
 

102 Butler Street  P.O. Box 86  Saugatuck, MI 49453 
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CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP AGENDA 

MONDAY, JANUARY 11, 2016 – 5:30 P.M. 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ATTENDANCE  
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT (Agenda Items Limit 3 minutes) 
 
4. DISCUSSION ITEMS  

A. Edgewater harbor project update, project scope of services, intergovernmental agreement 
review, Edgewater buoy study proposal 
 

5. OTHER ITEMS OF DISCUSSION 
 

6. PUBLIC COMMENT (Limit 3 minutes) 
 

7. COUNCIL COMMENT 
  

8. ADJOURN 
 
 
 
 
 



 518 Broad Street, Suite 200 

   St Joseph, Michigan 49085 

   269 932 4502 

 

 

 

 

DRAFT 

 

 

Date:  12/9/2015 

To:  Kirk Harrier/Bill LeFevere 

From:  Greg Weykamp 

Subject:  Draft Report – Strategies for Addressing Sedimentation of Kalamazoo Harbor 

 

Distribution: City of Saugatuck, City of the Village of Douglas, Kameron Jordan 

 

 

The harbor communities of Saugatuck and Douglas are vibrant waterfront communities that thrive on Kalamazoo 

Lake. Collectively referred to as Kalamazoo Harbor, both water bodies experience severe sedimentation issues 

due to the size of the Kalamazoo River watershed. The Harbor is part of the Superfund Site contaminated with 

PCBs, complicating the future planning of long-term sedimentation management. The communities have invested 

considerable effort over the last ten years to help create a master plan for the harbors that will lead to a viable 

long-term solution.  

 

Four primary approaches have been discussed, including a “do nothing” approach; continuing with the current 

approach of dredging when necessary; and two more proactive strategies. One of the two proactive strategies 

includes the construction of sediment trap(s) and supporting confined disposal sites (CDFs). The other strategy 

includes the use of structures to channelize the flow of the Kalamazoo River, thereby flushing sediment further 

downstream and eventually into Lake Michigan.  

 

A meeting was held with state officials on 9/15/15 to review these approaches and to solicit feedback regarding 

these strategies. More specifically, the meeting was intended to assess the likelihood of and the process for 

permitting each of these approaches. During the 9/15/15 meeting, the idea of addressing the regional sediment 

issues within the Kalamazoo River Watershed was identified as a possibility to help alleviate the high sediment 

volumes entering Kalamazoo Harbor annually.  

 
REGIONAL SEDIMENT DISCUSSION 

 
Regardless of the approach selected, a sediment management plan should be created as a long-term strategy for 

overall sediment reduction. Regional sedimentation issues, specifically sediment loading from agricultural and 

urban sediment runoff, should be the focus of the sediment management plan. A MDEQ Staff Report published 

October 2013 evaluated the sediment sources to the 58 harbors targeted for the Emergency Dredging Program. 

According to the MDEQ Report, Saugatuck Harbor has been placed in the category with 15 of the total 58 

harbors identified as “Harbors that are impacted by shoreline transport of sediment, low water levels and may 

have significant upland sediment sources.” Specifically, the MDEQ Report estimates that approximately 50% of 

total watershed acreage is identified as agricultural and approximately 81 pounds of sediment per acre of the 

watershed enter the Kalamazoo River system. It is clear that the process of solving the Kalamazoo Lake 

sedimentation issues will require a cooperative effort with local and regional communities to address 

sedimentation issues due to adjacent runoff.  This approach has been applied in other nearby watersheds such as 
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the Lake Macatawa watershed, where Project Clarity is improving water quality through collaborative efforts with 

local public and private partnerships, members of the agricultural community, and local governmental entities.  

 

The Rabbit River watershed is the first upstream watershed and contributes sediment into the Kalamazoo River 

watershed system. Stakeholders and local residents of the Rabbit River watershed have moved in the direction of 

addressing the sedimentation including studying the watershed characteristics, developing and eventually 

implementing long-term strategies. According to the Rabbit River Watershed Management Plan published in 

2009, the 187,200-acre Rabbit River watershed is primary categorized as agricultural land use. According to the 

Rabbit River EPA Watershed Assessment of River Stability and Sediment Supply (WARSSS) published in 2008, 

recommendations included “encourage environmentally sensitive agricultural practices to reduce the potential for 

surface erosion and sediment delivery to streams, including conservation tillage and implementation of filter 

strips/riparian buffers.” The report also suggested implementing a stream monitoring plan to assess the impact of 

best management practices (BMPs) selected. Data found in existing studies such as the 2009 Rabbit River 

Watershed Management Plan and 2008 Kalamazoo River Watershed Hydrologic Study will be incorporated into 

the Sediment Management Plan. Through recent discussions with the MDEQ, the Peach Orchard Creek has been 

identified as an area that should be targeted for watershed planning. 

 

The development of a sediment management plan will also include cooperative efforts from other Kalamazoo 

River stakeholders. Stakeholders that need to be included on future discussions are Allegan Conservation 

District, Kalamazoo River Watershed Council, Allegan County Drain Office, and other regional conservation 

districts. 

 

 
I. “DO NOTHING” APPROACH 

 
According to 2007 Kalamazoo Harbor Master Plan Technical Report, the current rate of sedimentation into 

Kalamazoo Lake is approximately 36,000 cubic yards per year. If this rate continues without control or dredging, 

it will eventually lead to the transformation of Kalamazoo Lake into a marshy area with a narrow meandering 

river channel. The result of this approach will be a loss of the valuable waterfront property within both 

communities and the loss of the harbor as it exists today. 

 

 
II. CONTINUE CURRENT APPROACH 

 
The current approach has been to complete maintenance dredging on an as-needed basis. While navigation 

depths within the lower Kalamazoo River and river mouth are maintained by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

access to the lower river from Kalamazoo Lake is currently left for local government and riparian owners to 

maintain. Regulatory processes, costs, and lack of available disposal sites make it difficult to complete dredging. 

During the recent 14-year period of below average Lake Michigan water levels, the need to dredge within 

Kalamazoo Lake became urgent. After nearly a year of permit application review, including sediment 

sampling/testing, surveys, and coordination with local, state, and federal agencies, permits were issued in late 

2013 and early 2014 for over 100,000 cubic yards of dredging and a temporary disposal site within Kalamazoo 

Lake Sewer & Water Authority property (KLSWA). Shortly thereafter however, Lake Michigan water levels rose 

and the immediate dredging need subsided temporarily. Costs to complete the dredging were estimated to be 

well over two million dollars and funding for the work was not identified. 
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This approach is a reactive strategy that is not financially viable for local government and riparian owners over the 

long-term, without a proactive funding mechanism. In addition, final authorization for temporary disposal on 

KLSWA property is pending and may not be gained due to environmental liability concerns. In addition, since the 

KLSWA disposal site is only temporary the material will need to be moved to a permanent location, which has 

not been identified. Recent feedback from the agencies has indicated that moving the contaminated dredge 

material is not ideal and will add additional costs. As described above, this approach is slow to react to conditions 

and could result in the loss of navigability within the harbor for extended periods of time. To implement this 

approach effectively, a funding mechanism must be put in place and a viable, permanent disposal site must be 

identified or constructed. 

 

 
III. SEDIMENT TRAP(S)  

 

The 2007 Kalamazoo Harbor Master Plan Technical Report determined that a potential solution to the long-term 

sedimentation issues facing the Kalamazoo Harbor is the construction of sediment trap(s) along the Kalamazoo 

River upstream of the Saugatuck/Douglas Harbor area. The sediment traps would be designed to intercept and 

capture sediment at strategic locations intended to minimize downstream deposition, to separate clean material if 

possible, and to facilitate straightforward maintenance dredging. The capacity of the trap(s) would be optimized 

to minimize construction costs and to maximize the length of time between required maintenance dredging 

cycles. Dredge spoils removed from the trap(s) that contain regulated materials would be placed in confined 

disposal areas (CDFs). Clean dredge spoils could qualify for beneficial reuse, if they can be efficiently separated 

from regulated materials. 

 

 

Process 
 
This approach will require several intermediate steps including planning, studies/surveys, land acquisition, 

engineering design, and permitting. The following is a general outline of steps from initiation to implementation 

and the order may change to address comments/obstacles as they arise. 

 

1. Review Available Data 

All available data, including the 2007 report, 2013 bathymetric survey, 2013 sediment testing results, and 

other existing studies such as the Rabbit River Watershed Management Plan would be reviewed to 

ensure that subsequent efforts maximize the use of previously completed work.  

 

2. Preliminary Engineering 

The preliminary engineering study will first identify potential sediment trap & CDF locations. Potential 

sediment trap locations include areas adjacent to the I-196 bridge or upstream along the Kalamazoo 

River. Three potential areas for placement of upland confined disposal facilities (CDF) of the “trapped” 

sediments include City of Saugatuck “airport” site (northeast of Kalamazoo Lake Sewer & Water 

Authority property), Schultz Park property, and land adjacent to the I-196 Bridge. Another option under 

consideration is the “in-water CDF” concept, which would require significant additional study and 

permitting, but could potentially be most cost effective over time. 
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The result of this step would be several potential sediment trap locations/sizes and several potential 

CDF locations/sizes.  

 

3. Community Approvals 

Planning efforts currently underway are establishing the level of community support for each of the 

various options. To implement any solution, ongoing community outreach will be required. When the 

community gets behind one or more approaches, the project can move forward collectively and 

effectively. 

 

4. Agency Coordination 

Before permit applications, the next step would be coordination with the Michigan Department of 

Environmental Quality (MDEQ), U.S. Corps of Engineers (USACE), Michigan Department of Natural 

Resources (MDNR), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and local agencies to identify the best 

available strategy/design and the most likely to be permitted. The Kalamazoo River is a navigable 

waterway regulated by Section 10 of the Rivers & Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean 

Water Act. Coordination with MDEQ/USACE/EPA will be essential to ensure the future success of the 

project. In addition, a list of permit requirements would be developed, to ensure that all required studies, 

modeling, and other needs are addressed prior to submittal of a joint application. 

 

5. Special Studies & Modeling 

After meeting with the agencies, special studies and modeling would be completed. These special studies 

might include performing detailed survey(s), sediment sampling/testing, threatened and endangered 

species studies, modeling, archaeological studies, floodway/floodplain studies, wetland delineation, 

among others. If needed, some of this task might be completed during preliminary engineering. 

 

6. Permit Application & Process 

The next step in the permitting process will include preparing and submitting the Joint Permit Application 

to the agencies containing project quantities, project vicinity map, existing site plan, proposed plan view 

and cross-section drawings. Depending upon the final proposed plan and CDF location(s), the MDEQ 

Water Resources Division will review the permit application with respect to Part 301, Inland Lakes and 

Streams; Part 303, Wetlands Protection; Part 201, Environmental Remediation; and Floodplain 

Regulatory Authority found in Part 31, Water Resources Protection. While working with the MDEQ, the 

USACE will need to issue a 404 permit for the project. 

 

7. Land Acquisition 

The trapped contaminated sediment will require dredging on a regular basis and will be placed at the 

identified CDF(s), which will require additional agency permits/approvals. If selected CDF locations are 

not on city owned property, acquisition of the land will be required, likely before permits are issued by 

the MDEQ and USACE. The location of the CDFs may require additional coordination with adjacent 

landowners, land use covenants, use agreements, or other steps. 
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8. Final Design & Bid Set 

Preparation of the project bid set and final design should be advanced only after permits are received or, 

in some cases, when the permit process is close to completion. In many cases, the permit process results 

in modification to the design and when final design is completed prior to permit issuance, there is a risk 

that redesign could be required. 

 

9. Construction & Maintenance Plan 

Once the project has been awarded, construction of the project can occur. By this time, the maintenance 

plan will have been developed and the mechanisms to ensure the sediment traps are properly monitored 

and maintained must be implemented, as well.   

The project process/approach listed above will occur in parallel with state and federal funding opportunities such 

as NCRS Farm Bill, MDEQ Coastal Zone Management Program grants, and others mentioned below. 

 

Challenges 
 

The complexity and potential impacts of the project will result in challenges. During the review process, the 

agencies will likely require a number of special studies, as identified above. The special studies required to 

support the sediment trap approach are relatively straightforward, but will likely need to cover significant 

geographic areas. For instance, if 3-4 sediment trap locations are identified, each may need to be studied in order 

to identify the best locations. 

 

The success rate of a sediment trap is difficult to determine without a detailed study of the flow conditions and 

sediment transport within the region. The Saginaw River was the source of a 2001 USACE study to determine 

sediment trap efficiencies of varying sizes and locations.  In the 2001 study, the USACE proclaimed that the 

success rate of a sediment trap is based primarily on trap dimensions and incoming grain sizes. The study 

identified two trap locations, one for capturing coarse and medium silt and the other for capturing sand.  

 

Government financing and bonding of sediment trap construction projects has been identified as a significant 

obstacle to overcome. Until precise and detailed modeling of the Kalamazoo River is completed, it is difficult to 

determine if the implementation of sediment traps would be not only successful, but also feasible.  

 

*Estimated Costs -  Sediment Trap(s) 
 

The estimated costs of this project approach are: 

 

1. Preliminary Engineering     $     25,000  –      50,000 

2. Permit Process    $     75,000  –   100,000+ 

3. Special Studies:    $     50,000  –   200,000+ 

    $   150,000  –   350,000+ 

 

4. Land Acquisition    $    500,000 –  1,000,000,+ 

5. Construction – Dredging, Disposal, CDF  $ 5,000,000 –15,000,000+ 

    $ 5,500,000 –16,000,000+ 
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6. Long-term Maintenance Dredging (20 years) $5,000,000-12,000,000+ 

 

*Please note that these are conceptual cost estimates for general information only. 

   

IV. CHANNELIZATION  

Another approach identified in the 2007 report and subsequent efforts includes the construction of structures 

and/or islands to direct flow and channelize the flow of the Kalamazoo River. Channelization of the river is 

intended to keep the sediments moving through Kalamazoo Lake and eventually into Lake Michigan. Moving 

sediment through the Kalamazoo Harbor area would be locally beneficial; however, sediment would be flushed 

downstream into the federal navigation channel and into Lake Michigan. This approach could lead to an increase 

in the need for dredging downstream and to the deposition of regulated materials within the federal navigation 

channel and Lake Michigan.  

 

 

Process 
 
Like the sediment trap approach, channelization will require several intermediate steps including planning, 

studies/surveys, land acquisition, engineering design, and permitting. The following is a general outline of steps 

from initiation to implementation and the order may change to address comments/obstacles as they arise. 

 

1. Review Available Data 

All available data, including the 2007 report, 2013 bathymetric survey, 2013 sediment testing results, and 

other existing studies such as the Rabbit River Watershed Management Plan would be reviewed to 

ensure that subsequent efforts maximize the use of previously completed work. 

 

2. Preliminary Engineering 

The channelization approach would rely upon accurate, extensive modeling of the Kalamazoo River. 

Preliminary engineering would include technical studies such as hydraulic computer modeling, hydrologic 

modeling, and initial geotechnical investigations. The process would allow the preliminary design of 

several channelization alternatives to maximize flow and minimize cost. Channel structure alternatives 

would be evaluated to determine which designs would optimize cost, design life, maintenance needs, and 

function. Due to the potential downstream impacts of channelization, early coordination with the USACE 

and MDEQ must determine if the approach will be allowable before costly studies and modeling are 

undertaken. 

 

This step would result in several channel design alternatives and one recommended plan. Modeling  

results and reports would serve as valuable background information once permit applications are 

assembled. 
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3. Community Approvals 

Planning efforts currently underway are establishing the level of community support for each of the 

various options. To implement any solution, ongoing community outreach will be required. When the 

community gets behind one or more approaches, the project can move forward collectively and 

effectively. 

 

4. Agency Coordination 

Before permit applications, the next step would be to coordination with the Michigan Department of 

Environmental Quality (MDEQ), U.S. Corps of Engineers (USACE), Michigan Department of Natural 

Resources (MDNR), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and local agencies to identify the best 

available strategy/design and the most likely to be permitted. The Kalamazoo River is a navigable 

waterway regulated by Section 10 of the Rivers & Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean 

Water Act. Coordination with MDEQ/USACE/EPA will be essential to ensure the future success of the 

project. Because channelization could affect the maintenance of the federal navigation channel, 

coordination with the USACE is critical to determining if the approach will be viable. In addition, a list of 

permit requirements would be developed, to ensure that all required studies, modeling, and other needs 

are addressed prior to submittal of a joint application. 

 

5. Special Studies & Modeling 

After meeting with the agencies, special studies and modeling would be completed. These special studies 

might include performing detailed survey(s), sediment sampling/testing, threatened and endangered 

species studies, modeling, archaeological studies, floodway/floodplain studies, wetland delineation, 

among others. While some of this work might be completed during preliminary engineering, it’s likely 

that additional efforts will be identified after agency coordination. Because channelization will modify 

portions of the Kalamazoo River watershed, fully evaluating all impacts will be required. 

 

6. Permit Application & Process 

The next step in the permitting process will include preparing and submitting the Joint Permit Application 

to the agencies containing project quantities, project vicinity map, existing site plan, proposed plan view 

and cross-section drawings. Depending on the final proposed plan, the MDEQ Water Resources Division 

will review the permit application with respect to Part 301, Inland Lakes and Streams; Part 303, Wetlands 

Protection; Part 201, Environmental Remediation; and Floodplain Regulatory Authority found in Part 31, 

Water Resources Protection. While working with the MDEQ, the USACE will need to issue a 404 

permit for the project. 

 

7. Land Acquisition 

While minimal land acquisition is anticipated for channelization, staging areas, bottomland rights, land use 

covenants, use agreements and other variables will need to be addressed before the project can be 

implemented.  
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8. Final Design & Bid Set 

Preparation of the project bid set and final design should be advanced only after permits are received or, 

in some cases, when the permit process is close to completion. In many cases, the permit process results 

in modification to the design and when final design is completed prior to permit issuance, there is a risk 

that redesign could be required. 

 

9. Construction & Maintenance Plan 

Once the project has been awarded, construction of the project can occur. A maintenance plan for the 

channelization structures and for access to the channel from shore (dredging) will need to be identified 

prior to this stage.  

 

Challenges 
 

The complexity and potential impacts of the project will result in challenges. During the review process, the 

agencies will likely require a number of special studies, as identified above. The special studies required to 

support the channelization approach are complex and will likely need to cover significant geographic areas.  

 

Initial feedback during the September 15, 2015 agency meeting indicated that the USACE and MDEQ might 

contest the idea of moving contaminated sediment into the navigation channel downstream of Kalamazoo Lake. 

In addition, while the USACE was not represented at the meeting, channelization would likely result in an 

increased dredging burden on the agency and therefore, would likely result in opposition. Lastly, by pushing 

regulated materials downstream into the federal navigation channel, the USACE may need to diverge from its 

current practice of using dredge spoils as beach nourishment, resulting in additional costs to maintain the channel. 

 

Lastly, after channelization is complete, the communities and riparian owners will still be left to determine how to 

maintain navigation from the shorelines to the high-flow channel, likely by additional dredging.  So, while the 

approach may solve some problems, the need for dredging will not be completely eliminated. 

 

According to the 2007 Kalamazoo Harbor Master Plan Technical Report, the success of this approach is difficult 

to determine without a comprehensive sedimentation model. MDEQ initial feedback questions whether 

channelization through Kalamazoo Lake will be worthwhile as the channel may represent a giant sediment trap, 

thus requiring significant maintenance dredging. As stated below, the required hydraulic and sedimentation 

modeling will be a significant cost to determine the effectiveness of the channelization approach. Long-term 

maintenance dredging of the channel will need to occur to ensure safe navigation within the channel.  

 
As with the sediment trap approach, government financing and bonding of a channelization approach will be a 

significant obstacle to overcome. 
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*Anticipated Costs - Channelization 

 

The estimated costs of this project approach are:  

 

1. Preliminary Engineering     $      50,000  –     75,000 

2. Hydraulic/Hydrologic Modeling   $      50,000  –   150,000 

3. Geotechnical Investigation    $      25,000   –      50,000 

4. Permit Process    $      75,000   –    100,000+ 

5. Special Studies:    $      50,000   –    150,000+ 

    $    250,000   –    525,000+ 

 

6. Land Acquisition    $     100,000  –     500,000+ 

7. Construction    $15,000,000  – 30,000,000+ 

    $15,100,000  –30,500,000+ 

  

8. Long Term Maintenance Dredging (20 years) $   2,000,000  –  5,000,000+ 

 

*Please note that these are conceptual cost estimates for general information only. 

FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 

 

In addition to previously identified sources, the following potential funding sources have been recently identified 

as funding opportunities: 

 

Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI) 
 
State and Federal grants exist to help with the sediment management efforts. Recently, in an effort assist 

Saugatuck/Douglas with the sedimentation issue the Delta Institute and Public Sector Consultants (PSC) has 

applied for a $410,000 grant through the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative to help remediate upstream 

agricultural runoff. The plan now underway will address the sedimentation issues facing marinas and harbors to 

implement a policy framework addressing best management practices throughout the regional watershed. 

According to the Delta Institute, the proposed plan focuses on a mechanism that allocates a small portion of 

funds to reduce sedimentation at its source, similar to the Federal Moving Ahead of Progress in the 21st Century 

Act (MAP-21) which allocates funds to “transportation alternatives” such as environmental mitigation, 

recreational trails, and historic preservation. An infographic published by Delta Institute and PSC indicates that 

through the implementation of BMPs within several upstream watersheds could reduce the annual sediment by 

13.3% in Saugatuck/Douglas Harbor.  

 

Coastal Zone Management Program (CZM) 
 
The MDEQ Coastal Zone Management Program (CZM) is offering grants to qualified projects within one of the 

five focus areas: public access, coastal habitat, coastal hazards, coastal water quality, and coastal community 

development. According to the CZM Request for Proposals announcement, examples of projects eligible for 

support include the development of ordinances, policies, and/or plans addressing the management of coastal 
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nonpoint source pollution. This program is applicable due to the ongoing problem of nonpoint pollution 

(agriculture and urban runoff) within the Kalamazoo River watershed. CZM grant amounts range from $10K to 

$100K and require a 1-to-1 non-federal match. The deadline to apply is December 18, 2015 for an anticipated 

project start date of October 1, 2016. 

 

USDA Environmental Quality Incentives Program 
 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture NRCS 2014 Farm Bill offers the Environmental Quality Incentives Program 

(EQIP), which participants receive financial and technical assistance to implement conservation practices. Another 

funding source provided by the NCRS is the Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP), which is a 

cooperative opportunity to identify and address natural resources objectives to benefit soil, water, wildlife and 

related natural resources locally, regionally, and nationally. The Sediment Management Plan for the Kalamazoo 

River will implement these programs as an incentive for farmers and other residents within the watershed area to 

implement BMPs to reduce sediment loads entering the watershed. 

 

NOAA Great Lakes Regional Habitat Restoration Partnerships 
 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) recently released a federal funding opportunity 

for habitat restoration in Great Lakes Areas of Concern. NOAA seeks to award funding for multi-year Great 

Lakes Regional Habitat Restoration Partnerships. These Partnerships will result in the implementation of a wide-

range of engineering, design, and on the ground implementation of individual habitat restoration projects. The 

Great Lakes Initiative will provide typical Partnership awards ranging from $1,000,000 to $5,000,000 per year for 

up to three years. The Kalamazoo River is listed as a Great Lakes Area of Concern, thus projects involving habitat 

restoration will be eligible for the funding.  

 

  

 

 





















































































518 Broad Street, Suite 200 
   St Joseph, Michigan 49085 
   269 932 4502 

 

January 8, 2016     
 
Mr. Kirk Harrier 
City Manager, City of Saugatuck 
Saugatuck City Hall 
102 Butler Street, P.O. Box 86 
Saugatuck, MI   49453 
kirk@saugatuckcity.com 
 
 
Subject: Kalamazoo Harbor Buoy Plan Development Proposal 
 
 
Dear Mr. Harrier, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to assist the Kalamazoo Lake Harbor Authority to review and optimize the buoy 
plan for the harbor. Our past efforts to provide support to the KLHA Buoy Subcomittee with drafting and 
mapping services resulted in the approval and implementation of the current buoy plan. We understand several 
questions regarding the buoys have arisen over the past two boating seasons and KLHA is interested in evaluating 
and, if necessary, optimizing the plan. We propose to help the KLHA with the process to build on the previously 
completed plan. 
 
SCOPE 
 
We propose to complete the following scope of work:  

Task I – Evaluate Buoy Plan 
 
Task 1.1 – Review Status & Current Buoy Plan 
 
We will review the status of the buoy plan by reviewing the need, the responsibilities for creating and 
maintaining the plan, and the steps that have and are necessary for implementation of a revised plan, if 
needed, including: 
 

 KLHA goals and responsibilities concerning aids to navigation 
 Approvals that have been issued (USCG) and would need to be re-issued if revisions are made 

The current plan will then be reviewed against current guidance documents regarding aids to navigation, 
including the USCG Aids to Navigation Manual, “Chapter 5 – Non Coast Guard Maintained Aids”. The 
primary purpose of this review will be to address comments that the current buoy plan creates confusion and 
includes more buoys than necessary. Opportunities to eliminate buoys will be identified for KLHA review. 
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Task 1.2 – Buoy Type, Anchorage, and Maintenance 
 
We understand issues have arisen with regard to the buoys themselves. Currently, buoys and anchorage are 
removed seasonally, but on a trial-basis, some buoys have been replaced with spar buoys during the winter 
months. While the few spar buoys have survived the winter, concern exists that ice could cause spars to be 
lost and that the remnant chain anchors would have the potential to damage dredging equipment during 
maintenance dredge cycles. 
 
We will review the anchor needs, available products including buoys and anchor systems, and make 
recommendations for standard specifications.This task will also include recommendations regarding seasonal 
removals, seasonal replacements, and a standard set of guidelines to provide to marine contractors, if 
necessary.  We will reach out to the USCG, review available product data, and complete a desktop-level 
study of other similar harbor buoy plans. 
 
 
Task 1.3 – Stakeholder Input 
 
Because the plan must work for those who will depend upon it, we propose to conduct individual 
stakeholder input meetings in Saugatuck/Douglas during a one-day input session. We would select a day and 
request that key stakeholders meet with us individually to provide input regarding the current plan and their 
suggestions for improvement. Those that can’t attend would be asked to provide written comments. The 
request for suggestions would be sent with enough time to allow each of the key stakeholders to solicit and 
summarize feedback from their customers/slipholders, etc. At minimum, the following list stakeholders 
would be contacted: 
 

 Vanderbeek Marine Construction 
 Tower Marine 
 Sergeants Marina 
 King Construction 
 Sautatuck Yacht Club 
 Star of Saugatuck 
 Harbor Ducks 
 Allegan County Marine Patrol 
 U.S. Coast Guard 
 Other private marinas including Pleasant Point, Ken Trester, others 

Input will be documented and summarized for the KLHA as part of the process to attempt to quantify the 
perceived issues.  
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1.4 – Buoy Report 
 
After the above subtasks are completed, a report will be generated to summarize; 

 Current buoy plan and opportunities for improvement 
 Buoy specifications & maintenance recommendations 
 Stakeholder input 

The report will contain recommendations to continue with the current plan or to optimize/update the plan 
to address comments and minimize costs.  
 
A draft of the report will be submitted to the KLHA for review, followed by creation of the final report. This 
scope of work includes preparation of a draft report and one round of revisions per feedback from the 
KLHA. If additional revisions are needed, we will invoice at our standard hourly rates.  
 
Deliverables: 
 
 Buoy Report – Up to five (5) hard copies and a digital PDF copy 

 
Task 2 – Develop Buoy Plan Update 

 
Depending upon the findings of Task 1, KLHA may choose to revise/update the current buoy layout plan. 
This task will likely inclue a draft revision and a final plan, followed by necessary approvals including KLHA, 
USCG, and others. In addition, to finalize the plan, additional survey tasks may be necessary to identify 
existing depths and alignments. We will prepare a more specific scope of work and estimate of fees once the 
revisions and required processes are identified.  
 

 
MEETINGS 
This scope includes two meetings in Saugatuck/Douglas: 
 

 One full-day meeting to solicit individual stakeholder input. 
 One with representatives of the KLHA and the Nautical Stakeholder Committee to review the 

above report and discuss any comments (Task 1.4).  

 
SCHEDULE 
Upon receipt of the notice to proceed and direction/information from KLHA, we anticipate Task 1 will be 
completed within within 4-6 weeks.  Tasks which affect preparations that must be completed yet this fall will be 
prioritized and expedited to ensure seasonal work can be completed. 
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EXCLUSIONS 
This proposal fee does not include any outside costs for permit fees due to state and federal agencies, obtaining 
records, etc.  This scope of work does not include the cost of any special technical studies which may be needed 
or required by the agencies.  Work that is specifically excluded is as follows:  
 

 Floodway/floodplain studies/computer modeling/wave and erosion studies 
 Water quality certification needs 
 Threatened and endangered species studies (i.e. freshwater mussels, Indiana Bat, etc.) 
 Wetland delineation/mitigation, critical dunes studies 
 Historic/archeological studies 
 Hydrographic, topographic or boundary survey 
 Soil Investigations - environmental or geotechnical 
 Other, as required by the agencies or special interest groups 

 
FEE 
We propose to complete the scope of work outlined above on a time and materials basis at our standard hourly 
rates up to the following anticipated fee estimates: 

Task 1.1 – Review Status & Current Buoy Plan   $    1,600 
Task 1.2 – Buoy Type, Anchorage, and Maintenance  $    1,700 
Task 1.3 – Stakeholder Input Meeting    $    3,100 
Task 1.4 – Buoy Report & Meeting    $    5,800 

Total Task 1Fee Estimate: $ 12,200 
 
Task 2 – Develop Buoy Plan Update  TBD 

 
Travel expenses and printing expenses are excluded in the fees above and will be invoiced at the cost incurred. 
We anticipate direct costs will be approximately $150 for this project.  
 
We hope this proposal accurately summarizes and addresses your needs and look forward to the opportunity to 
discuss this with you in more detail. If you have any questions, please feel free to call. 
 
Sincerely,  
Edgewater Resources, LLC 
 
 
Mike Morphey, PE, LEED AP 
Project Manager 
 
Cc:  Kirk Harrier, KLHA, City of Saugatuck 

Patrick Burroughs, KLHA 
 Ken Trester, KLHA  
 Gregory J. Weykamp, ASLA, LEED AP 
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