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VIMS campus redevelopment 
 
The CCRM staff has been reviewing available information regarding ongoing and 
planned redevelopment activities on the Gloucester Point campus and we have a number 
of suggestions and questions.  In the interest of promoting some discussion and hopefully 
creating opportunities for VIMS to actually use its own expertise and follow some of its 
own advice we offer the following observations, opinions, and suggestions. 
 
 
Shoreline Management plan 
As currently envisioned in preliminary drawings, this plan involves: 

• an armoring of stormwater outfalls on the downriver (southeast) shoreline; and  
• a nearshore breakwater system on the upriver (northwest) shoreline designed to 

stabilize that beach and the critical midreach groin.   
This is an entirely practical approach, and with some minor modification of the design to 
accommodate removal of existing piers it may represent an improvement over existing 
conditions.   
 
We believe final plan development should consider a number of issues.  We know some 
of these have been part of Scott Hardaway’s thinking in drafting the preliminary ideas, 
but it is not clear who the process will continue to evolve.  So in the interest of promoting 
discussion and full consideration we believe these issues deserve additional 
consideration. 
 
Reach management 
The advice we always press on shoreline property owners is to take a reach based 
approach whenever possible.  In this case, the project design stops short of: 

• addressing issues along the entire VIMS waterfront (the CBNERRS property may 
not need anything but that is not clear, and the CCRM property has a rapidly 
failing bulkhead without any of the riprap revetment installed elsewhere along the 
downriver shoreline); and  

• addressing the adjacent county beach which is clearly part of the same sediment 
transport system. 

 
We realize that funding and property owner cooperation are both central issues here.  But 
in both cases we believe the Institute should be aggressively engaged in the search for 
both funding and collaboration to affect a real reach management strategy. 
 
Altered nearshore sediment transport 
A review of recent aerial photographs and informal soundings along the VIMS shoreline 
suggests that sediment transport patterns result in maintenance of a shoal to the west of 
the ferry pier (on the county beach side).  We hypothesize (with no empirical evidence 
whatsoever) that the pilings on the ferry pier create enough of an energy shadow for the 
net transport pattern in that region to establish and maintain the shoal.  If this is true it 
raises the interesting question of what happens when the pier is removed? 
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Because of the potentially significant impacts on both the corner of the VIMS property 
and the county beach, this seems to argue for: 

• a concerted effort to assess the potential impact; and 
• consideration of at least the updrift end of the county property in any shoreline 

management plan.  
 
Experimental design opportunities 
It is our opinion that the Institute should be using its own campus whenever possible as a 
test bed and demonstration site for alternative management strategies.  The one option we 
think merits some consideration in this particular effort is off shore low profile 
breakwaters to shelter inshore experimental areas.  The use of structures set well off 
shore, and designed to be either subaqueous or subaerial for the purpose of altering local 
wave climate is one of the concepts for sustaining estuarine littoral and intertidal habitats 
in changing systems.  There are multiple issues associated with such structures, and 
constructing one on our site would afford a great opportunity for long-term monitoring 
and evaluation.  Given the extensive use of our littoral zone for experimental and 
culturing activities, the design might have some value for at least a portion of the area 
around the new concrete pier. 
 
Again, we appreciate the cost issues associated with this and other possible design 
features, but we believe the time to assess these options is now when comprehensive 
design is being undertaken.  At a minimum, the design of the shoreline management plan 
should take full account of all activities ongoing, planned, or desired in the nearshore 
areas.  The design should be justified with explicit decisions to accommodate or exlude 
certain interests, not simply with the dollars in hand. 
 
 
Riparian area redevelopment 
The plan to demolish many of the original brick buildings on the campus waterfront 
creates an exceptional opportunity to revise our landscape management so that it more 
nearly reflects an example of what we consistently tell everyone else they should do. 
 
Before considering the appropriate landscape design for the new open space, there are a 
couple of things that are unclear to us at present.  Removal of the buildings and walkways 
is straightforward, but we are not clear on what the intent is for demolition, removal or 
relocation of the associated in-ground infrastructure.  There are multiple old septic tanks, 
storm drains, electric/computer/phone lines, water and sewer lines, and miscellaneous 
other buried items.  We seem to recall removal of some, but not all of the old heating oil 
tanks for these buildings.  The plans for all of this material will affect what can or should 
be done with the site. 
 
We assume that prudent risk management will argue against demolition of the old 
concrete bulkhead along the upland property edge.  Hopefully it can be minimized as a 
landscape feature by removal of all the hardscaping along the upland side at the same 
time that other demolition is ongoing. 
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While we appreciate the interests in potential use of the site as an open space amenity for 
the VIMS community, there are a couple of features we believe should be essential 
elements in the final design. 
 
Use of native plants 
We absolutely need to evolve our campus to be a model of environmentally sensitive 
landscaping.  This does not mean it needs to look like a weed lot, nor does it mean an 
absence of color or flowering plants.  It does mean we should focus on use of plants that 
are adapted for coastal environments.  There are lots of visually impressive native plants 
that can create a constantly changing landscape that reflects the system we study and 
aesthetically pleasing alternatives to traditional yard management.  We should maximize 
use of vegetation that minimizes requirements for fertilization, irrigation, and gas-
powered mowing/trimming/edging. 
 
We should begin the transformation of our campus with the landscape design for the new 
open space.  We believe the site can be designed with careful use of vegetation and 
elevations to provide both open space for various public uses and demonstrations of 
desirable landscaping practices. 
 
Riparian buffer
No matter what else happens with the new open space, we must establish and maintain a 
vegetated riparian buffer that is a minimum of 30 feet wide.  This is a staple in all 
shoreline management regulatory programs, and it is a considerable irony that we have 
been promoting this practice for the past 20 years, and yet we have been unable to 
implement the design feature on our own campus.  If we create an open riparian zone and 
fail to install this feature, we will unconscionably hypocritical. 
 
Climate change consideration 
One of the hot topics in best management practice research these days is the efficiency of 
traditional and new designs and the potential for the practices to continue to function 
effectively under an evolving climate.  This is most prevalent in stormwater management 
designs, where there is an actively evolving perception of what are appropriate design 
criteria. 
 
Stormwater management is a challenge on our campus, but we should be in the forefront 
of design considerations.  There is new guidance for the Chesapeake Bay region that 
addresses some of these considerations (but unfortunately not climate change).  We 
should be developing our campus with this information and our insights into climate 
futures as central elements in the new landscape plan.  


