
Kalamazoo Lake Harbor Authority 
Douglas, Saugatuck & Saugatuck Township Michigan 

Regular Meeting 
Tuesday, August 18, 2026 – 6:00 PM 

This is an in-person meeting at Saugatuck City Hall, 102 Butler St, Saugatuck, MI 49453. 
The meeting will also be available live, virtually on Zoom. 

1. Call to Order: By Chair

2. Roll Call

3. Approval of Agenda
a. August 18, 2026, Meeting Agenda

Motion to approve the August 18, 2026, Agenda – Voice Vote

4. Approval of Minutes
a. July 21, 2026, Meeting Minutes

Motion to approve the July 21, 2026, Minutes – Voice Vote

5. Approval of Invoices: None.

6. Public Communications:
a. Written – No Communications.
b. Verbal (Limit of three (3) minutes).

7. New Business
a. Presentation by Christian Vetter of Task 1 final report and discussion of what is being

recommended vs. what exists.
b. Cost of Task 2.
c. Discuss how and who will present the report to the respective municipalities.

8. Unfinished Business
a. Goals for 2026

1. Economic Impact Study Task 2
2. Establish Revenue Stream

9. Reports:
a. Committee Reports
b. Manager Reports

1. Nocerini
2. Cummins
3. DeFranco

NOTICE: 
Join online by visiting: 

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/26
98572603?omn=84442600863 

Join by phone by dialing: 
(312) 626-6799 -or- 
(646) 558-8656 

Then enter “Meeting ID”: 
2698572603 

Please send questions or 
comments regarding meeting 
agenda items prior to meeting 

to: 
rcummins@saugatuckcity.com

Requests for accommodations 
or interpretive services must 

be made 48 hours prior to this 
meeting. Please contact 

Saugatuck City Clerk at 269-
857-2603 or 

jwolters@saugatuckcity.com 
for further Information. 
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10. Next meeting Date

11. Public Comments (Limit three (3) minutes)

12. Authority Member Comments

13. Adjournment: Motion to Adjourn (Voice Vote)
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Kalamazoo Lake Harbor Authority 
Douglas, Saugatuck & Saugatuck Township Michigan 

 
Regular Meeting Minutes Tuesday, 
July 2l5t, 2026-6:00 PM 
 
This is an in-person meeting at Saugatuck City Hall, 102 Butler St., Saugatuck, MI 49453 
The meeting will also be available live, virtually on Zoom. 
 
 
1. Call to Order: Chair Waskin called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM 
 
2. Roll Call: 

a. Present: Dick Waskin, Holly Engel, Chris Raphael (for David Ignaiak), Chris Peterson, Jeff West 
b. Absent: Sue Guevara 
c. Also Present: Lisa Nocerini, Ryan Cummins, Greg Wykamp, Christian Vetter 

 
3. Approval of Agenda: 

a. July 21st, 2026, Meeting Agenda 
 A motion was made by West, seconded by Engel to approve the agenda for the July 21st 
 meeting as printed. Motion approved unanimously. 

 
4.   Approval of Minutes:  
 A motion was made by Engle, seconded by Peterson to approve the June 16 Minutes as 
 presented. Motion approved unanimously.   
 
5.   Approval of Invoices: No invoices. 
 
6.   Public Communications: 

a.   Written - No Communications 
b.   Verbal (Limit of three (3) minutes:  No speakers.    

 
7.   New Business 

a. Presentation by Christian Vetter of Task 1 and feedback. 
1. Mr. Vetter interviewed numerous members of all 3 communities. The report is Phase 1.  The 

interview examined how communities are impacted. The impact summary showed 6 different 
sectors. The main question was how would these sectors be affected if dredging stopped. He 
explained that the tourism economy is $200 million annually, based on sales tax. He also 
reviewed the background for property values. These are not actual numbers. That will be 
Phase 2. The 3 communities stand on one leg (tourism) for income, so we need to protect that 
leg. The report proved a 10-year roadmap to providing dredging on-going. 

2. The following discussion centered on what can we do as an authority. How do our 
communities see us? Phase 2 will give actual dollar amounts and show the economic impact. 
Discussion centered on what actual authority do we have and what options are there for the 
Authority to move forward. Discussions need to be held with the different communities' 
councils to see if there is agreement to move forward with Phase 2 and provide additional 
funding for that. Mr. Vetter will give an expense cost and the city managers will review 
funding available. 

3. Further discussion centered on what different ways the Authority could provide it's own 
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funding. How much authority do we see our communities allowing the Harbor Authority to 
have? Should we become a Non-Profit. We need to establish our core responsibilities and 
show that we create value so we can expand our options. Discussion was held about whether 
we should stay independent of tax payor dollars, what power to we want to have to get 
funding to negotiate dredging, do we need a new authority to take it all on. 

4. It was agreed that moving forward in the direction of setting up long-term funding for 
dredging staff would be needed. 

5. Greg Wykamp and Mr. Vetter were tasked with reviewing other authorities to see their 
directives. 

6. Discussion was held that there need to be further discussions on option available to fund. The 
consultants were tasked with seeing what grants and technical assistance were available. 

7. Authority members were tasked with going back to their Councils and see that everyone in on 
board with this direction and that Phase 2 will be funded. 
 

8.    Old Business 
a.   The Economic Impact Study Task 1 was covered in Mr. Vetter's presentation. 
b. Further discussion was held about establishing a revenue stream such as becoming a Non-Profit, 

searching for grants, and any funding from the state of Feds. Mr. Wykamp stated that funding 
from the state for dredging is pretty much non-existent. 

 
9.   Committee Reports 

a. No Committee Reports 
b. Manager Reports: 

1. Cummins-Saugatuck is on the 2nd round of Milfoil treatment; concrete repairs have been 
done. 

2. DeFranco-great progress on the Riverfront will soon bid out to be done in October. Working 
on a 350' boardwalk and shoreline stabilization. 
 

10.   Public Comments: No public comments 
 
11.   Authority Member Comments 

a. Members expressed that there is an urgency to the issue. All needed to have follow up 
conversations with their respective boards to discuss the further role of the Harbor Authority, and 
to get agreement to move on to Task 2. 
 

12.  Adjournment by Chair 
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I n t r od u c t i on  
 

Why Kalamazoo Lake Matters 
 
Kalamazoo Lake is the last inland waterbody before Lake Michigan and a regional harbor asset supporting 
navigation, recreation, and tourism. 
 
Stakeholder Interviews, the review of previous studies and plans revealed that the long-term viability of 
Kalamazoo Lake as a navigable harbor is central to the economic health, tourism competitiveness, and 
community identity of Saugatuck, Douglas, and Saugatuck Township. Across all planning documents, 
survey responses and interviews, one message is consistent: reliable dredging is foundational to the 
region’s waterfront economy and quality of life. If dredging were to stop and navigation reliability 
declined, the impacts would be immediate, visible, and unevenly distributed across the three jurisdictions. 
 

Impacts 
 
Saugatuck would experience the most severe consequences. Its marinas, charter fleet, waterfront 
businesses, and tourism brand depend directly on a functioning harbor. Reduced boat traffic, grounding 
risks, and declining slip demand would weaken the city’s visitor economy, diminish seasonal employment, 
and erode fiscal revenues tied to tourism and commercial activity. Waterfront property values—already 
among the highest in the region—would face downward pressure as buyers discount for uncertainty and 
loss of access. 
 
Douglas would face moderate to high impacts, particularly around Wade’s Bayou, where shallow 
conditions already constrain motorized access. The city’s recreation-driven tourism economy and 
waterfront amenities would be affected by reduced usability and declining visitor volume. Fiscal impacts 
would emerge through lower commercial activity, reduced tourism spending, and slower growth in 
taxable value for waterfront parcels. 
 
Saugatuck Township would experience indirect but meaningful effects. While the Township does not rely 
on the harbor for daily operations, its economy benefits from regional tourism, short-term rentals, and 
recreation activity linked to the lake and river system. A decline in harbor function would reduce visitor 
spending, slow private investment, and weaken long-term growth in property values—particularly for 
river-adjacent and lake-influenced areas. As upstream watershed conditions contribute to sedimentation, 
the Township’s role in regional water management becomes even more important. 
 
Across all jurisdictions, the broader implications are clear: loss of dredging undermines economic vitality, 
reduces tourism competitiveness, weakens quality of life, and erodes fiscal stability. The Tri-Community’s 
shared identity as a waterfront destination depends on maintaining safe, reliable navigation. Without 
dredging, the region would face declining business activity, job losses, reduced municipal revenues, and 
long-term impacts on property values and community character. 
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F i n d i n gs  -  P r ev i o us  S t u d y  Re v i ew a n d  S tak e h o l d er  
I n te r v i e ws  
 

Recreation, Access, and Public Use Impacts 
 
High Recreational Value 
The Parks & Recreation Master Plan emphasizes the lake’s role as a regional recreation asset: 

• “Parks provide people with a place to gather, to be active, to socialize, and connect with the 
environment and each other.” 

• Kalamazoo Lake is central to boating, paddling, fishing, and waterfront access. 
 
Constraints Due to Environmental Conditions 
PCB contamination historically restricted use: 

• “The Kalamazoo River… is part of a United States EPA Superfund designation… restricting use of 
the river and planning future activities in some situations.” 

 
Sedimentation also limits recreation: 

• Shallowing reduces navigability 
• Dredging disruptions affect marinas and boaters 

 
Growing Demand for Access 
The Tri-Community Master Plan and Parks Plan highlight: 

• Need for more public access points 
• Demand for non-motorized trails and waterfront connectivity 
• Importance of safe access and shoreline restoration 

 

Economic & Fiscal Impacts 
 
Tourism & Waterfront Economy 
Kalamazoo Lake is a major economic engine: 

• The Greenway Plan identifies the need for “economic development” tied to river restoration and 
recreation. 

• The Tri-Community Master Plan emphasizes tourism as a core economic driver: “Strengthen and 
expand upon the area's economic bases… and enhance the tourism potential of the area.” 

 
Costs of Environmental Management 
KLHA survey respondents consistently highlight: 

• “Long-term dredging and maintenance costs” 
• “Financial clarity is essential prior to any long-term commitments” 
• “Scenario-based modeling is encouraged to assess varying cost conditions” 

 
Implications: 

• Fiscal impacts vary across Saugatuck, Douglas, and the Township 
• Shared governance requires transparent cost allocation 
• Future investments (dredging, infrastructure, restoration) must be justified with data 
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Governance, Coordination & Planning Impacts 
 
Regional Coordination is Essential 
KLHA survey responses emphasize: 

• “KLHA should function primarily as a strategic leadership body” 
• “KLHA must establish clear goals, roles, and expectations” 

 
The Greenway Plan reinforces the need for multi-jurisdictional collaboration: 

• “Cooperation and partnerships… are critical to the success of the Lower Kalamazoo River 
Greenway.” 

 
Land Use & Waterfront Management 
The Tri-Community Master Plan stresses: 

• “Protect and enhance the natural aesthetic values and recreation potential of all waterfront 
areas” 

• “Limit the height and mass of new development along waterfront areas” 
 
Implications: 

• Waterfront development must balance access, viewsheds, and environmental protection 
• Intergovernmental coordination is required for zoning, dredging, and access planning 

 

Community & Quality-of-Life Impacts 
 
Identity, Character, and Public Expectations 
The Tri-Community Master Plan highlights: 

• “Preserve the scenic beauty of the environment” 
• “Retain and enhance the quiet, scenic, and small town/rural character” 

 
The Parks Plan emphasizes: 

• Recreation as a core contributor to mental and physical health 
• The lake as a defining feature of community identity 

 
Environmental Restoration as a Community Priority 
The Greenway Plan notes: 

• “Work on improving environmental quality… and address key ecological issues” 
• “Fixing severe sources of erosion” 
• “Planning for long-term river restoration” 
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Impact Findings Summary Tables 
• Saugatuck absorbs the highest overall impact, with severe consequences for its economy, tourism 

brand, fiscal stability, and waterfront property values. 
• Douglas experiences moderate to high impacts, especially in recreation, tourism, and 

shoreline-adjacent taxable value. 
• Saugatuck Township faces indirect but meaningful impacts, primarily through reduced regional 

visitor activity and slower growth in property values and investment. 
 

Table 1. Economy 

Jurisdiction Severity Notes 

Saugatuck High 
Loss of harbor function reduces marina activity, charter 
operations, waterfront business revenue, and visitor spending. 

Douglas Moderate–High 
Wade’s Bayou access declines; reduced cross-harbor visitation 
impacts retail and recreation-based businesses. 

Township Moderate 
Indirect effects through reduced regional tourism and slower 
private investment. 

 
 

Table 2. Tourism 

Jurisdiction Severity Notes 

Saugatuck High 
Harbor identity weakens; fewer boaters and shorter visitor 
stays reduce overall tourism competitiveness. 

Douglas High 
Non-motorized watercraft and waterfront recreation decline; 
reduced attractiveness of Wade’s Bayou as a regional access 
point. 

Township Low–Moderate 
Spillover reduction in regional visitor volume affects rural 
lodging, STRs, and recreation assets. 

 
 

Table 3. Quality of Life 

Jurisdiction Severity Notes 

Saugatuck High 
Loss of boating access, harbor activity, and waterfront events; 
diminished community identity. 

Douglas Moderate–High 
Reduced Non-motorized watercraft access and shoreline 
usability; increased crowding at remaining functional sites. 

Township Moderate 
Fewer high-quality regional recreation options; diminished 
connection to the lake–river system. 

 
 

Table 4. Jobs 

Jurisdiction Severity Notes 

Saugatuck Moderate–High 
Charter operators, marina staff, hospitality workers, and 
seasonal employees see reduced demand. 

Douglas Moderate 
Recreation-based employment and small-business staffing 
decline with lower visitor activity. 

Township Low–Moderate Indirect job losses in lodging, services, and recreation sectors. 
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Table 5. Fiscal Revenue 

Jurisdiction Severity Notes 

Saugatuck High 
Declines in tourism-related revenue, commercial activity, and 
long-term taxable value on waterfront parcels. 

Douglas Moderate–High 
Reduced commercial activity and slower taxable value growth 
for waterfront properties. 

Township Moderate 
Lower regional visitor spending slows growth in taxable value 
and business activity. 

 
 

Table 6. Property Values 

Jurisdiction Severity Notes 

Saugatuck High 
Waterfront values decline as navigation reliability erodes; 
buyers discount for uncertainty and access loss. 

Douglas Moderate–High 
Wade’s Bayou-adjacent parcels lose functional access 
premium; broader waterfront values soften. 

Township Moderate 
River-adjacent and lake-influenced parcels lose regional 
amenity value; slower long-term appreciation. 
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Local Comparison - Second-Home Markets in West Michigan 
 
Key Findings for Saugatuck/Douglas/Saugatuck Township 

• You are the most second-home-dominant market in West Michigan. 

• Your 45–65% seasonal share is the highest among peers, driving both economic vitality and 
housing stress. 

• You have the strongest price appreciation and the most constrained supply. 
 
This creates structural affordability challenges and pushes workforce households out of the region. 
 
Short-Term Rentals (STRs) are a defining market force. 

• They shape pricing, neighborhood character, and political dynamics more than in any peer 
except South Haven. 

 
Fiscal benefits are strong—but service burdens are high. 

• Second homes generate property tax revenue but also create seasonal spikes in public safety, 
infrastructure, and harbor management costs. 

 
Policy pressure will intensify. Expect continued debate around: 

• STR caps and enforcement 
• Housing affordability tools 
• Infrastructure funding (harbor, roads, parks) 
• Balancing tourism with year-round livability 

 
 

Table 7. Benchmarking Table – Summary Second Home Markets in West Michigan 
Metric Saugatuck/Douglas/ 

Saugatuck Twp 
Holland South Haven Muskegon 

% Second Homes 40–60% 10–20% 35–50% 5–10% 

Tourism Intensity Very High Moderate High Moderate 

Marina Dependency High Moderate High Low 

Housing Affordability 
Pressure 

Very High Moderate High Low 

Seasonal Population 
Swings 

Very High Low High Low 

Waterfront 
Infrastructure Needs 

High Moderate High Moderate 

Environmental 
Sensitivity 

High (sediment, PCBs) Moderate High (erosion) Moderate 

Recreation Demand Very High High High Moderate 

Governance Complexity High (3 jurisdictions) Low Moderate Low 
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Table 8. Benchmarking Table - Second Home Markets in West Michigan 
Category Saugatuck/Douglas/ 

Saugatuck Twp 
Holland South Haven Muskegon 

Overall Market 
Position 

Premier lifestyle + 
tourism market; 
extremely high 
second-home share; 
strong short-term 
rental (STR) pressures; 
limited developable 
land. 

Mixed market: 
strong year-round 
population, 
moderate 
second-home 
presence, stable 
housing supply. 

High 
second-home 
share; strong STR 
market; seasonal 
economy; historic 
lakefront appeal. 

Emerging 
market: lower 
prices, rising 
investor interest, 
early-stage STR 
pressures. 

Estimated % of 
Housing Units That 
Are Seasonal/Second 
Homes 

45–65% (varies by 
neighborhood; highest 
in lakefront and 
historic districts) 

10–18% (higher 
near lakeshore) 

40–55% 5–12% 

Median Home Value 
(2024) 

$550k–$900k+ 
(lakefront >$1.5M) 

$350k–$500k $400k–$650k $200k–$300k 

Annual Appreciation 
(5-yr) 

High (6–9%/yr) Moderate (4–6%/yr) High (6–8%/yr) Moderate-High 
(5–7%/yr) 

Short-Term Rental 
(STR) Activity 

Very High — major 
driver of demand; 
strong community 
tension; strict local 
regulation 

Moderate — 
regulated; 
concentrated near 
lakeshore 

Very High — core 
part of tourism 
economy 

Low-Moderate 
— growing but 
still early 

Housing Supply 
Constraints 

Severe — limited land, 
environmental 
constraints, high 
construction costs 

Moderate — more 
land, more zoning 
flexibility 

Moderate-High — 
limited lakefront, 
historic districts 

Low-Moderate 
— ample land, 
redevelopment 
opportunities 

Seasonality of 
Population 

Very High — summer 
population can triple 

Low-Moderate High Low 

Tourism Dependency Very High Moderate Very High Moderate 

Local Fiscal Impact of 
Second Homes 

Strong property tax 
base; limited school 
enrollment growth; 
high service demand 
(public safety, 
infrastructure) 

Balanced fiscal 
structure; strong 
year-round tax base 

High property tax 
reliance; seasonal 
service spikes 

Growing tax 
base; still 
majority 
year-round 
residents 

Community Pressure 
Points 

Housing affordability, 
workforce housing 
shortages, STR 
conflicts, 
infrastructure strain, 
marina/dredging costs 

Housing 
affordability in 
lakeshore areas; 
growth 
management 

STR regulation, 
affordability, 
downtown 
congestion 

Neighborhood 
stabilization, 
investor activity, 
affordability for 
locals 

Market Outlook  
(5–10 yrs) 

Continued premium 
pricing; increasing 
regulatory pressure; 
strong demand from 
Chicago + Midwest 
metros 

Stable growth; 
moderate 
second-home 
expansion 

Strong seasonal 
demand; rising 
regulatory 
tension 

High growth 
potential; 
affordability 
attracting 
investors 
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K a l a maz o o  L ak e  H ar b or  A u th o r i ty  ( K L HA )   
 
Recommendations for Vision, Mission Statements and Strategic Role in the Tri-Community Area 
 

Vision Statement 
 
Kalamazoo Lake will be a safe, resilient, and environmentally healthy harbor system that supports 
year-round recreation, thriving waterfront communities, and a strong regional economy. Through 
coordinated leadership across Saugatuck, Douglas, and Saugatuck Township, KLHA envisions a future 
where the lake and river are clean, navigable, and accessible, where shoreline and watershed ecosystems 
are restored, and where public access and recreation opportunities continue to expand. 
 
KLHA’s vision is a connected, collaborative Tri-Community waterfront—one where reliable navigation 
sustains local businesses, environmental stewardship protects natural resources, and shared investment 
ensures long-term fiscal and ecological resilience. The harbor system will remain a defining feature of 
community identity, supporting residents, visitors, and future generations with a vibrant, welcoming, and 
sustainable waterfront. 
 

Mission Statement 
 
The KLHA safeguards the long-term navigability, environmental health, and community value of the 
Kalamazoo Lake–Kalamazoo River system. KLHA provides unified regional leadership across Saugatuck, 
Douglas, and Saugatuck Township to ensure safe navigation, strengthen environmental stewardship, 
expand equitable public access, and support the waterfront economy that defines the Tri-Community’s 
identity and quality of life. 
 
KLHA advances this mission through coordinated dredging and sediment management, water-quality 
monitoring, shoreline and infrastructure resilience planning, and strategic investment in recreation and 
public access. By aligning jurisdictions, securing state and federal funding, and grounding decisions in 
transparent, data-driven analysis, KLHA works to protect the region’s natural assets, sustain its economic 
vitality, and maintain a thriving, accessible, and environmentally healthy harbor system for current and 
future generations. 
 

Strategic Role 
 
Kalamazoo Lake Harbor Authority (KLHA) is the tri-jurisdictional body responsible for maintaining the 
navigability, safety, ecological health, and long-term resilience of the Kalamazoo Lake–Kalamazoo River 
system from Lake Michigan to the Allegan County Dam. KLHA provides unified governance across 
Saugatuck, Douglas, and Saugatuck Township—reducing fragmentation, strengthening grant 
competitiveness, and ensuring coordinated management of one of West Michigan’s most economically 
significant waterfronts. 
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Core Strategic Roles 
 

• Navigation & Public Safety: Maintain reliable channel depth, safe vessel passage, and emergency 
response access 

• Environmental Stewardship: Reduce sedimentation, improve water quality, and support habitat 
restoration across the watershed 

• Infrastructure Resilience: Coordinate dredging, shoreline stabilization, and climate-adaptation 
investments 

• Economic Vitality: Protect a tourism economy exceeding $200M+ annually by ensuring access for 
marinas, charter operators, and waterfront businesses 

• Regional Coordination: Align jurisdictions, reduce duplication, and position the region for state 
and federal funding 

• Long-Range Planning: Develop multi-year capital plans, sediment management strategies, and 
intergovernmental agreements 

 

Suggested 10-Year Roadmap: Developing, Growing, and Strengthening KLHA’s Role 
(Based on reviewed previous studies and stakeholder interviews) 
 
PHASE 1 
Establish & Stabilize - Build the foundation for KLHA’s long term role (Years 1–3) 
Goal:  
KLHA becomes a stable, clearly defined regional authority with foundational tools, governance clarity, and 
initial funding 
 
1. Formalize Governance & Authority 

• Adopt mission, vision, and strategic role statements 
• Update Intergovernmental Agreements (IGAs) to clarify roles, responsibilities, and decision 

authority 
• Establish a KLHA Technical Advisory Committee (engineering, dredging, environmental science) 

 
2. Build Core Operational Capacity 

• Secure administrative staffing (shared staff or part-time director) 
• Develop annual work plans and standardized reporting 
• Launch annual channel condition monitoring (bathymetry + sediment sampling) 

 
3. Create Foundational Planning Tools 

• Develop a 10-year dredging strategy 
• Build a KLHA Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
• Establish a Navigation Reliability Dashboard for public transparency 

 
4. Secure Initial Funding 

• Pursue MDNR Waterways grants, NOAA coastal resilience grants, and USACE Section 107 support 
• Create a regional grant calendar and designate a grant lead 
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PHASE 2  
Expand & Integrate - Grow KLHA’s environmental, recreational, and regional coordination roles  
(Years 4–7)  
Goal:  
KLHA becomes a regional environmental and recreation coordinator, expanding its influence beyond 
dredging into watershed health, shoreline resilience, and public access 
 
1. Implement Environmental & Watershed Projects 

• Launch watershed sediment reduction projects with Allegan Conservation District 
• Implement shoreline stabilization projects (Wade’s Bayou, Coghlin Park, Township riverfront) 
• Expand PCB and water-quality monitoring 

 
2. Strengthen Recreation & Access Infrastructure 

• Coordinate waterfront access improvements across jurisdictions 
• Support Blue Star Trail and Beach-to-Bayou Trail implementation 
• Improve non-motorized watercraft access and shoreline restoration 

 
3. Integrate Climate Resilience 

• Model impacts of fluctuating Lake Michigan water levels 
• Develop adaptive dredging and shoreline protection strategies 
• Incorporate resilience into CIP and permitting 

 
4. Formalize Regional Partnerships 

• Establish a Harbor Resilience Consortium with South Haven, Holland, Muskegon 
• Partner with ODC Network, MDNR, EPA, and USACE for restoration and monitoring 

 
PHASE 3  
Lead & Innovate - Position KLHA as a statewide model for integrated harbor management (Years 8–10) 
Goal: 
KLHA becomes a recognized statewide leader in harbor resilience, environmental stewardship, and 
regional coordination 
 
1. Pilot Innovative Sediment & Dredging Solutions 

• Test nature-based dredging and beneficial sediment reuse 
• Evaluate upstream sediment traps to reduce dredging frequency 
• Develop long-term sediment management strategies 

 
2. Modernize Harbor Infrastructure 

• Coordinate marina modernization and waterfront infrastructure upgrades 
• Expand public access nodes, overlooks, and recreation amenities 
• Integrate arts, culture, and community events into waterfront planning 

 
3. Establish Long-Term Financial Sustainability 

• Create a Harbor Sustainability Fund 
• Develop dedicated revenue streams (special assessments, harbor district fees) 
• Implement jurisdictional cost-sharing agreements. 
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4. Become a Statewide Leader 

• Publish annual Harbor Health Reports 
• Present at e.g. Michigan Sea Grant, EGLE, and USACE conferences 
• Lead multi-community harbor resilience initiatives 

 

Table 9. Summary Roadmap Table 
Phase Years Strategic Focus KLHA Role 

1 1–3 Establish governance, build capacity, secure funding Foundation builder 

2 4–7 Expand environmental, recreation, and resilience work Regional coordinator 

3 8–10 Innovate, modernize, and secure long-term sustainability Statewide leader 

 

 
 

17



 

Vetter Consulting Enterprises, LLC Page 14 
Kalamazoo Lake – Impact Assessment, Phase 1 

 

D e m o gr a p h i cs  –  Ke y  I n d i c a to r s  

 
Table 10. Demographics 2026 

Indicator Saugatuck Douglas Saugatuck Township 

Population 909 1,498 3,901 

Households 485 716 1,680 

Families 274 347 1,049 

Average Household Size 1.87 2.00 2.32 

Owner Occupied Housing Units 359 576 1,551 

Renter Occupied Housing Units 126 140 129 

Median Age 58.5 61.1 54.7 

Median Household Income $140,235 $108,285 $120,084 

Average Household Income $168,732 $150,582 $141,109 

Housing Units 952 1,173 2,141 

Owner Occupied 359 576 1,551 

Renter Occupied 126 140 129 

Vacant (incl 2nd Home, STR) 467 457 461 

Median Home Value $564,858 $487,719 $444,748 

Average Home Value $672,841 $619,826 $561,091 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010 & 2020 Census, ESRI BIS forecasts for 2026 and 2031 

 
The following table shows the estimate annual growth rate for selected demographic indicators and 
compares them to the State and National level. 
 

Table 11. Trends 2026 - 2031 

Area Population Households Family 
Population 

Owner Occupied 
Housing Units 

Median 
Household Income 

Saugatuck 0.4% 0.7% 0.5% 1.3% 1.6% 

Douglas 0.5% 0.3% -0.3% 0.6% 1.7% 

Saugatuck 
Township 

0.7% 1.0% 0.9% 1.0% 1.6% 

Michigan 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.5% 2.6% 

USA 0.5% 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% 3.1% 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010 & 2020 Census, ESRI BIS forecasts for 2026 and 2031 
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C a s e  S t u d i e s  o f  Gr ea t  La kes  Har b or  G ov er n a nc e  
M o d e l s  
 
Please Note: Vetter Consulting Enterprises is an economics and markets advisory firm. Vetter Consulting 
Enterprises does NOT provide legal advise. It is highly recommended to engage a legal advisory firm 
with the matching skill set to establish the legal framework for a Harbor Authority. 
 

How Comparable Communities Structure, Fund, and Operate Harbor Authorities 
 
Harbor governance in small and mid-sized Midwest communities is shaped by a shared set of pressures: 
aging waterfront infrastructure, fluctuating dredging needs, tourism-driven seasonal demand, 
environmental constraints, and the need for coordinated management across multiple agencies and 
jurisdictions. Yet each community responds to these pressures differently, depending on its legal 
framework, operational capacity, funding tools, and local priorities. Understanding these models is 
essential for designing a governance structure for the Kalamazoo Lake Harbor Authority (KLHA) that is 
both locally grounded and regionally scalable. 
 
This assessment presents four detailed case studies—Manistee, Charlevoix, Alpena, and Muskegon—
along with a fifth reference model, Michigan City (IN). Together, these communities represent the full 
spectrum of regional harbor governance approaches used, from advisory committees to fully empowered 
municipal harbor authorities. Each case study is analyzed across six dimensions critical to KLHA’s design: 
 

1. Legal Authority - How the harbor body is created, what powers it is granted, and how jurisdiction 
is defined. 

2. Governance Structure - How boards are composed, how decisions are made, and how authority 
is delegated. 

3. Funding Mechanisms - How harbor operations and capital projects are financed, including fees, 
leases, appropriations, and grants. 

4. Dredging & Navigation Responsibilities - How communities coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Coast Guard, and state agencies to maintain safe navigation. 

5. Capital Planning - How long-range harbor improvements are identified, prioritized, funded, and 
executed. 

6. Intergovernmental Coordination - How harbor bodies work with municipalities, counties, federal 
agencies, and regional partners. 

 
These case studies are not abstract comparisons—they are directly relevant analogs for Saugatuck, 
Douglas, and Saugatuck Township. Each community operates within a tourism-driven waterfront 
economy, relies on federal dredging support, and manages a mix of public marinas, boat launches, 
waterfront parks, and shoreline infrastructure. Their governance models demonstrate what is possible 
under municipal ordinance authority, without requiring state-level special district legislation. 
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Why These Case Studies Matter for KLHA 
KLHA is being designed as a regional harbor authority with both operational and advisory responsibilities. 
To build a governance model that is durable, legitimate, and effective, KLHA must draw from proven 
structures used in comparable communities. The case studies in this chapter provide: 
 

• Legal precedents for ordinance-based harbor authorities 
• Operational models for managing marinas, docks, and waterfront facilities 
• Funding frameworks that blend user fees, leases, appropriations, and grants 
• Capital planning practices that support long-range infrastructure investment 
• Coordination strategies for working with USACE, Coast Guard, DNR, and tourism agencies 
• Governance structures that balance authority, accountability, and community voice 

 
Each case study offers a different lesson: 

• Manistee shows how advisory oversight can be structured and integrated with municipal 
planning. 

• Charlevoix demonstrates how delegated operational authority can support a tourism-driven 
harbor. 

• Alpena illustrates how advisory bodies can influence zoning, redevelopment, and capital 
priorities. 

• Muskegon provides a model for high-capacity operational authority and multi-sector waterfront 
management. 

• Michigan City offers the clearest example of a fully empowered municipal harbor authority with 
defined jurisdiction and strong legal powers. 

 
Together, these models form the foundation for KLHA’s recommended governance structure—a hybrid 
authority that blends operational capability with structured advisory oversight, tailored to the 
multi-jurisdictional reality of the Kalamazoo Lake system. 
 
This assessment is designed to support decision-making by: 

• Municipal leaders 
• Harbor stakeholders 
• Planning and zoning officials 
• Tourism and economic development partners 
• Community members 
• KLHA board members (interim or future) 

 
Each case study provides a detailed, evidence-based profile that can be used to evaluate governance 
options, refine KLHA’s legal framework, and shape the authority’s operational and capital planning 
responsibilities. 
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Summary Great Lakes Region Harbor Authorities Case Studies 
 
Michigan City (IN) Port Authority 
Legal structure: 

• Created directly by municipal ordinance (Chapter 110 – Waterways, Article II – Port Authority). 
• Jurisdiction defined over harbor, marina, and waterways. 
• Powers include operations, maintenance, fees, and capital improvements.  

 
Why it matches KLHA: 

• Ordinance-based authority with defined jurisdiction and operational powers. 
• Funding mechanisms include fees, leases, and municipal appropriations. 

 
Manistee (MI) Harbor Commission 
Legal structure: 

• Established by city ordinance; advisory + operational oversight. 
• Included in NOAA’s “Working Waterfronts” case studies.  

 
Why it matches: 

• Community size (~6,000) comparable to Saugatuck/Douglas region. 
• Commission structure similar to MCCD’s governance model. 
• Focus on dredging, navigation, waterfront access, and economic development. 

 
Charlevoix (MI) Harbor Authority 
Legal structure: 

• Municipal harbor authority with delegated powers for marina operations, harbor infrastructure, 
and waterfront planning. 

• Profiled in NOAA case studies.  
 
Why it matches: 

• Comparable tourism-driven waterfront economy. 
• City-level authority with operational and planning responsibilities. 
• Similar governance scale and funding mechanisms. 

 
Alpena (MI) Harbor Advisory Committee 
Legal structure: 

• Advisory body established by city ordinance. 
• NOAA case study includes governance, zoning, and waterfront management.  

 
Why it matches: 

• Small-city scale (roughly 10,000). 
• Strong integration with zoning and waterfront land-use planning. 

 
Muskegon (MI) Harbor Authority/Port of Muskegon 
Legal structure: 

• Municipal harbor authority with broader port functions. 
• Included in NOAA’s working waterfront series.  
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Why it matches: 

• Larger than Saugatuck/Douglas but structurally similar. 
• Demonstrates how municipal harbor authorities manage dredging, navigation, and economic  

 

Key Implications for the KLHA 
• Manistee + Alpena → Strong advisory and planning integration. 
• Charlevoix + Michigan City → Clear delegated authority and operational powers. 
• Muskegon → Scalable model for long-term growth and multi-sector coordination. 

 
Together, these models support a hybrid KLHA structure that blends advisory oversight with operational 
authority—tailored to the multi-jurisdictional nature of the Kalamazoo Lake system. 
 
 

Great Lakes Harbor Governance Comparison Summary 
Governance Area 
/Community 

Manistee (MI) Charlevoix (MI) Alpena (MI) Muskegon (MI) Michigan City 
(IN) 

Legal Authority Municipal 
ordinance; 
advisory + 
limited ops 

Municipal 
ordinance; 
delegated 
operational 
authority 

Municipal 
ordinance; 
advisory only 

Municipal 
ordinance; full 
operational + 
port powers 

Municipal 
ordinance; full 
operational 
authority 

Governance 
Structure 

Advisory 
commission; 
city-integrated 

Harbor 
Authority 
board; 
delegated ops 

Advisory 
committee; 
planning-focused 

Harbor 
Authority 
board; 
high-capacity 
ops 

Port Authority 
board; strong 
ops + capital 

Funding 
Mechanisms 

City budget + 
user fees + 
grants 

User fees + 
leases + grants 
+ city support 

City budget + 
user fees + 
grants 

User fees + 
leases + port 
revenues + 
grants 

User fees + 
leases + city 
appropriations 
+ grants 

Dredging & 
Navigation 

USACE-led; 
local advisory 
coordination 

USACE-led; local 
operational 
coordination 

USACE-led; 
advisory 
coordination 

USACE-led; local 
operational + 
industrial 
coordination 

USACE-led; local 
operational 
coordination 

Capital Planning Advisory role 
in waterfront 
planning 

Multi-year 
capital plan; 
authority-driven 

Advisory role; 
integrated with 
city planning 

Multi-year 
capital plan; 
authority-driven 

Multi-year 
capital plan; 
authority-driven 

Inter-
governmental 
Coordination 

City + USACE + 
DNR + Coast 
Guard 

City + USACE + 
DNR + Coast 
Guard + tourism 

City + USACE + 
DNR + NOAA 

City + USACE + 
DNR + Coast 
Guard + 
economic 
development 

City + USACE + 
DNR + Coast 
Guard 
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Case Study: Michigan City (IN) Port Authority 
A Midwest municipal-ordinance harbor authority comparable to the KLHA concept 
 
Michigan City’s Port Authority is one of the clearest examples in the Great Lakes Area of a municipally 
created harbor authority with formal jurisdiction, operational powers, and capital planning authority. It 
provides a strong analog for KLHA because it demonstrates how a city can legally empower a harbor body 
without state-level special district legislation. 
 
Legal Authority 
Creation Mechanism 

• Established by municipal ordinance under Chapter 110 – Waterways, Article II – Port Authority of 
the Michigan City municipal code. 

• The ordinance creates the authority, defines its jurisdiction, and delegates powers for harbor 
management, operations, and capital improvements. 

Key Legal Powers 
• Fee-setting authority: The Port Authority may establish and collect fees for harbor use, moorage, 

and marina services. 
• Contracting authority: Authorized to enter into leases, service contracts, and operating 

agreements. 
• Capital authority: Empowered to plan, finance, and execute capital improvements within the 

harbor district. 
• Regulatory authority: Can adopt rules governing harbor operations, navigation safety, and facility 

use. 
• Grant authority: Explicitly permitted to apply for and receive federal, state, and regional grants. 

 
Implications for KLHA 
Michigan City demonstrates that municipal ordinance alone can create a harbor authority with real 
operational and financial powers, without requiring state legislation or special district formation. KLHA 
can adopt a nearly identical legal structure through coordinated ordinances across Saugatuck, Douglas, 
and Saugatuck Township. 
 
Governance Structure 
Board Composition 

• Governed by a Port Authority Board/Commission appointed by the mayor and confirmed by the 
city council. 

• Members typically include individuals with backgrounds in: 
o Maritime operations 
o Finance 
o Planning 
o Public works 
o Tourism/economic development 
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Governance Model 

• Policy + operational oversight hybrid The board sets policy, approves budgets, oversees capital 
planning, and provides direction to staff or contracted operators. 

• Executive leadership Day-to-day operations are managed by a harbor master or marina manager, 
reporting to the board. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Michigan City’s governance model shows how a commission-style board can effectively oversee both 
policy and operations. KLHA can adopt a similar hybrid model with representation from all three 
jurisdictions. 
 
Funding Mechanisms 
Primary Revenue Sources 

• User fees: Slip rentals, transient moorage, launch fees, storage fees. 
• Leases: Waterfront concessions, marina operators, event space rentals. 
• Municipal appropriations: General fund support for operations or capital projects. 
• Grants: 

o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
o NOAA coastal programs 
o Indiana DNR boating and recreation grants 
o Federal infrastructure programs 

 
Financial Structure 

• Revenues flow into a dedicated harbor fund. 
• The authority has discretion to allocate funds toward operations, maintenance, and capital 

improvements. 
 
Implications for the KLHA 
Michigan City’s funding model is directly transferable: fees + leases + appropriations + grants. KLHA can 
replicate this structure with a KLHA Harbor Fund. 
 
Dredging & Navigation Responsibilities 
Role in Dredging 

• Coordinates with USACE for dredging of the federal navigation channel. 
• Oversees local dredging needs for marina basins, transient docks, and waterfront access points. 
• Responsible for dredging planning, permitting, and local match funding. 

 
Navigation Responsibilities 

• Maintains navigation aids, signage, and safety infrastructure. 
• Oversees harbor rules, vessel movement guidelines, and seasonal operations. 
• Coordinates with: 

o U.S. Coast Guard 
o Indiana DNR 
o Local law enforcement 
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Implications for the KLHA 
Michigan City shows how a harbor authority can serve as the central coordinating body for dredging and 
navigation—critical for Kalamazoo Lake and the channel to Lake Michigan. 
 
Capital Planning 
Capital Improvement Planning 

• Develops a multi-year Harbor Capital Improvement Plan (HCIP). 
• Prioritizes projects such as: 

o Marina upgrades 
o Dock replacements 
o Breakwater improvements 
o Harbor dredging cycles 
o Waterfront access enhancements 
o Parking and circulation improvements 

 
Capital Project Execution 

• Authority can: 
o Issue RFPs 
o Manage contracts 
o Oversee construction 
o Coordinate with city engineering and planning departments 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Michigan City demonstrates how a harbor authority can take full responsibility for planning, funding, and 
executing capital projects, which aligns with KLHA’s intended role. 
 
Intergovernmental Coordination 
Key Partnerships 

• City of Michigan City: Budgeting, land use, zoning, infrastructure. 
• USACE: Dredging, breakwater maintenance, navigation channel management. 
• U.S. Coast Guard: Navigation safety, emergency response. 
• Indiana DNR: Boating regulations, grants, environmental compliance. 
• Regional tourism agencies: Waterfront events, visitor services. 

 
Coordination Mechanisms 

• Formal agreements for dredging and capital projects. 
• Joint planning sessions with city departments. 
• Participation in regional waterfront and tourism initiatives. 
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Implications for the KLHA 
Michigan City provides a model for how KLHA can coordinate across: 

• Three municipalities 
• Allegan County 
• USACE 
• Coast Guard 
• State agencies 
• Tourism organizations 

 
KLHA’s multi-jurisdictional nature makes this coordination even more essential. 
 
Summary 
Michigan City’s Port Authority is the best Midwest case study because it demonstrates: 

• Municipal ordinance is sufficient to create a powerful harbor authority. 
• Governance can combine policy oversight with operational authority. 
• Funding mechanisms are diverse and sustainable. 
• Dredging and navigation responsibilities can be centralized. 
• Capital planning can be long-range and authority-driven. 
• Intergovernmental coordination is built into the authority’s mandate. 
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Case Study: Manistee (MI) Harbor Commission 
Advisory + operational authority under city ordinance, documented in NOAA’s Working Waterfronts series 
 
Legal Authority 
Creation and basis 

• The Harbor Commission is established under Chapter 266 of the Codified Ordinances of the City 
of Manistee. 

• The ordinance formally creates the commission, defines its advisory role, and links it to specific 
waterfront facilities: the marina, boat launch, and related waterfront infrastructure. 

 
Scope of Authority 

• The Commission is explicitly “charged with overseeing in an advisory capacity the marina, boat 
launch and related waterfront facilities.” 

• While primarily advisory, the ordinance and subsequent practice give the Commission operational 
influence through review of policies, fees, capital needs, and management practices for harbor 
facilities. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 

• Manistee shows how a small city can legally empower a harbor body via ordinance without 
creating a separate special district—exactly the pattern KLHA could follow with coordinated 
ordinances across Saugatuck, Douglas, and Saugatuck Township. 

 
Governance Structure 
Composition and Appointments 

• The Harbor Commission is a standing city board, meeting monthly in City Hall. 
• Membership includes: 

o Harbormaster (staff role, often ex officio) 
o Multiple citizen members with boating, waterfront, or community experience 
o City Manager as an ex officio member, ensuring direct linkage to administration and 

budgeting. 
 
Governance Model 

• Advisory-Plus: 
o Provides policy guidance on marina operations, boat launch management, and waterfront 

facilities. 
o Reviews and recommends fees, operating policies, and capital priorities to City Council 

and administration. 
• The Commission operates under bylaws and a strategic plan (2013–2016), which frame its 

priorities and work program. 
 
Implications for the KLHA 

• Manistee’s model is a good analog for a commission-style board where policy, planning, and 
oversight are centralized, but execution remains closely tied to municipal staff—useful if KLHA 
wants a strong advisory role with targeted operational authority. 
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Funding Mechanisms 
Primary Funding Channels 

• City budget appropriations: 
o Marina and boat launch operations are funded through the city’s budget, with the Harbor 

Commission advising on needs and priorities. 
• User fees: 

o Slip rentals, transient moorage, launch fees, and related charges provide operating 
revenue for harbor facilities. 

• Grants and external funding: 
o Manistee participates in state and federal programs (e.g., Michigan DNR Waterways 

Program, USACE navigation projects) that support harbor infrastructure and dredging. 
 
Commission’s Role 

• The Harbor Commission does not directly hold or manage a separate fund, but it: 
o Reviews fee structures and recommends adjustments. 
o Identifies capital and maintenance needs that drive budget requests and grant 

applications. 
 
Implications for KLHA 

• Manistee illustrates a lighter-touch financial model where the harbor body shapes funding 
decisions without being the formal fiscal agent—KLHA could adopt this or move toward a 
dedicated harbor fund (more like Michigan City). 

 
Dredging and Navigation Responsibilities 
Federal Navigation Channel 

• Manistee Harbor is a federal harbor and channel project under the Rivers and Harbors Act; USACE 
Detroit District maintains the federal channel between Lake Michigan and Manistee Lake. 

• USACE conducts maintenance dredging to ensure safe navigation for commercial and recreational 
vessels, coordinating with the U.S. Coast Guard and state agencies. 

 
Local Role and Coordination 

• The Harbor Commission: 
o Monitors shoaling, navigation constraints, and user impacts. 
o Provides local input on dredging timing, placement of dredged material, and harbor user 

needs. 
o Works with city staff to align dredging with tourism seasons, environmental windows, and 

waterfront operations (e.g., fish spawning “windows” noted by Michigan DNR). 
 
Implications for the KLHA 

• Manistee shows how a harbor commission can be the local voice and coordinator for federal 
dredging—KLHA can play a similar role for Kalamazoo Lake and the channel, even if USACE retains 
primary dredging authority. 
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Capital Planning 
Planning Framework 

• Manistee’s waterfront and harbor are embedded in broader waterfront land-use and 
infrastructure planning, documented in the NOAA Working Waterfronts case study. 

• The case study highlights: 
o Zoning adjacent to the waterfront. 
o Parcel classification and water-dependent uses. 
o Infrastructure and access conditions 

 
Commission’s Role in Capital Decisions 

• The Harbor Commission: 
o Identifies capital needs for marina, boat launch, and waterfront facilities. 
o Contributes to strategic planning (e.g., Harbor Commission Strategic Plan 2013–2016) 

that guides investment priorities. 
o Advises City Council and staff on sequencing and prioritization of harbor-related projects. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 

• Manistee offers a model where a harbor body shapes capital planning within a broader municipal 
framework—KLHA could similarly drive a Harbor Capital Improvement Plan that is formally 
recognized in each jurisdiction’s capital program. 

 
Intergovernmental Coordination 
Key Partners 

• City of Manistee: 
o Planning, zoning, budgeting, and public works for waterfront and harbor facilities. 

• USACE Detroit District: 
o Federal channel dredging and navigation maintenance. 

• U.S. Coast Guard: 
o Navigation safety and emergency response (highlighted in NOAA case study imagery and 

context). 
• Michigan DNR: 

o Regulatory windows for dredging, habitat protection, and boating programs. 
• Michigan Sea Grant / NOAA: 

o Technical assistance and analysis through the Working Waterfronts program 
 
Coordination Mechanisms 

• Formal and informal coordination occurs through: 
o Harbor Commission meetings (with staff and ex officio city manager). 
o Joint planning around dredging schedules, waterfront zoning, and infrastructure projects. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 

• Manistee demonstrates that even an advisory-plus commission can be a central hub for 
intergovernmental coordination—KLHA can adopt this role across multiple municipalities, county, 
USACE, Coast Guard, DNR, and tourism partners. 
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Case Study: Charlevoix (MI) Harbor Authority 
Municipal harbor governance with delegated powers (NOAA Working Waterfronts case study) 
 
Charlevoix is one of the strongest analogs for KLHA because it is a small, tourism-driven waterfront 
community that uses a municipal harbor authority to manage marina operations, harbor infrastructure, 
and waterfront access. Unlike Manistee’s advisory model, Charlevoix’s Harbor Authority has delegated 
operational powers, making it a closer match to a hybrid authority/commission model. 
 
Legal Authority 
Creation Mechanism 

• The Charlevoix Harbor Authority is established by municipal ordinance within the City of 
Charlevoix Code of Ordinances. 

• The ordinance: 
o Creates the authority as a formal municipal body. 
o Defines jurisdiction over the municipal marina, harbor basin, waterfront facilities, and 

related infrastructure. 
o Delegates operational powers to the authority, distinguishing it from advisory-only bodies 

like Alpena. 
 
Delegated Powers 
The ordinance grants the Harbor Authority the ability to: 

• Operate and manage harbor and marina facilities. 
• Set and adjust fees, charges, and moorage rates. 
• Enter into contracts, leases, and service agreements. 
• Oversee maintenance, repairs, and capital improvements. 
• Provide formal recommendations on waterfront planning and zoning. 

 
Implication for the KLHA 
Charlevoix demonstrates that a municipal ordinance can delegate real operational authority to a harbor 
body without creating a special district.  
 
Governance Structure 
Board Composition 

• The Harbor Authority is governed by a city-appointed board, typically consisting of: 
o Local residents with boating or maritime experience 
o Business/tourism stakeholders 
o Individuals with finance, planning, or public works backgrounds 

• City staff (e.g., city manager, harbormaster) participate as ex officio or administrative liaisons. 
 
Governance Model 

• Operational authority: The board oversees marina operations, harbor maintenance, and 
waterfront facility management. 

• Policy authority: The board sets policies, reviews budgets, and approves capital priorities. 
• Administrative integration: Day-to-day operations are carried out by a Harbormaster and marina 

staff, reporting to the authority. 
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Implications for the KLHA 
Charlevoix provides a model for a regional board with delegated powers, which aligns with a 
recommended KLHA structure (9-member board, cross-jurisdictional appointments, operational 
authority). 
 
Funding Mechanisms 
Primary Revenue Sources 

• User fees: Slip rentals, transient moorage, launch fees, seasonal storage, pump-out fees. 
• Leases and concessions: Waterfront businesses, marina operators, event space rentals. 
• Municipal appropriations: City general fund support for major capital projects or operational gaps. 
• State and federal grants: 

o Michigan DNR Waterways Program 
o NOAA coastal programs 
o USACE navigation and infrastructure support 
o Tourism and recreation grants 

 
Financial Structure 

• Revenues flow into a dedicated harbor/marina fund, managed by the city but directed by the 
Harbor Authority’s priorities. 

• The authority influences: 
o Fee schedules 
o Budget allocations 
o Capital investment decisions 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Charlevoix’s funding model is nearly identical to what KLHA needs: fees + leases + appropriations + grants, 
with a dedicated harbor fund. 
 
Dredging & Navigation Responsibilities 
Federal Role 

• Charlevoix Harbor is part of a federal navigation system, with USACE responsible for: 
o Channel dredging 
o Breakwater maintenance 
o Navigation safety infrastructure 

 
Local Role 
The Harbor Authority: 

• Monitors shoaling and navigation constraints. 
• Coordinates with USACE on dredging schedules and placement of dredged material. 
• Maintains local navigation aids, signage, and seasonal operations. 
• Works with the U.S. Coast Guard on safety and emergency response. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Charlevoix shows how a harbor authority can be the local operational partner for federal dredging—
critical for Kalamazoo Lake and the channel to Lake Michigan. 
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Capital Planning 
Capital Improvement Planning 
Charlevoix maintains a multi-year capital plan for: 

• Marina docks and slips 
• Harbor basin infrastructure 
• Waterfront access points 
• Parking, circulation, and visitor amenities 
• Breakwater and shoreline protection 
• Wayfinding and public realm improvements 

 
Authority’s Role 
The Harbor Authority: 

• Identifies capital needs. 
• Prioritizes projects based on safety, tourism demand, and infrastructure condition. 
• Works with city engineering and planning departments to execute projects. 
• Oversees RFPs, contracts, and construction for harbor-related improvements. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Charlevoix provides a model for a Harbor Capital Improvement Plan (HCIP) that KLHA can adopt—10-to-
20-year horizon, integrated with municipal capital programs. 
 
Intergovernmental Coordination 
Key Partners 

• City of Charlevoix: Planning, zoning, budgeting, public works. 
• USACE: Dredging, breakwater maintenance, navigation channel management. 
• U.S. Coast Guard: Navigation safety and emergency response. 
• Michigan DNR: Boating regulations, grant programs, environmental compliance. 
• NOAA: Technical assistance and waterfront planning (Working Waterfronts case study). 
• Regional tourism organizations: Waterfront events, visitor services, marina marketing. 

 
Coordination Mechanisms 

• Joint planning sessions with city departments. 
• Formal agreements for dredging and capital projects. 
• Regular communication with USACE and Coast Guard. 
• Integration with regional tourism and economic development strategies 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Charlevoix demonstrates how a harbor authority can serve as the central coordinating body across 
multiple agencies—exactly what KLHA should do across three municipalities, Allegan County, USACE, 
Coast Guard, and DNR. 
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Summary 
Charlevoix is one of the closest matches to KLHA because it demonstrates: 

• Municipal ordinance can create a harbor authority with real operational powers. 
• A small, tourism-driven community can sustain a delegated harbor authority. 
• Funding mechanisms mirror what KLHA will use. 
• Dredging and navigation coordination can be centralized. 
• Capital planning can be long-range and authority-driven. 
• Intergovernmental coordination is built into the authority’s mandate. 
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Case Study: Alpena (MI) Harbor Advisory Committee 
Structured municipal oversight of harbor operations (NOAA Working Waterfronts case study) 
 
Alpena is a strong analog for KLHA’s advisory-plus governance functions. Unlike Charlevoix or Michigan 
City, Alpena’s harbor body is advisory rather than operational, but it plays a critical role in planning, 
zoning, waterfront access, and intergovernmental coordination. Alpena demonstrates how a small city 
can maintain structured harbor oversight without delegating full operational authority—useful if KLHA 
wants a tiered governance model. 
 
Legal Authority 
Creation Mechanism 

• The Alpena Harbor Advisory Committee is established by municipal ordinance within the City of 
Alpena Code of Ordinances. 

• The ordinance: 
o Creates the committee as a formal advisory body. 
o Defines its scope of review over harbor operations, waterfront access, and marina 

management. 
o Establishes its role in planning and policy guidance, not direct operations. 

 
Scope of Legal Authority 
The ordinance authorizes the committee to: 

• Review and advise on harbor operations, marina policies, and waterfront access. 
• Provide recommendations to the City Council and City Manager. 
• Participate in planning, zoning, and redevelopment discussions affecting the waterfront. 
• Serve as a liaison between harbor users, city staff, and external agencies. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Alpena demonstrates how a harbor body can be legally empowered to provide structured oversight 
without assuming full operational control—useful if KLHA wants a commission tier beneath an operational 
authority tier. 
 
Governance Structure 
Composition 

• The committee is composed of appointed citizen members, typically representing: 
o Recreational boating interests 
o Waterfront businesses 
o Tourism and community stakeholders 

• City staff (e.g., City Manager, Harbormaster) participate as ex officio or administrative liaisons. 
 

35



 

Vetter Consulting Enterprises, LLC Page 32 
Kalamazoo Lake – Impact Assessment, Phase 1 

 
Governance Model 

• Advisory governance: The committee does not operate facilities directly but provides structured 
oversight and policy guidance. 

• Planning integration: The committee is deeply involved in waterfront planning, zoning, and 
redevelopment discussions. 

• Operational influence: While not empowered to execute operations, the committee’s 
recommendations shape: 

o Fee schedules 
o Marina policies 
o Waterfront access improvements 
o Capital priorities 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Alpena provides a model for a policy-focused advisory body that could complement KLHA’s operational 
authority. 
 
Funding Mechanisms 
Primary Funding Channels 

• City budget appropriations: Harbor and marina operations are funded through the city’s general 
fund or enterprise fund. 

• User fees: Slip rentals, transient moorage, launch fees, and storage fees support operations. 
• Grants: Alpena participates in: 

o Michigan DNR Waterways Program 
o NOAA coastal programs 
o USACE navigation projects 
o State recreation and tourism grants 

 
Committee’s Role 

• The committee does not manage funds directly, but it: 
o Reviews fee structures 
o Recommends budget priorities 
o Identifies capital needs 
o Supports grant applications through planning and justification 

 
Implications to the KLHA 
Alpena illustrates a non-fiscal governance model where the harbor body shapes funding decisions without 
being the fiscal agent—useful if KLHA wants a two-tier structure (authority + advisory committee). 
 
Dredging & Navigation Responsibilities 
Federal Role 

• Alpena Harbor is a federal navigation project, maintained by USACE Detroit District. 
• USACE handles: 

o Channel dredging 
o Breakwater maintenance 
o Navigation safety infrastructure 
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Local Role 
The Harbor Advisory Committee: 

• Monitors shoaling and navigation constraints. 
• Provides local input on dredging timing and impacts. 
• Coordinates with: 

o USACE 
o U.S. Coast Guard 
o Michigan DNR 

• Advises on navigation signage, safety improvements, and waterfront access. 
 
Implications for the KLHA 
Alpena shows how an advisory body can be the local coordination hub for federal dredging—critical for 
Kalamazoo Lake and the channel. 
 
Capital Planning 
Planning Framework 
Alpena’s waterfront planning is documented in the NOAA Working Waterfronts case study, which 
highlights: 

• Waterfront zoning 
• Parcel classification 
• Water-dependent uses 
• Infrastructure conditions 
• Public access and recreation needs 

 
Committee’s Role 
The Harbor Advisory Committee: 

• Identifies capital needs for marina and waterfront facilities. 
• Advises on priorities for: 

o Dock replacements 
o Access improvements 
o Parking and circulation 
o Shoreline protection 
o Visitor amenities 

• Works with city planning and engineering departments to integrate harbor needs into the city’s 
capital plan. 

 
Implication for the KLHA 
Alpena provides a model for capital planning influence without operational control—KLHA could adopt 
this structure for long-range planning. 
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Intergovernmental Coordination 
Key Partners 

• City of Alpena: Planning, zoning, budgeting, public works. 
• USACE Detroit District: Dredging and navigation maintenance. 
• U.S. Coast Guard: Navigation safety and emergency response. 
• Michigan DNR: Boating regulations, grant programs, environmental compliance. 
• NOAA: Technical assistance and waterfront planning (Working Waterfronts case study). 
• Regional tourism organizations: Waterfront events, visitor services, marina marketing. 

 
Coordination Mechanisms 

• Committee meetings with city staff and external agencies. 
• Joint planning around dredging, waterfront zoning, and infrastructure projects. 
• Integration with regional tourism and economic development strategies. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Alpena demonstrates how a harbor advisory body can serve as a central coordination node across 
agencies—KLHA can adopt this role even if operational authority is delegated elsewhere. 
 
Summary 
Alpena is a strong analog for KLHA’s policy and planning functions, demonstrating that: 

• Municipal ordinance can create a structured advisory body with real influence. 
• A small city can maintain harbor oversight without delegating full operational authority. 
• Funding decisions can be shaped through advisory governance. 
• Dredging and navigation coordination can be centralized in a non-operational body. 
• Capital planning can be integrated with municipal planning and zoning. 
• Intergovernmental coordination can be formalized through committee structure. 
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Case Study: Muskegon (MI) Harbor Authority/Port of Muskegon 
Larger but structurally similar municipal harbor authority model (NOAA Working Waterfronts case study) 
 
Muskegon is the largest and most complex of the case studies for the KLHA benchmarking. While its scale 
exceeds Saugatuck/Douglas, its governance model, legal authority, and operational structure are directly 
relevant because Muskegon demonstrates how a city can manage a mixed-use port, marina system, 
industrial waterfront, and recreational harbor under a municipal authority framework. 
 
Muskegon is the best example of a full-spectrum harbor authority—combining policy, operations, capital 
planning, and intergovernmental coordination. It shows what KLHA could evolve into over time. 
 
Legal Authority 
Creation Mechanism 

• The Muskegon Harbor Authority is established through municipal ordinance within the City of 
Muskegon Code of Ordinances. 

• The ordinance: 
o Creates the authority as a formal municipal body. 
o Defines jurisdiction over marinas, waterfront facilities, port infrastructure, and 

navigational assets. 
o Delegates operational, financial, and capital powers to the authority. 

 
Legal Powers 
The ordinance grants the Harbor Authority the ability to: 

• Operate and manage harbor and waterfront facilities. 
• Set and collect fees, charges, and lease revenues. 
• Enter into contracts, leases, and public-private partnerships. 
• Oversee capital improvements, including port infrastructure. 
• Coordinate with federal and state agencies on dredging, navigation, and environmental 

compliance. 
• Provide formal recommendations on zoning, redevelopment, and waterfront land use. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Muskegon demonstrates how a municipal ordinance can support a high-capacity harbor authority with 
broad powers—useful for KLHA’s long-term evolution, especially if the region pursues major capital 
projects or expanded waterfront operations. 
 
Governance Structure 
Board Composition 

• The Harbor Authority is governed by a city-appointed board, typically including: 
o Maritime industry representatives 
o Business and economic development leaders 
o Planning and public works experts 
o Tourism and recreation stakeholders 

• City staff (City Manager, Planning Director, Harbormaster) serve as ex officio or administrative 
liaisons. 
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Governance Model 

• Operational authority: The board oversees marina operations, waterfront facilities, and 
port-related activities. 

• Policy authority: The board sets policies, approves budgets, and directs capital priorities. 
• Economic development integration: Muskegon’s authority is closely tied to the city’s economic 

development strategy, reflecting the port’s role in freight, tourism, and redevelopment. 
 
Implications for the KLHA 
Muskegon provides a model for a high-capacity regional board with both policy and operational 
authority—ideal for KLHA if the region wants a more robust authority than Manistee or Alpena. 
 
Funding Mechanisms 
Primary Revenue Sources 

• User fees: Slip rentals, transient moorage, launch fees, storage fees. 
• Leases and concessions: Waterfront businesses, marina operators, industrial tenants, event 

rentals. 
• Port revenues: Freight, shipping, and logistics operations (unique to Muskegon but instructive). 
• Municipal appropriations: City general fund support for major capital projects. 
• Grants: 

o Michigan DNR Waterways Program 
o NOAA coastal programs 
o USACE navigation and infrastructure support 
o Federal port infrastructure grants 
o State economic development grants 

 
Financial Structure 

• Revenues flow into a dedicated harbor/port fund, managed by the city but directed by the Harbor 
Authority. 

• The authority influences: 
o Fee schedules 
o Budget allocations 
o Capital investment decisions 
o Public-private partnerships 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Muskegon shows how a harbor authority can sustain diverse revenue streams, including leases and 
grants—critical for KLHA’s long-term financial sustainability. 
 
Dredging & Navigation Responsibilities 
Federal Role 

• Muskegon Harbor is a major federal navigation project, maintained by USACE Detroit District. 
• USACE handles: 

o Channel dredging 
o Breakwater maintenance 
o Navigation safety infrastructure 
o Sediment management and environmental compliance 
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Local Role 
The Harbor Authority: 

• Monitors shoaling and navigation constraints. 
• Coordinates dredging schedules with USACE, Coast Guard, and industrial users. 
• Maintains local navigation aids, signage, and seasonal operations. 
• Oversees waterfront safety and emergency response coordination. 

 
Implication for the KLHA 
Muskegon demonstrates how a harbor authority can be the central operational partner for federal 
dredging—critical for Kalamazoo Lake and the channel. 
 
Capital Planning 
Capital Improvement Planning 
Muskegon maintains a multi-year capital plan for: 

• Marina docks and slips 
• Waterfront access points 
• Port infrastructure (piers, bulkheads, freight facilities) 
• Breakwater and shoreline protection 
• Public realm improvements 
• Industrial waterfront redevelopment 
• Tourism and recreation facilities 

 
Authority’s Role 
The Harbor Authority: 

• Identifies capital needs across recreational, commercial, and industrial waterfronts. 
• Prioritizes projects based on safety, economic development, and infrastructure condition. 
• Works with city engineering, planning, and economic development departments. 
• Oversees RFPs, contracts, and construction for harbor-related improvements. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Muskegon provides a model for a comprehensive Harbor Capital Improvement Plan (HCIP)—ideal for 
KLHA if the region wants to integrate tourism, recreation, and economic development. 
 
Intergovernmental Coordination 
Key Partners 

• City of Muskegon: Planning, zoning, budgeting, public works, economic development. 
• USACE Detroit District: Dredging and navigation maintenance. 
• U.S. Coast Guard: Navigation safety and emergency response. 
• Michigan DNR: Boating regulations, grant programs, environmental compliance. 
• NOAA: Technical assistance and waterfront planning (Working Waterfronts case study). 
• Regional economic development organizations: Port operations, freight logistics, waterfront 

redevelopment. 
• Tourism agencies: Waterfront events, visitor services, marina marketing. 
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Coordination Mechanisms 

• Joint planning sessions with city departments and port operators. 
• Formal agreements for dredging and capital projects. 
• Regular communication with USACE and Coast Guard. 
• Integration with regional economic development and tourism strategies. 

 
Implications for the KLHA 
Muskegon demonstrates how a harbor authority can serve as the central coordinating body across 
agencies—exactly what KLHA must do across three municipalities, Allegan County, USACE, Coast Guard, 
and DNR. 
 
Summary 
Muskegon is the best example of a full-capacity municipal harbor authority, demonstrating that: 

• Municipal ordinance can support a high-power harbor authority with broad operational and 
capital powers. 

• A harbor authority can manage mixed-use waterfronts (recreational + industrial + tourism). 
• Funding mechanisms can be diverse and sustainable. 
• Dredging and navigation coordination can be centralized. 
• Capital planning can be long-range and multi-sector. 
• Intergovernmental coordination can be formalized and strategic. 

 
 

From Case Studies to KLHA Governance Recommendations 
 
The case studies presented reveal a clear pattern: Great Lakes harbor governance succeeds when 
communities adopt structures that balance operational authority, planning oversight, and 
intergovernmental coordination. Although each community—Manistee, Charlevoix, Alpena, Muskegon, 
and Michigan City—approaches harbor management differently, their models share common traits that 
are directly relevant to the Kalamazoo Lake system. 
 
Across all five case studies, three themes emerge: 

1. Municipal ordinance is the dominant legal mechanism. Every comparable harbor authority is 
created through local ordinance rather than state-level special district legislation. This confirms 
that Saugatuck, Douglas, and Saugatuck Township can establish KLHA through coordinated 
ordinances with clearly defined jurisdiction and powers. 

 
2. Governance structures blend authority and advisory functions. Manistee and Alpena 

demonstrate the importance of structured advisory oversight, while Charlevoix and Michigan City 
show how delegated operational authority enables effective management of marinas, docks, and 
waterfront facilities. Muskegon illustrates how these functions can scale as a harbor’s economic 
role expands. 

 
3. Effective harbor governance requires centralized coordination. All case studies highlight the 

need for a single entity to coordinate dredging, navigation, capital planning, and 
intergovernmental relationships with USACE, Coast Guard, DNR, NOAA, and tourism partners. 
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These lessons point toward a hybrid governance model for KLHA—one that combines: 

• Manistee’s advisory clarity, 
• Charlevoix’s delegated operational authority, and 
• Michigan City’s strong legal and capital powers, 

 
with the scalability demonstrated by Muskegon. 
 
The following section translates these insights into a recommended governance structure for KLHA, 
including legal authority, board composition, operational responsibilities, funding mechanisms, capital 
planning, and intergovernmental coordination. The goal is to create a regional harbor authority that is 
legally sound, operationally capable, community-responsive, and built for long-term sustainability. 
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K L H A G ov er na n c e  Re c omme n d a t i on s  
 

A Regional Harbor Authority Model for the Kalamazoo Lake System 
 

Purpose of the Governance Recommendations 
The Kalamazoo Lake system—encompassing Saugatuck, Douglas, and Saugatuck Township—requires a 
governance structure capable of coordinating dredging, navigation, capital investment, waterfront access, 
and intergovernmental relationships across multiple jurisdictions. Based on benchmarking of comparable 
Great Lakes harbor authorities (Manistee, Charlevoix, Alpena, Muskegon, Michigan City), KLHA should 
adopt a hybrid governance model that blends: 
 

• Manistee’s structured advisory oversight 
• Charlevoix’s delegated operational authority 
• Michigan City’s strong legal and capital powers 
• Muskegon’s scalability for long-term growth 

 
The following outlines the recommended governance structure for the Kalamazoo Lake Harbor Authority 
(KLHA) based on the previous case studies. 
 
As noted before, any of these recommendations have to be vetted by a legal advisory firm.  
 
 

Legal Authority 
 
Creation Mechanism 
KLHA should be established through coordinated municipal ordinances adopted by: 

• City of Saugatuck 
• City of Douglas 
• Saugatuck Township 

 
Each ordinance should: 

• Formally create KLHA as a joint regional harbor authority 
• Define the harbor district (Kalamazoo Lake, channel, public waterfront facilities) 
• Delegate operational powers (Michigan City + Charlevoix model) 
• Establish a statutory advisory function (Manistee model) 

 
Delegated Powers 
KLHA should be authorized to: 

• Operate and manage harbor and waterfront facilities 
• Set and collect fees 
• Enter into leases, licenses, and contracts 
• Plan, finance, and execute capital improvements 
• Apply for and administer grants 
• Adopt rules governing harbor operations and navigation safety 
• Provide advisory review of zoning, redevelopment, and waterfront planning 
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Governance Structure 
 
Board Composition 
9 voting members: 

• 2 appointed by Saugatuck 
• 2 appointed by Douglas 
• 2 appointed by Saugatuck Township 
• 1 appointed by Allegan County 
• 2 at-large (jointly appointed; maritime/finance/planning expertise) 

 
Non-voting ex officio: 

• City/township managers 
• Harbormaster 
• Planning/zoning representative 
• Public works/DPW representative 

 
Governance Model 

• Authority tier: Approves budgets, fees, capital plans, contracts, and operating policies 
• Advisory tier: Reviews zoning, redevelopment, waterfront access, and long-range planning 

 
This dual-tier model ensures operational capability and community legitimacy. 
 

Funding Mechanisms 
 
Revenue Streams 

• User fees (slips, transient moorage, launch, storage) 
• Leases and concessions (marina operators, waterfront businesses, events) 
• Municipal contributions (formula based on shoreline frontage or population) 
• Grants (USACE, Michigan DNR Waterways, NOAA, federal infrastructure) 

 
Financial Structure 

• All revenues flow into a KLHA Harbor Fund 
• KLHA adopts an annual operating budget and multi-year capital program 
• Advisory tier reviews fee structures and capital priorities 

 

Dredging & Navigation Responsibilities 
 
Operational Responsibilities 
KLHA should: 

• Serve as the local coordinating authority with USACE 
• Maintain local navigation aids, signage, and safety infrastructure 
• Oversee harbor rules, seasonal operations, and vessel movement guidelines 
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Coordination Responsibilities 
KLHA should coordinate with: 

• U.S. Coast Guard 
• Michigan DNR 
• Local law enforcement 
• Businesses & tourism operators 

 

Capital Planning 
 
Harbor Capital Improvement Plan (HCIP) 
KLHA should develop a 10–20-year capital plan covering: 

• Docks, marinas, launches 
• Shoreline protection and habitat 
• Access, parking, circulation 
• Wayfinding and public realm 
• Waterfront redevelopment opportunities 

 
Execution 
KLHA should: 

• Issue RFPs 
• Manage contracts 
• Oversee construction 
• Coordinate with municipal engineering and planning departments 

 

Intergovernmental Coordination 
 
Core Partners 

• Saugatuck, Douglas, Saugatuck Township 
• Allegan County 
• USACE 
• U.S. Coast Guard 
• Michigan DNR 
• NOAA 
• Regional tourism and economic development organizations 

 
Mechanisms 

• Formal Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) 
• Annual Harbor Coordination Summit 
• Joint planning sessions 
• Regular coordination with USACE and Coast Guard 
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Recommendation Summary 
 
KLHA should adopt a hybrid regional harbor authority model that integrates the strongest, most 
transferable elements from the five benchmark communities. This model is designed to meet the unique 
multi-jurisdictional needs of Saugatuck, Douglas, and Saugatuck Township while providing the operational 
capacity, legal durability, and long-range planning structure required to manage Kalamazoo Lake and the 
channel effectively. 
 
KLHA should adopt a hybrid authority model that blends: 

• Manistee’s advisory clarity 
• Charlevoix’s delegated operational authority 
• Michigan City’s strong legal and capital powers 
• Muskegon’s scalability 

 
This model is operationally capable, community-responsive, and built for long-term sustainability. 
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G e ne r a l  L i mi t i n g  C o n di t i o n s  
 
Every reasonable effort has been made to ensure that the data contained in this study reflect the most 
accurate and timely information possible and they are believed to be reliable. This study is based on 
estimates, assumptions and other information developed by Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC from its 
independent research effort, general knowledge of the industry, and consultations with the Client and the 
Client’s representatives. No responsibility is assumed for inaccuracies in reporting by the Client, the 
Client’s agent, and representatives or any other data source used in preparing or presenting this study. 
No warranty or representation is made by Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC that any of the project values 
or results contained in this study will actually be achieved. 
 
The fee Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC received for undertaking this project is in no way dependent 
upon the specific conclusions reached in this report. Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC has no financial 
interest in the project. 
 
Possession of this study does not carry with it the right of publication thereof or to use the name of “Vetter 
Consulting Enterprises LLC” in any manner. No abstracting, excerpting, or summarization of this study may 
be made. This study is not to be used in conjunction with any public or private offering of securities or 
other similar purpose where it may be relied upon to any degree by any person other than the client. This 
study may not be used for purposes other than that for which it is prepared. Exceptions to these 
restrictions may be permitted after obtaining prior written consent from Vetter Consulting Enterprises 
LLC. 
 
It is understood by VCE that the findings of this report are the proprietary property of the client and they 
will not be made available to any other organization or individual without the consent of the client. 
 
Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC understands that the client may publish this report under the agreement 
that Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC and its contractors will be indemnified against any losses, claims, 
damages and liabilities under federal and state securities laws which may arise as a result of statements 
or omissions in public or private offerings of securities. 
 
It is agreed by the client that payment for the services of VCE is due upon receipt of the invoice; that full 
payment is due upon receipt of the completed report; and that VCE has the right to withhold delivery of 
the final report pending receipt of any overdue payments. 
 
This study is qualified in its entirety by, and should be considered in light of, these limitations, conditions 
and considerations. 
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KLHA 
Existing ACT 7 Interlocal Cooperation Agreement vs Case Study based 

Recommendation  
 

Summary 
The Interlocal Cooperation Agreement creates a much more powerful and expansive authority than the 
hybrid model recommended. KLHA, as legally constituted under this agreement is not just a harbor 
authority—it is a regional economic development and water resource improvement authority with 
harbor powers layered on top. 
 

Overall Assessment 
Case Study based Recommendation: 
A harbor-focused hybrid authority blending advisory clarity, delegated operations, strong legal powers, 
and scalability. 
 
Existing ACT 7 Agreement: 
A full-scale economic development + water resource + harbor authority with: 

• TIF powers 
• Special assessment powers 
• Real estate development powers 
• Regulatory authority over navigation 
• Harbormaster police powers 
• Broad economic development mandates 

 
Major Differences 

1. Scope 
o Recommendation: Harbor governance 
o Agreement: Harbor + economic development + TIF + real estate + regulatory authority 

 
2. Governance structure 

o Recommendation: Hybrid advisory + operational 
o Agreement: Single unified board with full powers 

 
3. Funding 

o Recommendation: Fees, leases, grants 
o Agreement: Fees + leases + grants + TIF + special assessments + bonding 

 
4. Legal powers 

o Recommendation: Operational + advisory 
o Agreement: Operational + regulatory + economic development + capital financing 

 
5. Navigation authority 

o Recommendation: Coordination 
o Agreement: Direct regulatory authority + harbormaster police powers 
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Legal Authority 
KLHA’s legal authority is much broader than the recommendation—because it incorporates Act 7, Act 451, 
and Act 94 powers, which includes: 

• Economic development powers (Act 7) 
• Harbor operation and regulation powers (Act 451) 
• Water Resource Improvement District/TIF powers (Act 94) 

 
Key Difference 
The recommendation assumes a harbor-focused authority. The Agreement creates a harbor + economic 
development + water resource improvement authority with TIF powers. 
 
Governance Structure 
The ACT 7 Agreement does not specify board size or composition, the ACT 7 Agreement clearly envisions 
a single unified board, not a dual-tier advisory + operational structure. 
 
Key Difference 
The recommendation proposes a two-tier hybrid governance model. The ACT 7 Agreement creates a 
single board with full powers. 
 
 
Funding Mechanisms 
The Agreement includes far broader funding powers, including: 

• Tax increment financing (TIF) under Act 94 
• Special assessment districts under Act 451 
• Loans, debts, liabilities (Section 4.01(e)) 
• Gifts, grants, bequests (Section 4.02(d)) 
• Revenue bonds (Section 4.05) 
• Shared revenue agreements (Article XI) 

 
It also explicitly states: 
“Fix, charge and collect fees, rents and charges…” (Section 4.04(5)) 
 
Key Difference 
The recommendation includes traditional harbor funding. The ACT 7 Agreement adds TIF, special 
assessments, bonding, and economic development financing tools. That empowers the KLHA legally 
empowered to do far more than the recommended model assumes. 
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Dredging & Navigation Responsibilities 
The ACT 7Agreement includes explicit dredging and navigation powers under Act 451 
 
Key Difference 
The recommendation assumes coordination. The ACT 7 Agreement grants direct regulatory and 
operational authority, including harbormaster police powers. The KLHA is legally empowered to regulate 
navigation, not just coordinate. 
 
Capital Planning 
The ACT 7 Agreement includes multiple capital planning authorities, including: 

• Master Development Plan (Section 5.01) 
• Infrastructure Planning and Development (Section 5.03) 
• Real Estate Development (Section 5.06) 
• Water Resource Management Plan (Section 4.04(1)) 
• Construction, renovation, repair, restoration powers (Section 4.04(2)) 

 
Key Difference 
The recommendation focuses on harbor capital planning in comparison, the ACT 7 Agreement authorizes 
full waterfront and economic development capital planning, including real estate development. The KLHA 
is legally empowered to act more like a waterfront redevelopment authority than a harbor commission. 
 
 
Intergovernmental Coordination 
The ACT 7 Agreement includes: 

• Joint exercise of powers under Act 7 
• Coordination with State officials (Section 5.02) 
• Regulatory assistance (Section 5.07) 
• Local government assistance (Section 5.08) 
• Ability to form other entities (Section 4.01(h)) 
• Ability to cooperate with any public agency (Section 4.01(f)) 

 
Key Difference 
The recommendation focuses on harbor-specific coordination, while the ACT 7 Agreement mandates 
economic development, regulatory, and multi-agency coordination far beyond harbor operations. 
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General Limiting Conditions 
 
Every reasonable effort has been made to ensure that the data contained in this study reflect the most 
accurate and timely information possible and they are believed to be reliable. This study is based on 
estimates, assumptions and other information developed by Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC from its 
independent research effort, general knowledge of the industry, and consultations with the Client and the 
Client’s representatives. No responsibility is assumed for inaccuracies in reporting by the Client, the 
Client’s agent, and representatives or any other data source used in preparing or presenting this study. 
No warranty or representation is made by Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC that any of the project values 
or results contained in this study will actually be achieved. 
 
The fee Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC received for undertaking this project is in no way dependent 
upon the specific conclusions reached in this report. Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC has no financial 
interest in the project. 
 
Possession of this study does not carry with it the right of publication thereof or to use the name of “Vetter 
Consulting Enterprises LLC” in any manner. No abstracting, excerpting, or summarization of this study may 
be made. This study is not to be used in conjunction with any public or private offering of securities or 
other similar purpose where it may be relied upon to any degree by any person other than the client. This 
study may not be used for purposes other than that for which it is prepared. Exceptions to these 
restrictions may be permitted after obtaining prior written consent from Vetter Consulting Enterprises 
LLC. 
 
It is understood by VCE that the findings of this report are the proprietary property of the client and they 
will not be made available to any other organization or individual without the consent of the client. 
 
Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC understands that the client may publish this report under the agreement 
that Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC and its contractors will be indemnified against any losses, claims, 
damages and liabilities under federal and state securities laws which may arise as a result of statements 
or omissions in public or private offerings of securities. 
 
It is agreed by the client that payment for the services of VCE is due upon receipt of the invoice; that full 
payment is due upon receipt of the completed report; and that VCE has the right to withhold delivery of 
the final report pending receipt of any overdue payments. 
 
This study is qualified in its entirety by, and should be considered in light of, these limitations, conditions 
and considerations. 
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Amended: 2/3/26 

BYLAWS 
OF THE 

KALAMAZOO LAKE HARBOR AUTHORITY, INC 

I.NAME

1. 1 The name of the corporation is "Kalamazoo Lake Harbor Authority." Herein the 
corporation shall be referred to as the "Authority" or "KLHA." 

II. OFFICE

2.1 The principal office of the Authority shall be 86 W. Center Street, Douglas, MI 
49406, or such other location as may be determined from time to time by the Authority 
Board. 

III. LEGAL FORMATION

3. 1 The Kalamazoo Lake Harbor Authority is a seperate legal entity and public body 
created by the Inter-local Agreement entered into by the cities of the Village of Douglas, 
MI and  Saugatuck, MI on November 15, 2011, and subsequently Saugatuck Township, 
MI was added to the Authority, pursuant to Act No. 7 of PA 1967 of the state of 
Michigan.  Herein each of the municipalities shall be referred to as “Party”, “City” or 
"Township".

3 .2 The Authority shall have those powers expressly granted by law and necessarily implied 
under State of Michigan Acts 7, 94, & 451 as stated in the Inter-local Agreement. 

IV.BOARD

4. 1 The Board of Directors shall, for general purposes, consist of the following Board 
Members. The appointing authority of each Party shall appoint two (2) members to the 
Authority Board provided that not more than one ( 1) of those members is an elected 
official. The appointing authorities of each Party shall collectively agree on the 
appointment of one (1) additional member who shall be a person having ownership, 
residence or business interest in land abutting Lake Kalamazoo. Members of the 
Authority Board shall serve at the pleasure of the appointing Party for terms established 
by each Party, but not to exceed four (4) years. 

(a) Each Party entitled to membership on the Authority Board shall have the ability to
appoint one (1) alternate member to serve in a permanent member's place if the
permanent member is absent from an Authority Board meeting. Appointment of the
alternate shall be made by the appointing City in writing.
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(b) The City Manager or Chief Administrative Official of each Party shall serve as an
ex-officio non-voting member of the Authority Board.

( c) A vacancy on the Authority Board shall be filled in the same manner as the
original appointment for the balance of the unexpired term.

( d) All Authority Board Members are eligible for re-appointment in accordance with
the rules and procedures of the appointing City.

(e) All Authority Board members may be removed by the appointing City at will.

(f) If the Authority Board is assuming the powers under a particular Act requiring
additional board members, those members shall be appointed for the limited purpose and
duration required under that particular Act. Those additional, temporary board members
shall be appointed in the same manner as the standing Authority Board members.

V. OFFICERS

5.1 Officers. The Authority Board, at the annual meeting, shall elect a Chairperson, 
Vice-Chairperson, a Secretary and a Treasurer who shall hold their offices for one year or 
until their successors are duly elected. Said officers shall exercise such powers and 
perform such duties as shall be determined by the Authority Board. 

5 .2 Compensation. The officers shall receive no compensation for the performance 
of their duties, but each officer shall be reimbursed for such officer's reasonable expenses 
in carrying out those duties. A member of the authority board may engage in private or 
public employment, or in a profession or business. 

5.3 Conflicts of Interest. The Authority Board requires that any member of the 
Authority Board having a director an indirect interest in any matter before the Authority 
disclose that member's interest. 
Subject to the relevant provisions of State law, the Authority shall develop policies and 
procedures with the objective of precluding the opportunity for and the occurrence of 
transactions by the Authority that would create a conflict of interest involving members 
of the Authority Board, officers and employees of the Authority. At a minimum, the 
Authority shall required compliance by each member of the Authority Board, Officers, 
and/or employees of the Authority who regularly exercise significant discretion over the 
award and management of Authority projects with the following: 

( a) Immediate disclosure of the existence and nature of any financial interest of an
individual or immediate family member that would reasonably be expected to create a
conflict of interest.

(b) Withdrawal by any member of the Authority board, Officers, and/or employees
from participation in or discussion or evaluation of any recommendation, or decision
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involving an Authority project that would reasonably be expected to create a conflict of 
interest for that individual. 

5.5 Termination. An officer may be removed by the Authority Board by a majority 
vote of the Authority Board with or without cause at any time. An officer may resign at 
any time by written notice to the Authority Board. Any vacancy thereby created shall be 
filled by a majority vote of the Authority Board and that appointment shall remain in 
effect until the next annual meeting. 

VI. BOARD POWERS & RESPONSIBILITIES

6.1 The Authority Board shall do all of the following by a majority vote unless 
otherwise provided: 

(a) Upon the recommendation of the Authority Board, adopt by-laws and rules of
procedure governing the Authority Board and their respective actions and meetings.
Initial by-laws and rules of procedure shall be adopted within six (6) months of the first
meeting of the Authority Board.

(b) Elect individuals to fill the positions of Chairperson, Vice Chair, Secretary and
Treasurer.

( c) Cause to be conducted an annual independent financial audit of the Authority in
accordance with the Budget Act.

(d) Upon the recommendation of the Chairperson and the Treasurer, approve the
annual budget in accordance with the Uniform Budgeting and Accounting Act, Act No. 2
of the Public Acts of Michigan, 1968, as amended, the (Budget Act).

( e) Evaluate the Authority's performance under these Bylaws and recommend
changes.

(f) Establish policies and procedures in respect of ethics and conflicts of interest
consistent with Sections 2.09 and 7.09 of the Interlocal Cooperation Agreement.

(g) Establish policies, procedures and rates for the reimbursement of expenses

for members in connection with the performance of their duties.

(h) Approve an investment policy in accordance with Act No. 20, of the Public Acts
of Michigan, 194 3, as amended.

(i) Create committees and appoint individuals to serve thereon to study, evaluate, and
make recommendations to the Authority for consideration.

G) Determine Authority priorities and communicate these priorities and progress
towards them back to appointing Cities.
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6.2 Fiduciary Duty. The members of the Authority Board are under a fiduciary duty 
to conduct the activities and affairs of the Authority in the best interests of the Authority, 
including the safekeeping and use of all Authority monies and assets for the benefit of the 
Authority. The members of the Authority Board shall discharge this duty in good faith, 
with the care a reasonably prudent individual in a like position would exercise under 
similar circumstances. 

VII. MEETINGS

7.1 Communication of Meetings. The Authority Board shall meet at least annually 
at the place, date, and time as the Authority Board shall determine. The Secretary of the 
Authority, or his or her designee, shall cause to have posted the public notice of the 
specific dates, times, and places for all meetings of the Authority as required by the Open 
Meetings Act. At least three (3) days prior to the date set for the holding of any meeting 
of the Authority Board, written notice of the time and place of such meeting shall be sent 
by email or other electronic means to each Authority Board member, as the case may be, 
at the email or other appropriate address of such member appearing on the records of the 
Authority. 

7 .2 Regular Meetings. The Authority shall adopt regular meeting schedule at their 
first meeting in each calendar year. The Secretary, or his or her designee, shall cause to 
have posted a notice and notify the media of the regular meeting schedule as adopted. 

7.3 Special Meetings. Special meetings may be called at any time by the Chair or, in the 
Chair's absence, by the Vice-Chair. Only business referenced in the call of the Special Meeting 
may be transacted at a Special Meeting. Special meetings shall be subject to the provision of 
public notice as required in these Bylaws. 

7.4 Change in Schedule. A change in the regular meeting schednle shall not be made, 
except upon the majority vote of the members of the Authority. Any change in the schedule 
of the Authority's regular meetings shall be posted within 3 days after the meeting at 
which the change is made, a public notice stating the new dates, times, and places of its 
regular meetings. In the absence of a quorum, two (2) or more members may adjourn any 
regular or special meeting to a later date, provided that proper notice to members and the public is 
given. 

7.5 Quorum and Voting. A majority of the Authority Board then in office and 
present in person shall be required to constitute a quorum for the transaction of business, 
and a majority vote at a meeting at which a quorum is present shall be necessary for the 
transaction of business. Each member of the Board shall be entitled to one (1) vote. 

7.6 Rules of Order. Parliamentary procedure of meetings described herein shall be 
governed by Robert's Rules of Order, as revised, however said source may not be used to 
overrule or expand the authority expressly defined by statute. 
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7.7 Closed Sessions. The Authority may meet in a closed session only for the 
purposes specified in section 15.268 Michigan Act 267 of 1976 as amended, "Open 
Meeting Act." 

VIII. ORDER OF BUSINESS

8.1 The order of business at regular meetings shall be: 

(a) Call to Order
(b) Ro 11 Call
( c) Approval of Agenda
( d) Approval of Minutes
(e) Approval ofinvoices
(e) Public Communications

1. Written
ii. Verbal, a limit of 3 minutes

(g) Unfinished Business
(h) New Business
(i) Reports

1. Committee Reports
ii. Staff Reports

0) Authority Member Comments
(k) Adjournment

The order of business may be changed at any meeting by the Chair with the approval of the 
Board. 

IX. BOOKS AND REPORTS

9.1 Accrual Basis. The Authority shall maintain its books of account on modified 
accrual basis of accounting, except as otherwise required by law. 

9.2 Authority Records. The Authority shall keep and maintain at the principal office 
of the Authority all documents and records of the Authority. The records of shall include 
a copy of the Act 7 Interlocal Cooperation Agreement of the Authority along with a 
listing of the names and addresses of the Parties. 

9.3 Financial Statements and Reports. The Authority shall cause to be prepared at 
least annually, at Authority expense, audited financial statements prepared in accordance 
with the Budget Act and with generally accepted accounting principles and accompanied 
by a written opinion of an independent Certified Public Accountant. A copy of the annual 
financial statement and report shall be filed with the State Department of Treasury within 
six months after the end of the Authority's Fiscal Year in accordance with law, with 
copies filed with each Party. 
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9.4 Annual Update. The Authority shall make to the governing bodies of each City 
an annual written report of its activities and plans for the future, which report shall 
include an audited financial statement, the preparation of which is provided for herein per 

9.5 Freedom of information Act. The Authority is subject to and shall comply with 
the Freedom ofinformation Act. 

X. FINANCES

10.1 Annual Budget. The Authority shall be subject to and comply with the Budget 
Act. The Treasurer annually shall prepare and the Authority Board shall approve a budget 
for the Authority for each Fiscal Year. Each budget shall be approved not less than 15 
days prior to the beginning of the Fiscal Year. The budget may not be approved by the 
Authority Board unless first approved by each Party by resolution. 

10.2 Deposits and Investments. The Authority shall deposit and invest funds of the 
Authority, not otherwise employed in carrying out the purposes of the Authority, in 
accordance with an investment policy established by the Authority Board consistent with 
State law regarding the investment of public funds. 

10.3 Disbursements. Disbursements of funds shall be in accordance with guidelines 
established by the Authority Board and in accordance with the Budget Act and law. 

XI. EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT

11.1 The members of the Authority shall be entitled to be reimbursed for expenses in 
connection with the performance of their duties and said expenses shall be itemized on a 
form prepared by the Authority and duly attested to by the members submitting same. 

XII. ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS

12. l The Chairperson, with the approval of the Board, may enter into any and all
agreements for the use and/or occupancy of property which the Authority owns or to
which the Authority has a possessory interest including, but not limited to, leases,
easements, licenses and permits, provided that: (i) the said agreement is revocable by the
Authority without cause being shown, or that (ii) changes the identity of the counter party
to an existing agreement consistent with the terms of the said agreement, or that (iii) is a
renewal or extension of an existing agreement on terms and conditions as favorable to the
Authority as was the prior agreement. Provided, however, that no agreement entered into
by the Chairperson pursuant to this provision shall obligate the Authority to expend funds
in excess of amounts that the Chairperson is authorized to approve under the provisions
of this Article XVI, and further provided that no agreement entered into by the
Chairperson under this provision shall have a term in excess of five years.
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XIII. AMENDING BYLAWS

13.1 These Bylaws may be amended pursuant to the following procedure: 

(a) A proposal to amend the Bylaws may be introduced at any regular meeting.

(b.) If favorable action is taken thereon at such meeting, the proposal shall be recorded 
in the minutes and a special written notice setting forth such proposal shall be mailed to 
every member of the Authority at least ten (I 0) days before the next regular meeting. 

(c.) The amendment shall be finally acted upon at the next regular meeting following 
the meeting at which it was proposed. 
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Saugatuck/Douglas/Saugatuck Township Economic Impact Study  
Proposal/Work Scope 

 
Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) 
 
Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) is a systematic approach used to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of a 
site, facility, development, etc. by comparing their costs and benefits. It helps decision-makers determine 
the best course of action by quantifying and comparing the positive and negative impacts of a project, 
policy, or investment. 
 
While the costs of maintaining Kalamazoo Lake and the surrounding public recreation infrastructure is 
known, the benefits or economic and fiscal impacts have yet to be determined. The following 
proposal/work scope outline covers the benefit assessment of Kalamazoo Lake. This will help Saugatuck, 
Douglas and Saugatuck Township to determine if continued maintenance and investment Kalamazoo Lake 
and the related recreational infrastructure is justified and supported by generated fiscal and other 
community benefits. 
 
Kalamazoo Lake—connecting Saugatuck, Douglas, Saugatuck Township and the Kalamazoo River—sits at 
the heart of one of Michigan’s most important tourism corridors. The lake supports boating, paddling, 
fishing, waterfront dining, marinas, charter services, and access to Lake Michigan.  
 
The region’s outdoor recreation economy is a major contributor to the local GDP, employment, and 
tourism sector. Previous plans such as the 2024 Tri-Community-Parks and Recreation plan are highlighting 
the economic importance of recreational boating and harbor assets in this area. 
 
This proposal outlines a comprehensive Economic and Fiscal Impact Assessment to quantify the value of 
lake-based recreation and tourism around Kalamazoo Lake and evaluate the return on investment for 
improvements and maintenance such as, dredging, access upgrades, or marina expansions. 
 

Work Scope Phase 1 
 
Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) 
 
Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) is a systematic approach used to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of a 
site, facility, development, etc. by comparing their costs and benefits. It helps decision-makers determine 
the best course of action by quantifying and comparing the positive and negative impacts of a project, 
policy, or investment. 
 
While the costs of maintaining Kalamazoo Lake and the surrounding public recreation infrastructure is 
known, the benefits or economic and fiscal impacts have yet to be determined. The following 
proposal/work scope outline covers Phase 1 of the benefit assessment of Kalamazoo Lake. This will help 
Saugatuck, Douglas and Saugatuck Township to determine if a continued maintenance and investment in 
Kalamazoo Lake and the related recreational infrastructure is justified and supported by generated fiscal 
and other community benefits. 
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Kalamazoo Lake—connecting Saugatuck, Douglas, Saugatuck Township and the Kalamazoo River—sits at 
the heart of one of Michigan’s most important tourism corridors. The lake supports boating, paddling, 
fishing, waterfront dining, marinas, charter services, and access to Lake Michigan.  
 
The region’s outdoor recreation economy is a major contributor to the local GDP, employment, and 
tourism sector. Previous plans such as the 2024 Tri-Community-Parks and Recreation plan are highlighting 
the economic importance of recreational boating and harbor assets in this area. 
 
A comprehensive Economic and Fiscal Impact Assessment will quantify the value of lake-based recreation 
and tourism around Kalamazoo Lake and evaluate the return on investment for improvements and 
maintenance such as, dredging, access upgrades, or marina expansions. 
 
Phase 1 Work Scope 
 
Kalamazoo Lake is a regional anchor for boating, waterfront tourism, and outdoor recreation. Michigan’s 
outdoor recreation economy is a major contributor to statewide GDP and employment, and Saugatuck’s 
harbor planning documents emphasize the economic importance of maintaining navigability, access, and 
recreational infrastructure. An economic and fiscal impact assessment will help local governments, harbor 
authorities, and regional partners make informed decisions about: 
 

• Dredging and sediment management 

• Marina and harbor upgrades 

• Access improvements 

• Tourism development strategies 
 
Task 1. Project Initiation, Project and Existing Document Review, Stakeholder Interviews 
 
This ensures that we gain a thorough understanding of the client’s objectives and goals, the project area, 
identify stakeholders, previous similar projects and related studies, and local data sources helpful in this 
comprehensive assessment. The key objectives are to collect traceable data/inputs for the impact 
assessment  

 
Furthermore, this task will clarify elements in the scope of services to ensure that the key factors are 
considered in the following phases and provide us with additional insight and background information 
related to the project. An orientation visit will be held with the client to review and discuss: 
 

• Ask about the client organization, objectives, priorities, background, and any key relationships 
that we should be sure to honor 

• Review the proposed project process, priority objectives and desired products and finalize the 
initial project scope, schedule, and responsibilities 

• Identify local and regional data sources for recent ongoing and anticipated recreation and leisure 
activities e.g. 2024 Tri-Community-Parks and Recreation Plan, 2024 Economic Impact of Visitors 
to Michigan, Michigan Lodging Report 
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• Identify, obtain and evaluate previously completed reports such as tourism market studies, harbor 
management plans, parks and recreation plan, comprehensive and downtown plans, studies on 
visitor spending for lodging, transportation, food, beverage, merchandise (to help arrive at a per 
cap expenditure) and current and applicable local/state tax rates related to this project, e.g. use, 
sales, restaurant, property, and transient tax when applicable. 

• Identify local resources for demographic and market data to supplement our sources and 
determine what additional information and data must be collected e.g. local tourism organization, 
chamber of commerce, local realtors, business organizations, etc. 

• Develop an understanding of the involvement and availability of the client and local stakeholders 
for this project, 

• In collaboration with the client, identify stakeholders that we should talk to 
 
Stakeholder interviews will be conducted, either in-person when onsite, or online. Potential stakeholders 
may include: 
 

• Elected officials (towns, cities, and counties), staff from relevant departments 

• Saugatuck–Douglas Chamber of Commerce, Saugatuck–Douglas Convention & Visitors Bureau 
(CVB),  

• Local Business & Civic Collaboration Groups  

• Tourism and business development agencies and departments as Saugatuck Douglas Tourism  

• Economic development agencies and departments, e.g. Douglas Downtown Development 
Authority (DDA), Tri Community Planning Partners (Saugatuck, Douglas, Saugatuck Township),  

 
This will help us to gain a complete understanding of the project, the goals that this effort should achieve, 
lay the groundwork for a detailed impact assessment, identify further data and information needs and 
streamline our efforts in terms of timeline and fee for subsequent phases. 
 
Deliverable: Project Work Plan, Data Gaps/Needs & Stakeholder Engagement Summary 
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Proposed Schedule 
 
Again, we want this proposal to meet your needs as closely as possible; therefore, it is subject to 
modification in scope, budget, and services based upon further discussion with you, the client. 
 
Taking the current workload into account, phase 1 as outlined can be completed within 4 weeks to a final 
report level, based on availability, prompt scheduling of meetings, and timely responses from the client, 
its representatives, elected officials, community leaders and stakeholders that are vital to the project, not 
including any additional time for client review and comment. 
 
Proposed Project Fee 
 
We propose a three-day/two-night visit, to meet with you, the client, tour the area and lake related 
facilities, review available data and collect stakeholder input. 
 
The fee for this work is $7,750 including travel expenses. 
 

Project Fee Schedule 

Saugatuck/Douglas/Saugatuck Township Economic Impact Study Phase 1 Fee 

Project Initiation, Project and Existing Document Review, Stakeholder 
Interviews 

$7,000.00 

Expenses (Travel, Rental Car, Hotel, M&IE based on GSA) 3 days/2 nights visit $750.00 

Total  $7,750.00 

 
The project fee, Phase 1,  will be billed as follows: 
 

• First invoice of $2,750.00 billed & due with the signed contract 

• Final invoice of $5,000.00 billed & due with the final report 
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Work Scope Phase 2 
 
Task 2: Data Collection and Information for Model Input (Market Assessment) 
 
Understanding the Markets. We will collect and synthesize relevant tourism, economic and socio-
demographic data. Currently, our list is divided into the following categories: 
 

• Tourism and Visitor data, number, spending, activities, length of stay, origin, recreation demand 
with a focus on lake related activities such as boating and sailing, kayaking/paddling, fishing, 
lakeside festivals and waterfront recreation, and waterfront restaurants and retail 

• Community context and exiting conditions, including, demographics and economics, such as 
employment by economic sector, types and number of businesses conditions, evaluate and 
generally summarize the area’s existing demographics, economic and business 
climate/environment that will help define implications for this impact assessment 

• Property value impacts - lakefront and lake view locations typically increase property values due 
to their unique appeal, scenic beauty, lifestyle benefits, and scarcity. Such properties often sell at 
a premium compared to similar non-waterfront properties. Key factors influencing this premium 
include the quality and unobstructed nature of a lake view, access to recreational amenities like 
docks or beaches, and the exclusivity of waterfront access. Overall, lakefront properties tend to 
attract higher demand and show strong long-term appreciation. 

• Impacts on the community including job growth, environmental benefits, housing, impact on 
availability of goods and services, and other qualitative and quantitative measures that will arise 
during the analysis.  

 
The results will help define and refine the inputs for the economic impact assessment  
 
Task 3: Economic and Fiscal Impact Assessment  
 
An impact analysis begins by identifying the economic activity, such as capital improvement projects 
operational expenditures, expenditures on programs, or increased sales from a new initiative. Such 
activity is then assigned to the appropriate industry/economic sector.  
 
The underlying economic rationale is that new expenditures in a region drive the demand for goods and 
services and lead to economic growth. The logic of the model is that any additional demand in any 
economic sector or institution triggers economic responses from other sectors and institutions through 
the linkages in an input-output matrix. This is often called the ripple effect since it is similar to the cascade 
of waves that form when a stone is thrown into a lake. 
 
The economic and fiscal impact of any project in its surrounding community is measured by deviation in 
economic activity (output), and the associated changes in jobs (employment), income (wages), and related 
tax revenues.  
 
As a dollar flows through an economy, it touches various industries, some local and some non-local. The 
portion of a dollar spent locally turns over again. At each iteration, a portion of the economic activity spurs 
additional economic activity in the area, while some of the economic activity “leaks” to another area. The 
multipliers capture this iterative process until the whole dollar is “leaked.” 
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While the dollar “ripples” through the local economy, it has different effects in different economic sectors 
that are determined by a multiplier. A large impact area (such as a state) or an economically diverse area 
(such as an urban center) may have higher multipliers because a greater portion of activity required to 
support the change in final demand would come from within the impact area’s boundaries. For a small 
impact area, a rural impact area, or a less diverse economy such as a single county or zip code, multipliers 
could be lower. 
 
The impact model includes information from different industries, generally at the three- or four-digit level 
called Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) or North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) 
codes. The multipliers are then selected based on the impact area’s geography and are applied to each 
industry sector present in the defined impact area to calculate impacts. 
 
For example - Initially, the construction of a development/project will generate economic impacts for local 
and distant materials and equipment companies, construction companies and their employees, and fiscal 
(sales and employment taxes) impacts for local and state government. These impacts will, in turn, 
generate indirect and induced impacts throughout the local economy as the direct expenditures ricochet 
throughout the local economy. Once open, a development/project’s operational budget will be largely 
spent locally on materials and labor (salary) creating economic and fiscal impacts that result, in turn, with 
indirect and induced impacts. 
 
The majority of impact assessments are done by utilizing either IMPLAN or RIMS II multipliers, which are 
available from the US Bureau of Economic Analysis and will determine impacts. Because IMPLAN is based 
on RIMS II and significantly higher priced, VCE will utilize RIMS II multipliers for this assessment.  
 
There are two principal types of impacts: 

• one-time impacts, such as those associated with a construction project, which end when the 
construction is completed, and 

• ongoing impacts that continue annually, such as those from the operation of a long-standing 
program or facility and spending from visitation to a facility and participation in an event or 
program there (tourism) 

 
Assessment elements will include: 

• Direct Benefits and Costs – estimate direct employment, earnings, operational spending, potential 
tax revenue, and retail sales captured by the development. 

 

• Multiplier Impacts – include an assessment of the multiplier impact of the proposed development, 
focusing on the re-spending of direct economic activity in the local economy, which will support 
additional jobs and wages.   
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There are three levels of impact in the model. 
 
Direct Impact  
A direct impact is the change in sales, income, and jobs in those businesses or agencies that directly 
receive revenues from the agency or program. For example, the economic activity of the construction 
company building a new attraction would be a direct impact.  
 
Indirect Impact 
An indirect impact is the change in sales, income, and jobs in those businesses or agencies that supply the 
businesses or agencies receiving direct impacts. For example, if a steel fabrication plant in the impact area 
produces the steel that is sold to the construction company, the economic activity at the steel 
manufacturing plant is an indirect impact.  
 
Induced Impact 
Induced impact measures ripple effects of wages in the local economy. As employees are paid by the 
businesses and agencies directly or indirectly impacted, there is an increase in household income, which 
is then spent, at least in part, in the impact area, which represents the induced impact. 
 
The result of all of the three types of impacts above is the total economic impact -- the sum of direct, 
indirect, and induced impacts and are measured in changes to the economic activity (output), and the 
associated changes in jobs (employment), income (wages), and related state and local tax revenues. 
 
This is an economic model; thus, it does not measure social impacts such as the increase in quality of life, 
or becoming a more attractive community to live in. It also does not account for follow-up investments or 
synergy effects that are likely to happen because of the lakefront amenities. 
 
This assessment will estimate fiscal and economic benefits associated with Kalamazoo Lake. The results 
of the impact analyses may assist to determine if the cost of maintaining and improving the lake and its 
recreational amenities are create enough benefits for the communities to support and cover the costs 
associated. 
 
Task 4: Review and Final Report  
 
All tasks, results, recommendations, and conclusions will be shown and summarized in a final report. An 
initial detailed report will be prepared for review and internal use and then reissued as a final report 
including an executive summary. 
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Proposed Schedule 
 
Again, we want this proposal to meet your needs as closely as possible; therefore, it is subject to 
modification in scope, budget, and services based upon further discussion with you, the client. 
 
The proposed preliminary schedule is based on availability and accuracy of data, prompt scheduling of 
meetings, and timely responses from the client, its representatives, elected officials, and community 
leaders that are vital to the project. Taking the current workload into account, the project can be 
completed within 8 -10 weeks to a final report level, not including any additional time for client review 
and comment. 
 
VCE proposes to have bi-weekly conference calls (Zoom, Teams, Webex) with the client for the duration 
of the project line to keep the project, quality, research, and analysis on track, and to review draft reports 
with the client. 
 
VCE consultants, as well as additional staff, will be available throughout the project to guarantee a 
thorough and timely execution and completion of the project. 
 
We will stay engaged until all study components are completed to the client's satisfaction. 
 
Project Fee 
 
The fee for this work is $18,475,500.00 including travel and data expenses 
 

Project Fee Schedule 

Saugatuck/Douglas/Saugatuck Township Economic Impact Study Fee 

Phase 1 

Task 1. Project Initiation, Project and Existing Document Review, Stakeholder 
Interviews 

$7,750.00 

Phase 2 

Task 2. Data Collection and Information for Model Input (Market Assessment & 
Volume) 

$5,000.00 

Task 3. Economic and Fiscal Impact Assessment $4,000.00 

Task 4. Final Report $500.00 

Expenses (Travel, Data, Multipliers) $1,250.00 

Phase 2 Total $10,750.00 

Total $18,500.00 

 
The project fee, Phase 2, will be billed as follows: 
 

• First invoice of $2,750.00 billed & due with the signed contract 

• Final invoice of $8,000.00 billed & due with the final report 
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VETTER CONSULTING ENTERPRISES, LLC 
STANDARD PROPOSAL ADDENDUM 

 
 
It is understood by the client that Vetter Consulting Enterprises LLC (VCE) can make no guarantees 
concerning the recommendations that will result from the assignment since these recommendations must 
be based upon facts discovered by VCE during the course of the study and those conditions existing as of 
the date of the report.  
 
To protect you and other clients, and to assure that the research results of VCE's work will continue to be 
accepted as objective and impartial by the business community, it is understood that our fee for the 
undertaking of this project is in no way dependent upon the specific conclusions reached or the nature of 
the advice given by us in our report to you. 
 
It is agreed by the client that the report is not to be used in conjunction with any public or private offering 
of debt or equity securities without prior written consent.  
 
It is further agreed that the client will indemnify VCE against any losses, claims, damages, and liabilities 
under federal and state securities laws that may arise as a result of statements or omissions in public or 
private offerings of securities.  
 
It is agreed by the client that payment for the services of VCE is due upon receipt of the invoice; that full 
payment is due upon receipt of the completed report; and that VCE has the right to withhold delivery of 
the final report pending receipt of any overdue payments. 
 
It is further agreed by the client that the report will be presented to third parties in its entirety and that 
no abstracting of the report will be made without first obtaining the permission of VCE. 
 
It is understood by VCE that the findings of this report are the proprietary property of the client and they 
will not be made available to any other organization or individual without the consent of the client. 
 
This proposal will remain in force for a period of 60 days from the date shown hereon. 
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