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Maintenance planting was d_one in the spring of 1983. The planting 

was extended to its original limits of the initial 1982 planting (Figure 

73c). By late August the lower limit had retreated to its previous 

position before maintenance planting at MTL. Complete deterioration of 

the hay bales caused some loss along the base of the bank which is 

probably not attributable to wave action (Figure 74). 

There was a slight loss of sediment within the intertidal fringe 

over the winter of 1983-1984. By the spring of 1984 there was a slight 

increase in marsh area and width (Figure 73d). Rhizome spread had begun 

as early as mid-March from the fringe where the lower limit corresponded 

almost exactly to MTL (Figure 72). 

The Poole site has been able to maintain a stable upper ti~al zone 

(Figure 75) and a thick continuous fringe through time. Although slight 

bank erosion has occurred, the site is definitely trending toward 

success. 
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Figure 74. Poole Time Series. 
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Figure 75. Poole Site - Representative Profile. 



14. YORK RIVER STATE PARK - YORK RIVER, JAMES CITY COUNTY 

Planted 1982 

(Refer to Appendix B) 

York River State Park represents the only continuous marsh shore 

site in the VEC project (Figure 76). It is a medium energy shore which 

faces northeast. The historical erosion rate is about two feet per year 

(3). The marsh bank is a wave cut peat scarp (about two feet above MTL) 

which is actively eroding. At high water the base of the peat bank is 

inundated. Indigenous smooth cordgrass occupies a narrow fringe along 

the top of the peat bank. 

The narrow beach along the base of the peat bank varies in width 

from five to ten feet adjacent to the irregular marsh shore planform. 

The beach is composed of fine to coarse sand and extends down to about 

MTL. Sediment source for the beach comes mostly from erosion of a high 

fastland bank upriver. There are two separate planting areas at this 

site. 

In June 1982 there was approximately 1,120 square feet of smooth 

cordgrass planted on two sites at York River State Park. Figure 77 

shows the east site planting. By the fall of 1982 the west site was 

completely washed out and the east site was significantly reduced 

(Figure 78b). The storm of October 25, 1982 may have been partially 

responsible. Calculations for sediment volume in the intertidal fringe 

were not possible at this site and are not seen in the time series graph 

(Figure 79). 
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Figure 76. 
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York River State Park Site - from Gressitt 7.5 minute 
quadrangle. 
Scale: 1 inch= 2,000 feet. 
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Figure 77. York River State Park Site - Base Map. 
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a. June 2, 1982 
Looking east. 

c. July 21, 1983 
Looking west. 

FIGURE 78 

YORK RIVER STATE P ABK 

b. September 2, 1982 
Looking west. 

d. May 11, 1984 
Looking west. 
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Figure 79. York River State Park Time Series. 
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During the winter of 1982-1983 the marsh area, length and width 

were reduced even further (Figure 79). Consequently, maintenance 

planting was done in the spring of 1983. Most of the plants were taking 

hold by mid-summer (Figure 78c) but significant reduction in marsh area 

was seen by the fall (Figure 79). 

Wave action during the winter of 1983-1984 further reduced the 

planting and erosion of the marsh peat bank increased (Figure 80). The 

planting has been unable to hold the backshore and establish a 

substantial peat substrate. The trend here seems toward failure. The 

planting is situated below MHW and probably receives wave reflection off 

the peat bank which may make it difficult to maintain backshore 

elevation. 
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Figure 80. York River State Park Site - Representative Profile. 


