and embayed Shore: Unused. 
46,000 feet marsh. 

(8. 7 mi.) Nearshore: Relatively narrow creek. Nearshore: Recreational boating. 

3B Fastland: Low shore and moderately Fastlana, Residential. Private Residen- Low. Intermediate. Moderate Some private piers None. ImproveC!I a,ccess to the 
Warwick River low shore, usually with tial erosion. river- would increase 

East Bank bluff. Shore: Some recreation. under 2 ft/y1 its recreational 
45,000 feet Shore: Fringe, extensive and embayed potential. 

(8.5 mi.) marsh. Nearshore: Recreational boating 
Nearshore: Relatively shallow creek. 

3C Fastland: Moderately low shore, usu- Fastland: Residential and government. Private Residen- Low. Intermediate. None Bulkhead, effective, and None. Minimal. 
Warwick River ally with bluff. and tial groins. 

Menchville Shore: Mostly fringe marsh and some Shore: Incidental. City 
5,800 feet beach. 
(1.1 mi.') Nearshore: Wide. Nearshore: Recreational boating. 

3D Fastland: Moderately low shore, some Fastland: Commercial, recreational Private Light Low. Intermediate. None Bulkheading (utility), None. Minimal. 
Deep Creek times with bluff. and residential. and Industry piers, boat ramp. 

2,700 feet Shore: Fringe marsh and artificially Shore: Boat support. City 
(0.5 mi.) stabilized. 

Creek: Dredged harbor. Creek: Boating. 

4A Fastland: Moderately low shore with Fastland: Residential. Private Residen- Low. Unsatisfactory. Moderate Seawalls, bulkheading and Complete bulkheading The creation of better 
Deep Creek to bluff. tial erosion. groins, quite effective. of bluff areas or beaches would improve 
Indigo Lake Shore: Narrow sand beach and embayed Shore: Private recreation. Piers and dock. a properly designed the recreational aspects 
11,000 feet marsh. groin field. of the beach. 

(2.2 mi.) Nearshore: Wide, hard bottom. Nearshore: Boating, fishing and shell 
fishing. Deep Creek Channel 
parallels a section of the 
shoreline. 

4B Fastland: Moderately low shore with Fastland: Residential and recreaticna1. Private Residen- Very Low. Unsatisfactory. None. Bulkheading, generally ef- Some repair to sea- Artificial beach nourish-
Indigo Lake to bluff. tial fective; some groins and walls. ment to existing beaches. 

Lake Maury Shore: Sand beach and artificial Shore: Private recreation·. riprap. Piers, docks 
8,900 feet containment. and boathouses. 

(1.7 mi.) Nearshore: Wide, hard bottom. Nearshore: Boating, fishing, and 
shell fishing 
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SHORELINE SITUATION REPORT SUBSEGMENT SUMMARY FOR NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

FLOOD WATER SHORE EROSION SITUATION 
POTENTIAL 

SUBSEGMENT SHORELANDS TYPE SHORELANDS USE OWNERSHIP ZONING 
RATE HAZARD QUALITY STRUCTURES SUGGESTED ACTION USE ENHANCEMENT 

4C Fastland: Moderately low shore with Fastland: Residential and recrea- Private BS% Residen- Low. Unsatisfactory Moderate Generally effective bulk- Use of proper stone Cosmetic- actions and proper 
ILal<e Maury South bluff. tional. tial erosion heads and seawalls, gmi,s riprap in place of protection of the bluff 

17,400 feet Shore: Sand beach and artificial Shore: Recreational. City 1S% of slight effect:i\01.ess, the rubble. Also, at Huntington Park could 
(3.3 mi.) rontaimiients. useless rubble riprap. full size groins make for a much improved 

.NearsJiore : Wide and intermediate. Nearshore: Fishing, shellfishing, Two fishing piers and the might serve to shore park. 
boating and some swimming. James River Bridge. widen the beach. 

511 Fastlanci: Artificial. 1-t>derately Fastland: Industrial. Private Indus- Unsatisfactory None The area is being filled None None 
Sl'lip}md Extenoon low shore with bluff. trial and bulkheading will be 

3,900 feet Shore: Hone. Shore: Industrial. emplaced to protect the 
(0.7 mi.) fill. 

Nearshore: Intermediate width, mu±ly. Nearshore: Shipping and shipbuilding. 

SB Fastland: Artificial. Fastland: Industrial. Private Indus- Low. Unsatisfactory None Piers, docks, and bulk- None None 
Shipyard trial heads. 
17,000 feet Shore: Artificial. Shore: Shipping and shipbuilding. 

(3.2 mi.) 
Nearshore: None. Nearshore: Unused 

SC Fastland: Moderately low shore with Fastland: Recreational and some City and Commercial Low. Unsatisfactory None Large piers and a stairway None The park area and utility 
~r t-a,port bluff. commercial, down the bluff. 

Park Shore: Narrow, thin sand beach. Shore: Some recreation. Private 
l,3SO feet 

(0.2S mi.) Nearshore: Very narrow. Nearshore: None. 

SD Fastland: Artificial fill. Fastland: Commercial and light in- City Indus- Medium to Unsatisfactory None None None Minimal 
Small Boat dustrial and Hampton seMl.ge. trial Low. 

Harbor Shore: Artificially stabilized. Shore: Boat dockage, commercial. 
3,SOO feet 

(0.6 mi.) Nearshore: A dredged harbor. Nearshore: Boating. 

Medium to Unsatisfactory Moderate 400 ft. El:Eel &p:Jark gro:in. 
T.eperoirc l-lXXl 1he lbnq:tm R:>ads 

6A Fastland: Low shore. Fastland: Residential, industrial, Private and Indus- Rm: Andersrn Bilk area sroul.d Bridg'! fumel, Crea tng a f:ine 
Newport News to and recreational. trial and High, erosion of l\nilrscn Rm<. area J-as teen re b~ er tj>ll{{Rl beach <E Lfuooln · Rm<. and tre 
Salters Creek Shore: Beach and artificial fill Shore: Recreation. City Residen- filled illd,tt' ?:eizq)ped. Tip of w.i1h Jazg;i carefully plans of the Ci:y lmk Iept. for 

8,100 feet or containment, tial pairt:. is r:iprEpped an:! filled. pked s::ore. VKC bull<- modificit::im of tre Salters 
(l.S mi.) Nearshore: Narrow to Intermediate. Nearshore: Boating. Seawalls ard hill<heDs. h:B1 shotl.d be toed CreEk <'RI m<R'SQ'\ Ru:k area 

;n1n hnil cl1d' ,.,.,,,_, 
w:ilj].,d ffl' ~ll'.!e the po-

6B Fastland: Low shore. Fastland: Recreational and residen- City and Residen- Medium to Unsatisfactory None Dumped concrete-slab rip- Implementation of the ter:tial grrent. 
Salters Creek tial. tial High. rap of noderate effective parks plan, includes City plan for expansion and 
300,000 sq. ft Shore: Artificial containment and Shore: Recreation. Private ness. Rubble jetties each improved bulkheading revitalization of park 

fringe and ernbayed marsh. side of entrance, highway and a revised boat area is an excellent plan 
Creek: Lower portion is an artilicial Creek: Boating and fishing. e~'1& ~ks i'i'.r: )li]l,reads harbor, for improvement. 

boat basin, upper portion is t sin. 
a meandering stream. 

6C Fastland: Low shore. Fastland: Residential. Private Residen- Medium. Unsatisfactory None Excellent stone None Minimal. 
Salters Creek tial seawall. Storm drain 

North Shore: Artificial. Shore: Recreation, at low tide, outfalls and 2 stairways 
3,600 feet down the face of the 

(0.7 mi.) Nearshore: Wide, hard bottom. Nearshore: Fishing and boating, seawall. 
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4.2 SEGMENT AND SUBSEGMENT DESCRIPTIONS 
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SKIFFES CREEK, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SEGMENT 1 (Maps 2A, 2B, 2C) 

EXTENT: 21,000 feet (4 mi.) from the Fort Eustis 
Harbor to the Skiffes Creek Reservoir. 

SHORELANnS TYPE 
FASTLANn: Moderately low shore with bluff. 
SHORE: Fringe and embayed marsh. 
CREEK: Shallow meandering creek, with drowned 
valley. 

SHORELANnS USE 
FASTLANn: Government (unmanaged, wooded) -
10% and residential. 
SHORE: Occasional usage only. 
CREEK: Lower one-half mile is a shipping har­
bor for Fort Eustis, no specific creek use 
above that. 

OWNERSHIP: Federal, Fort Eustis - 10%, private -
90%. 

ZONING: Residential and industrial. 

FLOOTI HAZARI): Low. 

WATER QUALITY: No data available. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION: Stable. 
EROSION RATE: None. 
ENnANGERE]) STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: There are numerous piers 
and sheet pile bulkheads in the harbor. 

NAVIGABILITY: A dredged 17½-foot channel extends 
from James River deep water to the Fort Eustis 
harbor. Above the harbor Skiffes Creek meanders 
and appears to have depths of 4 to 6 feet. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Minimal. Because the 
creek is so narrow and shallow and the mouth is 
a busy harbor, the opportunities for possible 
recreational use are small. 

MAPS: USGS, 7,5 J\/Iin.Ser. (Topo.), YORKTOWN Quadr., 
1965, photorevised 1970, 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAJ\/IE3 RIVER 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972, 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USTIA 17Apr37 110 162, 183. 
NASA 310ct71 7046, 7047. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-1 1; 
VIMS 30Apr73 NN-1 142-170, 178-181. 

Ground - VIMS 23May73 NN-1 1-13. 
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GOOSE ISL.AND, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 2A (Maps 2A, 2B, 2C) 

EXTENT: 6,000 feet (1.1 mi.) around the Goose 
Island Peninsula. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLAND: Low, artificial shore (the Goose 
Island Peninsula is composed of dredge spoil). 
SHORE: Alternating fringe marsh and beach. 
NEARSHORE: Intermediate width. 

SHORELANDS USE 
FASTLAND: Federal government, Fort Eustis 
(unmanaged, wooded). 
SHORE: Unused. 
NEARSHORE: Skiffes Creek Channel. 

WIND AND SEA EXPOSURE: Goose Island is a penin­
sula protruding westward into the James River. 
Fetches are: 

NW 5 nm 
W 2 
SW 4 

OWNERSHIP: Federal. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Medium, noncritical. 

WATER QUALITY: No data. 

BEACH QUALITY: No beaches. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION: Goose Island is an ar­
tificial peninsula of dredge spoil. While 
there may be local areas of shoreline retreat, 
overall erosion is difficult to judge and not 
particularly significant. 
EROSION RATE: None. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: None. 

Suggested Action: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: None. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Minimal. 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), YORKTOWN Quadr., 

1965, photorevised 1970. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 162, 183, 184; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ 161, 187. 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 047 122 014. 
NASA 310ct71 7046, 7047, 7197. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-2A 2-3. 
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GOOSE ISLAND TO MORLEYS GUT, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 2B (Maps 2A, 2B, 2c) 

EXTENT: 11,000 feet (2.1 mi.) from Goose Island 
to Morleys Gut. 

SHOREL.ANDS TYPE 
FASTL.AND: Low shore and artificial. 
SHORE: Fringe and embayed marsh and beach. 
NEARSHORE: Wide. 

SHOREL.ANDS USE 
FASTL.AND: Federal government (Fort Eustis and 
U.S. Department of Commerce). 
SHORE: Some recreation. 
NEARSHORE: Generally unused, some slight re­
creational use. 

WIND AND SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline trend is 
NNE - SSW. The maximum fetch is 5½ nm to the 
NW. 

OWNERSHIP: Federal. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Medium. The area is quite low, 
commonly under 5 feet, but there is little that 
would be harmed by high water. 

WATER QUALITY: Found satisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: Fair. The beach is narrow and 
littered. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION 
EROSION RATE: Moderate. There are attempts to 
control the problem with rubble riprap and 
groins. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: Groins and rubble 
riprap protect much of the shoreline of this 
subsegment. Both are only slightly effective. 
There is very little material in longshore 
transport to be trapped by the groins and the 
material used as riprap is too small. 

Suggested Action: Artificial nourishment of the 
groined beaches might stem the erosion problem. 



OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: Several small (fishing?) 
piers. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Minimal. 

MA.PS: USGS, 7. 5 Min. Ser. (Topo.), YORKTOWN Quadr., 
1965, photorevised 1970. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 161, 162, 183, 
184; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 161, 186, 187. 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 047 122 014-016. 
NASA 310ct71 7046, 7047, 7197. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-2B 4-17; 
VIMS 30Apr73 NN-2B 171-177. 

Ground - VIJ\/IS 23May73 NN-2B 14-27. 

MORLEYS GUT TO MULBERRY POINT, 

NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 2C (Maps 2A, 2B, 2C) 

EXTENT: 4,800 feet (0.9 mi.) from Morleys Gut to 
Mulberry Point. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLANTI: Low shore. 
SHORE: Fringe and extensive marsh. 
NEARSHORE: Intermediate width. 

SHORELANDS USE 
FASTLANTI: Federal government (Fort Eustis). 
SHORE: Unused. 
NEARSHORE: Reserve fleet anchorage. 

WIND AND SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline trend is 
NE - SW. 
Fetches are: 

NNW 6 nm 
NW 2 nm through the reserve 

fleet 
W 2 nm through the reserve 

fleet. 

OWNERSHIP: Federal. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Medium, but there is little, if 
anything, that would be harmed by high water. 

WATER QUALITY: Found satisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: There are no beaches in this sub­
segment. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION 
EROSION RATE: Moderate. The shoreline of 
this subsegment generally is retreating at 1 
to 2½ feet per year. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: None. 

Suggested Action: The subsegment is best left 
alone as a natural area. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES : None. 
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POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Minimal. 

J\/IAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), YORKTOWN Quadr., 
1965, photorevised 1970. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 161, 162, 
184-186; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 187-189. 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 047 122 015-017. 
NASA 310ct71 7046, 7047. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-2C 18-22. 



MULBERRY POINT TO CURTIS POINT, 

NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 2D (Maps 2A, 2B, 20 and 3A, 3B, 30) 

EXTENT: 33,000 feet (6,3 mi.) along the Mulberry 
Island shoreline from Mulberry Point to Curtis 
Point. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLAND: Low shore. 
SHORE: Beach and fringe and extensive marsh. 
NEARSHORE: Wide. 

SHORELANDS USE 
FASTLAND: Federal government (Fort Eustis -
unmanaged, wooded). 
SHORE: Unused. 
NEARSHORE: Shellfishing. 

WIND AND SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline trend is 
NW - SW. 
Fetches are: 

SW 5 nm 
S 4 nm. 

OWNERSHIP: Federal. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Medium. The area-is quite low, 
but there are no structures that would be en­
dangered by high water. 

WATER QUALITY: Found satisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973, 

BEACH QUALITY: Poor. The beach is thin and 
narrow. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION: Fairly stable. 
EROSION RATE: Moderate. There is a general 1 
to 2-foot per year retreat. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: None. 

Suggested Action: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: None. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEJY.IE1'TT: Minimal. 

MAPS: USGS, 7,5 Min.Ser. (Topo,), MULBERRY ISLAND 
Quadr., 1965, photorevised 1970, 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972, 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 77-79, 159-
161, 185, 186; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 152, 157, 159, 188, 189, 
192. 
VaDH 200ct59 5 121 059 126; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 047 122 015-018; 5 121 120 
078-080, 114-116, 126, 127, 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-2D 23-57, 
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WARWICK RIVER, WEST BANK, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 3A (Maps 2A, 2B, 2C and 3A, 3B, 3C) 

EXTENT: 46,000 feet (8.7 mi.) from Curtis Point 
on Mulberry Island. 

SHORELANJ)S TYPE 
FASTLANJ): Low shore and moderately low shore. 
SHORE: Fringe, extensive, and embayed marsh. 
NEARSHORE: Relatively shallow creek. 

SHORELANJ)S USE 
FASTLANJ): Federal government (Fort Eustis -
unmanaged, wooded). 
SHORE: Unused. 
NEARSHORE: Recreational boating. 

WIND ANJ) SEA EXPOSURE: Very limited. Only winds 
blowing across or up the Warwick River generate 
waves that reach this shore. 

OWNERSHIP: Federal. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Medium. Most of the area is below 
10 feet, but there are few, if any, structures 
to be damaged by high water. 

WATER QUALITY: Found intermediate by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: There are no beaches in this sub­
segment. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION: The shoreline is stable. 
EROSION RATE: None. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: None. 

Suggested Action: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: None. 

NAVIGABILITY: Very good for small pleasure boats. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Minimal. 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), MULBERRY ISLAND 
Quadr., 1965, photorevised 1970. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 

Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial~USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 52-54, 75, 
77-79; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ~4N 152. 
VaDH 200ct59 5 121 059 125; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120 114, 115, 127. 
NASA 310ct71 7046-7048, 7198. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-3A 58, 59; 
VIMS 30Apr73 NN-3A 182-239. 
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WARWICK RIVER, EAST BANK, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 3B (Maps 2A, 2B, 2C and 3A, 3B, 3C) 

EXTENT: 45,000 feet (8.5 mi.) from the marsh 
point just north of the "Young" triangulation 
station. 

SHORELANJ)S TYPE 
FASTLANJ): Low shore, and moderately low shore, 
usually with a bluff. 
SHORE: Fringe, extensive, and embayed marsh. 
NEARSHORE: Relatively shallow creek. 

SHORELANJ)S USE 
FASTLAND: Residential. 
SHORE: Some recreational use. 
NEARSHORE: Recreational boating. 

WIND ANJ) SEA EXPOSURE: Very limited. 

OWNERSHIP: Private. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Low. Most of the area is above 20 
feet. 

WATER QUALITY: Found intermediate by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: There are no beaches in this sub­
segment. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION 
EROSION RATE: Moderate. The erosion rate is 
under 2 feet per year and appears normal down­
slope erosion slightly accelerated by the 
Warwick River. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: None. 

Suggested Action: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: Some private piers. 

NAVIGABILITY: Very good for small pleasure boats. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Improved public access 
and boat launching and docking facilities might 
make the Warwick River a more significant re­
creational area. 



MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), MULBERRY ISLAND 
Quadr., 1965, photorevised 1970. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Nevvport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 52-54, 75, 
77-79; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 124, 152, 157, 159. 
VaDH 5Sep58 4 121 012 148; 
VaDH 200ct59 5 121 059 126; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120 114, 127. 
NASA 310ct71 7046-7049, 7198. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-3B 59; 
VIMS 30Apr73 NN-3B 182-293; NN-3B 240-264. 

Ground - VIMS 7May73 NN-3B 28-32. 

WARWICK RIVER, MENCHVILLE, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 3C (Maps 3A, 3B, 3C) 

EXTENT: 5,800 feet (1.1 mi.) from Deep Creek to 
the marsh point north of the "Young" triangu­
lation station, east of Menchville. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLAND: Moderately low shore, usually with 
bluff. 
SHORE: Mostly fringe marsh, some beach. 
NEARSHORE: Wide, mouth of the Warwick River. 

SHORELANDS USE 
FASTLAND: Residential (rural) and government 
(sewage treatment plant, prison farm). 
SHORE: Occasional use only. 
NEARSHORE: Recreational boating. 

WIND AND SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline trend is 
NW - SW. 
Fetches are: 

SW 4 nm 
S 5 nm. 

Mulberry Island (Fort Eustis) shields the area 
from west and northwest winds and waves. 

OWNERSHIP: Private and City. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Low. Most of the area is above 20 
feet. 

WATER QUALITY: Found intermediate by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: Poor. What little beach there is, 
is thin and narrow. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION 
EROSION RATE: None. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: Bulkhead and 
groins along the prison's shore. The bulkhead 
appears effective in combatting the local ero­
sion. 

Suggested Action: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: None. 
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POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Minimal. 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), MULBERRY ISLAND 
Quadr., 1965, photorevised 1970. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Nevvport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 52-54, 77-79; 
USDA 15Aug37 FG 140 170; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 124, 159, 161. 
VaDH 5Sep58 5 121 012 148; 
VaDH 200ct59 5 121 059 126, 128; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120 126, 127. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-3C 60-63; 
VIMS 30Apr73 NN-3C 265-272. 



DEEP CREEK, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 3D (Maps 3A, 3B, 3c) 

EXTENT: 2,700 feet from the inlet's entrance to a 
point just above the Warwick Yacht Club. The 
creek extends roughly 1 mile farther inland as 
a shallow, tidal marsh creek. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLAND: Moderately low shore, sometimes 
with bluff. 
SHORE: Fringe marsh and artificially stabil­
ized. 
CREEK: A dredged harbor in the lower 2,700 
feet; shallow, tidal creek in the upper mile. 

SHORELANDS USE 
FASTLAND: Commercial, support facilities for 
the local oyster fleet and for an extensive 
pleasure boat fleet; also recreational (Warwick 
Yacht Club) and residential. 
SHORE: Boat support. 
CREEK: Boating. 

OWNERSHIP: Private and City. 

ZONING: Light industry. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Low. Most of the area is above 10 
feet. 

WATER QUALITY: Found intermediate by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973, 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION: Stable. 
EROSION RATE: None. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: None. 

Suggested Action: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: Most of the lower part 
of the creek is bulkheaded, which would fall 
into the "utility" class as it is used as 
dock space for the various marinas. Also, 
there are piers and a boat-launching ramp. 

NAVIGABILITY: Good. There is a maintained 6f­
foot deep channel and & 6-foot turning basin, 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Minimal, as existing 

uses and population pressure would make signi­
ficant alteration very difficult. 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), MULBERRY ISLAND 
Quadr., 1965, photorevised 1970. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 52-54; 
USDA 23Jun37 FG 136 22; 
USDA 15Aug37 FG 140 170; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 124. 
Va.DH 5Sep58 5 121 012 148; 
Va.DH 22Feb63 5 121 120 126, 127. 
NASA 310ct71 7048, 7049, 7198. 
VIMS 30Apr73 NN-3D 273-293. 

Ground - VIMS 
VIMS 

3Apr73 NN-3D 33-36; 
7May73 NN-3D 37-62. 
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DEEP CREEK TO INTIIGO LAKE, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGJY.IENT 4A (Maps 3A, 3B, 3C) 

EXTENT: 11,000 feet (2.2 mi.) from Deep Creek in­
let to Indigo Lake. 

SHORELANI)S TYPE 
FASTLANI): Moderately low shore with bluff. 
SHORE: Narrow, sandy beach and embayed marsh. 
NEARSHORE: Wide, hard bottom. 

SHORELANI)S USE 
FASTLAND: Residential (suburban). 
SHORE: Private recreation. 
NEARSHORE: Boating, fishing, and shellfishing. 
The Deep Creek channel parallels a section of 
the shoreline. 

OFFSHORE: James River Channel. 

WINTI AND SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline trend varies 
from N - S to NW - SE. 
Fetches from Blunt Point are: 

OWNERSHIP: Private. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Low, except for temporary increases 
of erosion as a result of high water levels 
along the bluffs. 

WATER QUALITY: Found unsatisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: Generally fair; very good in the 
area built up by 2 large groins. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION 
EROSION RATE: Moderate. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: About half the 
subsegment is protected by seawalls or bulk­
heads which are generally effective. Howeve~, 
in most cases it would have been beneficial 
to use deeper footings in order to prevent 
undercutting. 

Two high, long and widely spaced groins 
(Figures 9 and 11) are quite effective and 
successful in trapping sand and building a 
good beach. The majority of the other groins 
are half-hearted affairs of rubble, concrete 
blocks or "beach rock" (iron-cemented sand 
from the bluffs) and generally are too low 
and too permeable to be significantly effec­
tive. 

Suggested Action: Complete bulkheading of the 
bluff areas or a properly designed groin-field, 
working as the 2 successful groins now do, are 
the most probably successful methods of pro­
tecting the bluff. The landscaped or terraced 
bluff behind the seawall, in some locations, 
appears to be a fine, although expensive, meth­
od of shore protection. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: There are several small 
piers and docks. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: The creation of better 
beaches would improve the recreational aspects 
of the shoreline. 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), MULBERRY ISLANTI 
Quadr., 1965, photorevised 1970. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, J.AMES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 21, 22, 51, 52; 
USDA 15Aug37 FG 140 168-170; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 122, 124. 
VaDH 5Sep58 5 121 012 144; 
VaDH 200ct59 5 121 059 128; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120 124-127, 157, 158. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-4A 66-76. 

Ground - VIMS 10Apr73 NN-4A 63-130. 
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INTIIGO LAKE TO LAKE MAURY, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGJY.IENT 4B (Maps 4A, 4B, 4C) 

EXTENT: 8,900 feet (1.7 mi.) from the mouth of 
Indigo Lake to the mouth of Lake Maury. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLANI): Moderately low shore with bluff. 
SHORE: Sand beach and artificial containment. 
NEARSHORE: Wide, hard bottom. 

SHORELANTIS USE 
FASTLANI): Residential (suburban) and recrea-
tional. 
SHORE: Private recreation. 
NEARSHORE: Boating, fishing, and shellfishing. 

OFFSHORE: James River Channel. 

WINTI AND SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline trend is 
NW - SW. 
Fetches are: 

S 4½ nm across the James River 
SW 3½ nm·across the James River 
W 7 nm across the James River 
NW 8 nm up the James River. 

OWNERSHIP: Private • 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Very low. 

WATER QUALITY: Found unsatisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: Fair to poor. Generally artifi­
cial seawall with very little beach below. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION: Under control. 
EROSION RATE: None at present, historically 
the rate has been less than 1 foot per year. 
ENTIANGERED STRCTCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: Nearly continous 
bulkheading that is generally effective; some 
groins and riprap. 

Suggested ~ction: Some repairs to the sea­
walls. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: There are piers, docks, 



and boathouses. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Artificial beach 
nourishment at the Merry Point Association 
beach and at the reentrant in the seawall would 
improve the recreational aspects of the sub­
segment. 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), MULBERRY ISLAND 
Quadr., 1965, photorevised 1970, and NEWPORT 
NEWS NORTH Quadr., 1965, photorevised 1970. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 23Jun37 FG 136 24; 
USDA 15Aug37 FG 140 168-170; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 117, 127. 
VaDH 5Sep58 5 121 012 143, 144; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120 157, 159; 
VaDH 18Mar66 5 121 212 047. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-4B 77-86. 

Ground - VIMS 16Apr73 NN-4B 131-157. 

LAKE MAURY SOUTH, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 4C (Maps 4A, 4B, 4C) 

EXTENT: 17,400 feet (3.3 mi.) from the Lake Maury 
outfall to the intersection of Huntington 
Avenue and River Road. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLAND: Moderately low shore with bluff. 
SHORE: Sand beach and artificial containment. 
NEARSHORE: Wide and intermediate. 

SHORELANDS USE 
FASTLAND: Residential (urban) and recreational 
(Huntington Park). 
SHORE: Recreational. 
NEARSHORE: Fishing, shellfishing, boating and 
some swimming. 

OFFSHORE: James River Channel. 

WIND AND SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline trend is 
NW - SE. 
Fetches are: 

S 8 run 
SW 3½ run across the James River 
W 4½ run 
NW 11 run up the James River. 

OWNERSHIP: Private - 85%; City - 15%. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Low, except for temporary increases 
of erosion as a result of high water levels 
along the bluffs. 

WATER QUALITY: Found unsatisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: Generally poor, except that 
Huntington Park is fair. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION 
EROSION RATE: Moderate. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: A portion of River Road 
near Huntington Avenue is endangered. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: Much of the 
northern part of the subsegment is protected by 
bulkheads or seawalls. These structures are 
generally quite effective. There are numerous 
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small groins of slight effectiveness. The 
bluff at Huntington Park and the problem area 
on River Road are "protected" by a nearly use­
less rubble riprap. 

Suggested Action: The use of proper stone rip­
rap in place of the rubble. Also, where there 
is a nearshore sediment supply, full size 
groins might serve to widen the beach. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: There are two fishing 
piers and the James River Bridge. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Cosmetic actions and 
proper protection of the bluff at Huntington 
Park could make for a much improved shore park. 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), NEWPORT NEWS 
NORTH Quadr., 1965, photorevised 1970. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 20-22; 
USDA 23Jun37 FG 136 26; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 84, 86, 117. 
VaDH 5Sep53 5 121 012 158-160; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120 168, 169, 204, 205. 
USGS 30Mar63 2-226. 
VaDH 18Mar66 5 121 212 031, 047, 064. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-4C 87-107. 

Ground - VIMS 15Feb73 NN-4C 158-169; 
VIMS 16Apr73 NN-4C 170-205. 



SHIPYARD EXTEN"TION, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 
i 

SUBSEGMENT 5A (Maps 5A, 5~, 5d) 

EXTENT: 3,900 feet (0.7 mi.) from the ira.tersection 
of I-J;untington Ayenue anµ. River Road to the 
Newport ~ews Shipbuilding and Drydock Company. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FA81'LAND: Artificial moderately low sh<i>i['e with 
bluff. 
SHORE,: None. 
NEARSHORE: Interu.ediate width, muddy., 

SHORELANDS USE 
FASTLAND: Industrial. 
SHORE: Industrial. 

. NEARSHORE: Shipping and shipbuilding. 

OFFSHORE: James River Channel. 

WIND AND SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline tren0. is 
NW - SE. 
Fetches are: 

NW 12 nm 
W 5½ nm 
SW 3½ nm 

1 S 52 nm. 

OWNERSHIP: Private. 

ZONING: Industrial. 

FLOOD HA.ZARD: 

WATER QUALITY: Found unsatisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: There are no beaches in this sub­
segment. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION 
EROSION RATE: None. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: The area is being 
filled and bulkheading will be emplaced to pro­
tect the fill. 

Suggested Action: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: None. 

POTEN"T IAL USE ENHi\+'WEMENT : None. 

MAPS: USGS, 7 .5 Min.Ser. (Topo. ), NEWPORT NEWS 
NORTH Quadr., 1965, photorevised 1970, and 
NEWPORT NEWS SOUTH Quadr., 1964, photorevised 
1968. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jame~town Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 14, 15. 
VaDH 5Sep58 5 121 012 157, 158; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120 204, 205. 
USGS 30Mar63 2-170. 
VaDH 18Mar66 5 121 212 016. 
NASA 310ct71 7170. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-5B 108-110. 

Ground - VIMS 15Feb73 NN-5A 206-208.· 
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SHIPYARD, NEWPORT NEW~ VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 5B (Maps 5A, 5B, 5c) 

EXTEN"T: 17,000 feet (3.2 mi.) running from 
Newport News Point to th~ begµmihg of the 1973 
shipyard extention; excl~ding the shoreline in 
subsegment 5C (Chri$tophyr Newport Park shore). 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLAND: Artificial. 
SHORE: Artificial. 
NEARSHORE: None. 

SHORELANDS USE 
FASTLAND: Industrial (shipyard, coal yard). 
SHORE; Shipping and shipbuilding • 
NEARSHORE: Unused. 

OFFSHORE: Shipping. 

WIND AND SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline trend is 
NNW - SSE. 
Fetches are: 

S 4½ nm 
W 4 nm 
NW 13 nm. 

ovm-ERSHIP: Private • 

ZONING: Industrial. 

FLOOD HAZARD : Low. 

WATER QUALITY: Found unsatisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEA.CH QUALITY: There are no beaches in this sub­
segment. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION: Stable. 
EROSION RATE: None. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: None. 

Suggested Action: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: There are numerous piers, 
docks and bulkheads associated with the ship­
yards and coal yards. 

POTEN"TIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: None. 



MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), NEWPORT NEWS 
SOUTH Quadr., 1964, photorevised 1968. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, J.All/IES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 15-17; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 75, 77, 78, 80-82, 84. 
Va])H 4Sep58 5 121 012 096, 097; 
VaTIH 5Sep58 5 121 012 155-158; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120 205-208, 217, 218. 
USGS 30Mar63 2-170. 
NASA 310ct71 7170. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-5B 111-115, 118-123. 

Ground - VIMS 15Feb73 NN-5B 209-218. 

CHRISTOPHER NEWPORT PARK, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGJ\JIBNT 50 (Maps 5A, 5B, 50) 

EXTENT: 1,350 feet (0.25 mi.), the nonindustrial 
area adjacent to Christopher Newport Park in 
downtown Newport News. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTL.AND: Moderately low shore with bluff. 
SHORE: Narrow, thin sand beach. 
NEARSHORE: Very narrow. 

SHOREL.ANDS USE 
FASTLAND: Recreational (a city park) and some 
commercial use. 
SHORE: Some recreation. 
NEARSHORE: None. 

OFFSHORE: Shipping. 

WIND AND SEA EXPOSURE: Similar to that of sub­
segment 5B, but the shoreline of this subseg­
ment is much more shielded from the south. 

OWNERSHIP: Private and City. 

ZONING: Commercial. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Low. 

WATER QUALITY: Found unsatisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: Fair. The quality of the beach is 
distinctly lessened by the nature of the James 
River in the area. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION: Stable. 
EROSION RATE: None. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: None, but the 
area is protected on either side by large piers. 

Suggested Action: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: There is a stairway down 
the bluff at the northern edge of the subseg­
ment. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: The park area and 
utility perhaps could be increased by improving 
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access down the bluff to the water and by 
better grooming of the bluff. 

11/IAPS: USGS, 7.5 11/Iin.Ser. (Topo.), NEWPORT NEWS 
SOUTH Quadr., 1964, photorevised 1968. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, J.All/IES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Island, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 15-17; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 77, 81, 82. 
VaDH 4Sep58 5 121 012 96, 97; 
VaDH 5Sep58 5 121 012 124, 125, 155; 
Va.DH 18Mar66 5 121 212 001, 016. 
USGS 3011/Iar63 2-170. 
NASA 310ct71 7170. 
VIll/IS 270ct72 NN-50 116, 117. 

Ground - VIll/IS 20Mar73 NN-50 219-221. 



SMALL BOAT HARBOR, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 5D (Maps 5A, '5B, 5C) 

EXTENT: This subsegment i·s an artificial boat 
harbor 3,500 feet (0.6 mi.) long. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLAND: Artificial fill. 
SHORE: Artificially stabilized 1• 

NEARSHOBE: A dredged harbor. 

SHORELANDS USE 
FASTLAND: Commercial and light industrial uses 
associated with the boat harbdr and the Hampton 
Roads Sewage District treatment plant. 
SHORE: Boat dockage ahd connnercial. · 
NEARSHORE: Boating. 

OWNERSBIP: City. 

ZONING: Indu'strial. 

FLOOD HAZABTI: Medium to low. 

WATER QUALITY: Found unsatisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as 'of July 1 973. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION 
EROSION RATE: None. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: None. 

Suggested Action: None. 

NAVIGABILITY: Good. An 11½-foot channel is main­
tained to the Newport N~ws deep water channel. 

,As of June 1968, the dredged harbor was 1o½ 
feet deep and 150 feet wide. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Minimal. 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), NEWPORT NEWS 
SOUTH Quadr., 1964, photorevised 1'968. 
C&GS, #529, 1:40,000 scale, JAMES RIVER, 
Newport News to Jamestown Is+and, 1972. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 12Apr37 FG 108 191, 192; 
USDA 17Apr37 FG 110 16, 17; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N 77, 78. 
VaDH 5Sep58 5 121 012 124, 125; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120 217, 218. 

USGS 30Mar63 2~170. 
NASA 310ct71 7170. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-5D 124, 125. 

Ground - VIMS 15Feb73 NN-5D 228, 229; 
VIMS 28Mar73 NN-5D 222-227. 
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NEWPORT NEWS POINT TO SALTERS CREEK, 

NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 6A (Maps 5A, 5B, 5c) 

EXTE!.fT: 8,100 feet (1.5 mi.) from the entrance 
of the Newport News Small Boat Harbor to the 
mouth of Salters Creek. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLA.ND: Low shore. 
SHORE: Artificial fill or containment (75%) 
and beach (25%). 
NEARSHORE: Narrow near Newport News Point 
grading to intermediate in the northern part 
of the subsegment. 

SHORELA.NDS USE 
FASTLAND: Residential with recreation (55%) 
and industrial (45%). 
SHORE: Recreation. 
NEARSHORE: Boating. 

OFFSHORE: 45-foot deep, 800-foot wide Newport 
News Channel. 

WINTI ANTI SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline trend is 
NNE - SSW. Maximum fetches to the south and 
east are 3 and 4 nautical miles. Some large 
swells may approach the area through the 
mouth of Hampton Roads. 

OWNERSHIP: Private and City. 

ZONING: Industrial in the southern half, Resi­
dential to the north. 

FLOOD HA.Z.AFJ): Medium to high. Much of the area 
is below 10 feet above mean sea level. Corps 
of Engineers estimates for nearby area indicate 
storm water levels of 9 feet are possible. 

WATER QUALITY: Found unsatisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

13BAGH QUALITY: Very poor to fair. The sand 
fillet behind the one groin is the best teach 
in the area. 

SI-I'.}R3 m1nSION SITUATION 
;:,;?:):c:;_c;i,.r RA.TE: Moderate. 
.:::;:'::::,11,_T;3RSD STRUCTURES: The paved walkway along 

Anderson Park is endangered. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: A 400-foot long 
steel and plank groin that was built in 1940-41. 
Aerial photographs indieate that the groin has 
been bypassing sand since 1963. This groin 
appears responsible for the general accretion. 
extending approximately 3,000 feet north from 
the groin. Part of the Anderson Park area has 
been filled and/or riprapped with construction 
rubble. It is only partially effective and 
would benefit from the careful placement of 
larger stone. The tip of Newport News Point 
(roughly 650 feet) is riprapped and filled. 
There are several seawalls or bulkheads through­
out the area that are effective in proportion 
to their repair. 

Suggested Action: The Anderson Park area should 
be bulkheaded or riprapped with large care­
fully placed stone. The VlVIRC bulkhead should 
be toed into the fastland and probably back­
filled. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: None. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: The future of this 
shoreline is dependent upon the new Hampton Roads 
Bridge Tunnel (I-664). There is a distinct 
possibility of creating a fine beach at Lincoln 
Park. The plans of the city Park Department 
for the modification of Salters Creek and 
Anderson Park also concern this subsegment. 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), NEWPORT NEWS 
SOUTH Quadr., 1964, photorevised 1968. 
C&GS, #562, 1:40,000 scale, CHESAPEAKE BAY, 
Cape Charles to Norfolk Harbor, 1971. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 12Apr37 FG 108/190-192; 
USDA 17Apr37 FG 110/15-17; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N/75, 77, 78. 
VaDH 5Sep58 5 121 012/124, 125; 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120/217-219; 
VaDH 23Feb63 5 114 116/023, 024. 
USGS 30Mar63 2-170. 
NASA 310ct71 7170. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-6A/131-134. 

Ground - VIMS 15Feb73 NN-6A/270-275; 
VIMS 28Mar73 NN-6A/230-269. 
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SALTERS CREEK, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 6B (Maps 5A, 5B, 5C) 

EXTENT: Approximately 300,000 square feet. 

SHORELANJJS TYPE 
FASTLANJ): Low shore. 
SHORE: Artificial containment and fringe and 
embayed marsh. 
CREEK: The lower portion of the creek is an 
artificial boat basin (Pet,,:,rson 1 s) while the 
upper portion is a meandering stream. 

SHORELANJJS USE 
FASTLANJJ: Recreational and residential. 
SHORE: Recreation. 
CREEK: Boating and fishing. 

OWNERSHIP: The boat basin is owned by the city, 
upper portions of the stream are privately 
owned, although the city is attempting to ac­
quire more extensive ownership. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Medium to high. Most of the area 
lies below 10 feet. 

WATER QUALITY: Found unsatisfactory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION: Generally satisfactory. 
Some small problem between the jetties and the 
highway bridge. 
EROSION RATE: None at present. Historically 
less than 2 feet per year. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: Concrete-slab 
riprap has been dumped inside the jetties. 
This is of moderate effectiveness only, but it 
does defend the particular site of erosion. 

Suggested Action: See Potential Use Enhance­
ment below. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: Rubble jetties on each 
side of the creek mouth, a bridge between the 
jetties and the boat basin, various docks and 
bulkheads within the boat basin, a culvert 
connecting the boat basin to the upper portion 
of the Salters Creek • 



NAVIGABILITY: The narrow, low highway bridge 
limits the size of the craft that are able to 
utilize the facility. The approaches are 
open and clear. The inlet is stabilized by 
jetties. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: The City of Newport 
News is working on a plan for a vastly im­
proved Salter's Creek Park and Marina. The 
proposed park would include much of what is 
now Anderson Park in an improved beach area, 
would create a new boat basin outside the mouth 
of the present basin, and would constru~t a 
series of nature trails and bicycle tra.J..ls 
around and through the Salter's Creek Marsh. 
The plan is detailed in a February 1973 re­
port of the Newport News Department of_City 
Planning and Community Development entitled 
"A Plan for Salter's Creek Park and Marina. 11 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), NEWPORT NEWS 
SOUTH Quadr., 1964, photorevised 1968. 
C&GS, #562, 1:40,000 scale, CHESAPEAKE BAY, 
Cape Charles to Norfolk Harbor, 1971. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 12Apr37 FG 108/190, 1 91 ; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N/75, 77° 
VaDH 22Feb63 5 121 120/219; 
VaDH 23Feb63 5 121 116/022-024. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-6B/135, 136. 

Ground - VIMS 15Feb73 NN-6B/285-291; 
VIMS 28Mar73 NN-6B/276-284. 

SALTERS CREEK NORTH, NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 

SUBSEGMENT 6C (Maps 5A, 5B, 5C) 

EXTENT: 3,600 feet (0.7 mi.) from the mouth of 
Salters Creek to the Newport News - Hampton 
City line. 

SHORELANDS TYPE 
FASTLAND: Low shore. 
SHORE: Artificial (seawall). 
NEARSHORE: Wide, hard bottom. 

SHORELANDS USE 
FASTLAND: Residential (urban). 
SHORE: Recreation, at low tide. 
NEARSHORE: Fishing and boating. 

OFFSHORE: Hampton Roads shipping industry. 

WIND AND SEA EXPOSURE: The shoreline trend is 
NE - SW. Maximum clear fetches to the east and 
south are 3 and 4 nautical miles. Some larger 
waves may reach the shoreline from the east 
through the mouth of Hampton Roads. 

OWNERSHIP: Private, although the access to the 
water is public and unrestricted. 

ZONING: Residential. 

FLOOD HAZARD: Medium. Most of the subsegment is 
below the projected Intermediate Regional Tidal 
Flood level (9 feet above MSL) and could be 
subjected to wave as well as flood damage in a 
severe storm. 

WATER QUALITY: Found unsatisfaetory by the State 
Shellfish Sanitation Commission as of July 1973. 

BEACH QUALITY: Generally very poor. A low-tide 
beach only, except near Salters Creek where 
there is a pleasant, narrow sand beach. 

SHORE EROSION SITUATION: Controlled. 
EROSION RATE: None at present. Historically 
less than 2 feet per year. 
ENDANGERED STRUCTURES: None. 
SHORE PROTECTIVE STRUCTURES: The entire length 
of this subsegment is protected by an excellent 
stone and concrete seawall. 
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Suggested Action: None. 

OTHER SHORE STRUCTURES: There are some storm 
drain outfalls, also two stairways down the 
face of the seawall. 

POTENTIAL USE ENHANCEMENT: Minimal, except as 
associated \id.th plans for the Salter's Creek 
Park (see Subsegment 6B). 

MAPS: USGS, 7.5 Min.Ser. (Topo.), NEWPORT NEWS 
SOUTH Quadr., 1964, photorevised 1968. 
C&GS, #562, 1:40,000 scale, CHESAPEAKE BAY, 
Cape Charles to Norfolk Harbor, 1971. 

PHOTOS: Aerial-USDA 12Apr37 FG 108/190, 191; 
USDA 310ct53 DWJ-4N/75, 77. 
VaDH 23Feb63 5 114 116/022-024. 
VIMS 270ct72 NN-6C/137-141. 

Ground - VIMS 15Feb73 NN-6C/297-303; 
VIMS 28Mar73 NN-6C/292-296. 



4.3 SEGMENT_ AND SUBSEGMENT MAPS 
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