Detroit District
U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers

Fil e Nunber 88-245-003-5

Department of the Army Permit Evaluation
Homestead - Bayberry Mills/Kuras Properties

Thi s docunment constitutes nmy Environnmental Assessnent,
Public Interest review sunmary, and, if applicable, ny factual
and conpliance determ nation according to the 404(b) (1)

Gui delines for the work proposed for permt. 1t was prepared
froma generic nmaster docunent that facilitated consideration of
the range of all possible inpacts fromprojects within the

purvi ew of the Regulatory Program of the Arnmy Corps of

Engi neers, in accordance with 33 CFR Part 320, 33 CFR Part 325
Appendi xes B and C, and 40 CFR Part 230.

l. Application Processing

A.  Nane of Applicant: Bayberry MIls (aka Kuras Properties and
The Honestead) Robert Kuras.

B. Work Description:

1. The nost recent plans showi ng the proposed work are
attached (Encl. 1.). The applicant proposes to fill
approxi mately 3. 65 acres and clear approximately 10.16
acres of wetlands to construct an 18-hole golf course
adj acent to the Crystal River at den Arbor, M chigan.
Therefore, the total wetland i npact woul d be
approximately 13.8 acres. This alternative will be
referred to as the applicant’s preferred alternative or
“PA". The site in question is bisected by County Road
675 (CR 675). The PA course layout involves 4 holes
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north of CR 675, with the remaining 14 hol es | ocated
south. The area north of CR 675 is located within a
river “meander” and the holes, tees, and fairways are
located in greater proximty to the riparian corridor
t han hol es south of CR675.

2. In response to comments received and our request to
consi der | ess dammging alternatives, the applicant
devel oped alternatives 3(d) and 3(e) that confine the
entire golf course to the area south of CR675 (Encl 2a
and 2b). These alternatives will be referred to as 3(d)
and 3(e). Alternative 3(d) was coordinated with Federal
agenci es for comment and was obtai ned (under the Freedom
of Information Act(FO A)) by the Friends of the Crystal
Ri ver (FOCR), who al so provided coments on that
alternative. Alternative 3(e) was devel oped by the
applicant in response to those coments and after
di scussions with U S. Arny Corps of Engineers (USACE)
staff. Alternative 3(e) involves the discharge of fill
in approximately 4.1 acres of wetland and the clearing of
approximately 6.2 acres to create fairways, and the
excavation of approximately 1.2 acres of wetland to
obtain fill material (a pond would be created).
Therefore, the total wetland i npact woul d be
approximately 11.5 acres.

NOTE according to the applicant’s 29 Jan 2000 letter:

a. The applicant has not revised the permt
request; the PA remmins the permt proposal.

b. The applicant has indicated their Board of
Directors woul d “consider” donation of a 7.5
acre portion of the area north of CR 675, if
necessary, to nmitigate for plan 3(d). The
applicant has an option to buy this property.
They specifically, stated “no other part of the
47 acres to the north of CR 675 will be
considered for restriction or donation for
mtigation”...doing so would not be proportional
to the inpact of the project.”
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3. The applicant has indicated that if a permt is not
i ssued, their housing alternative (HA) would be to
construct homes on both sides of the CR 675 (Encl.3).

a. The applicant has indicated a willingness and
ability to construct hones or sell lots for hone
construction without requiring U.S. Arny Corps of
Engi neers (USACE) authorization. Although
conceptual plans have been submitted for this
alternative, there is insufficient information to
conclusively determ ne that USACE permts would
not be required.

b. The potential exists that a |limted housing
devel oprment coul d occur north of CR 675 without
di scharges of fill or clearing activities in
wetlands. Permits may be required for utilities
(backfill) and access, depending on the density
and nunber hones proposed. It appears those
resi dences woul d be highly market abl e.

c. Limted housing devel opnment could occur south of
CR 675 without discharges of fill or clearing
activities in wetlands. However, it appears
likely that permits would be required for
devel opnent at the density and | ocations as
suggested by the applicant in his letter of
Decenber 21, 1999( Encl . 60b).

4. “Clearing” activities proposed by the applicant woul d
consi st of two types of actions:

a. Mechani zed | andcl earing and other clearing
operations involving redistribution of soils and/or
additions of fill which require USACE authorization
(per 33CFR 323.2(d)).

b. Renmpval of vegetation only, with no redistribution
of soils (unregulated activity). USACE is
considered to have “control and responsibility” for
this type of |andclearing per 33 CFR Appendi x
B(7)(b). For purposes of the Environnental
Assessnent and the public interest determ nation,
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both types of clearing (a and b) will be considered
within the scope of analysis.

c. Acreage for both type a. and type b. clearingare
conbi ned, as the ultimate goal of the clearing is to
mai ntain the vegetation within the cleared areas in
a quasi-fairway state. The inpacts of both types of
clearing are substantively the same. Manipul ation of
the vegetation community woul d i npact vari ous
aquatic and other environnental functions.

5. Scope of Analysis: Oher work within the scope of
anal ysis for this evaluation but |ying outside of direct
USACE jurisdiction consists of construction of holes, or
portions thereof, on uplands, clearing activities not
requiring permts, excavation of uplands within the
project site to obtain borrow material and/or to create
ponds, gradi ng/ reshaping of ridge portions of ridge/swale
| andf orms, and ot her devel opnent of associ ated upl ands,
particularly for housing and gol f appurtenances.

a. The District has the authority to consider the
secondary (indirect) inpacts fromthe proposed golf
course. This authority is derived fromthe NEPA
(National Environmental Policy Act) inplenmentation
procedures for the Regul atory Program at 33 CFR 325,
Appendi x B. Part 7(b) of these regulations provides a
di scussi on on determ ning the scope of analysis under
NEPA. Part 7(b)(2) states:

“A district engineer is considered to have
control and responsibility for portions of the
project beyond the limts of Corps jurisdiction
where the Federal involvenent is sufficient to
turn an essentially private action into a Federal
action. These are cases where the environnental
consequences of the larger project are
essentially products of the Corps permt action.”

b. Under NEPA, the District Engineer’s review can be
extended to the entire project, including portions
outside waters of the U S., if sufficient Federal
control and responsibility over the entire project
exi sts. Once the DE has established the scope of
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anal ysis, the project analysis nmust include the
direct, indirect and cunul ative inpacts on all Federal
interests within the purview of NEPA

c. In this project, discharges of fill in wetlands to
create the golf course require a Departnent of the
Arnmy (DA) permt pursuant to Section 404 of the Cean
Water Act.

d. Also, while the Corps does not have the authority
to directly regulate upland, it can require vegetated
buffer zones around wetl ands and ot her waters of the
U.S. (Final Notice of Issuance and Modification of
Nati nwi de Permits, Federal Register/Vol. 65,

No. 47/ Thur sday, March 9, 2000/ Pg.12818; and Arny Corps
of Engi neers Standard Qperating Procedures for the
Regul atory Program) Vegetated buffers adjacent to
wat erways and wetl ands hel p maintain the chem cal,
physi cal and biological integrity of these aquatic
resources. This is the goal of the dean Water Act,
as stated in Section 101, and is applicable to all
sections of the act including Section 404. The
vegetated buffer requirement is not an attenpt to
regul ate uplands or to mtigate for upland inpacts.
It is, however, a nethod to protect and mnim ze
impacts to aquatic habitats and water quality.

e. The HA alternative would likely result in the
construction of houses, both north and south of CR675;
this could occur without the need for Federal permts.

C. Purpose:

The applicant indicated the project purpose is “to add an
18 hol e, chanpionship quality golf course so as to again be
conpetitive in our industry in the Spring and Fall” (see letter
dat ed Decenber 21, 1999). Qur interpretation of the project
purpose relevant to alternatives in NEPA Regul ati ons (Appendi x
B, 7.) and Regulations at 320.4()a(2)(ii), relevant to necessity
in the context of 320.4(b)(1l), and as defined in the 404(b) (1)
Gui del i nes and subsequent guidance is: To add a regul ation gol f
course, with associated housing, to the resort to address
seasonal and conpetitiveness issues.
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D. This application for a Departnment of the Arny permt is

bei ng revi ewed under authority delegated to the District

Engi neer by the Secretary of the Arny and the Chief of Engineers
by Title 33, Code of Federal Regul ations, Part 325.8, pursuant
to Section 404 of the Cean Water Act.

E. History: This application involves activities within a
geographic area for which Section 404 authority had been

del egated to the State of Mchigan. |In accordance with the
del egati on agreenent, Section 404 decision authority was
returned to the Detroit District, USACE. The following is a
chronol ogy of events leading to the subm ssion of an

admi ni stratively conplete application to USACE:

January 1988 — Initial submission of application to the
M chi gan Departnent of Natural Resources (NMDNR)

July 1988 — First MDNR denial (Encl.4)
February 1989 — Second MDNR deni al (Encl.5)
August 27, 1990 — MDNR Cont ested Case Hearing (Encl.6)

Novenber 1990 — State Natural Resources Commi ssion votes to
i ssue permit (Encl.7).

Novenber 1990 — U.S. Environnental Protection Agency
(USEPA) Regi onal Administrator (RA) Chicago, transfers
deci sion authority to USACE (Encl.8).

1991 — USEPA and MDNR convene i ndependent panel of wetl ands
experts to review proposal (Encl.9)- panel concludes “.we
continue to have m sgivings..

April 1992 — RA reaffirns decision to naintain objection
(Encl . 10)

April 1992 — USEPA Adnministrator withdraws RA authority to
oversee Mchigan's inplenentation of the Federal 404
program ( Encl . 11)

May 1992 — USEPA Assi stant Adm nistrator withdraws
obj ection and attenpts to transfer decision authority from
USACE to MDNR (Encl . 12)
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June 1992 — Friends of the Crystal chall enge USEPA deci si on
in District Court — Court rules it is unlawful for USEPA to
attenpt to revoke USACE authority and to attenpt to
transfer pernmitting authority back to MDNR (Encl. 13)

July 1993 — Applicant appeals the District Court decision
to the Sixth Grcuit (Encl.14)

Septenber 1994 — Sixth Crcuit affirns District Court
deci si on (Encl. 15)

February 21, 1995 — Submi ssion of inconplete application to
USACE (Encl . 16)

March 8, 1995 — M chigan Governor sends letter to Acting
Assistant Secretary of Army (Cvil Wrks) requesting
el evation of decision to USACE headquarters (Encl.17a)

March 8, 1995 — M chigan Governor sends letter to the USEPA
Admi ni strator requesting support and cooperation with his
request to el evate the decision to USACE headquarters.

(Encl . 18a)

March 31, 1995 — USEPA Admi ni strator responds to Governor
“We agree that there is already an extensive record
available.we will be pleased to assist the Corps in any way
possible with its consideration of this record.” (Encl.18b)

April 12, 1995 — Detroit District Regulatory Ofice Chief,
letter to applicant indicated “It is not appropriate to
transfer the decision to Corps Headquarters.” The letter
al so requested current plans and alternatives analysis to
conpl ete the application for processing and di scussed ot her
regul atory guidelines. (Encl.19)

May 10, 1995 — Acting Assistant Secretary of the Arny Cvil
Wor ks, responds to Governor “.no basis for elevating the

case.the District will issue a public notice, evaluate all
rel evant information, and render a final decision.” (Encl.
17b)

May 30, 1995 — USACE Detroit District request to applicant
to provide up-to-date plans (Encl.20)
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June 9, 1995 - second request by USACE Detroit District for
pl ans (Encl.21)

July 24, 1995 — Ofice of the ASA (CW sends a fact sheet
to USACE Director of Cvil Wrks on the USEPA state or
tribal assunption of the Section 404 permt program
(Encl . 22)

July 25, 1995 — U. S Senator from M chi gan addresses |letter
to Commander, North Central Division, USACE on behal f of
the applicant, requesting information on the status of the
application and indicating that any assistance to the
applicant woul d be appreciated. (Encl.23)

August 8, 1995 — Senator fromthe Senate Conmittee on

Envi ronnent and Public Wrks' Subconmttee on Cean Air,

Wet | ands, Privatre property and Nucl ear Safety sends
letters to USACE Detroit District requesting all docunents
related to the application for a subconmttee investigation
of alleged inproper conduct relating to the processing of
the application. (Encl.24)

August 23, 1995 — Commander, Detroit District response to
Senator Faircloth, letter with encl osures. (Encl.25)

Chronol ogy of events July, 28, 1995 — COctober 12, 1995.
(Encl . 26)

Novenber 15, 1995 — Letter from President FOCR to Senat or
Baucus. Courtesy copy was sent to ACE Headquarters and the
Detroit District Ofice. (Encl.27)

Novenber 17, 1995 — Letter to Regul atory Project Manager
addressed project alternatives, project purpose, and
econom ¢ feasibility. (Encl.28)

Novenber 28, 1995 — Chief, Regulatory Ofice Detroit
District letter to applicant, addressed di screpanci es of
1988 Wetl and del i neation, Menorandum from the Waterways
Experiment Station (WES) and delineati on done Novenber 7,
1995 by Wetlands Branch at WES. (Encl.29)
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Decenber 7, 1995 — Assistant Director of Cvil Wrks North
Central Region, letter to President of FOCR in response to
courtesy copy of Novenber 15, 1995 letter to Senator.
(Encl . 30)

Decenber 12, 1995 — Statenent of Understandi ng signed by
President of Friends of Crystal River and applicant. Both
parties were in support of an exchange of property between
the applicant and The National Park Service. (Encl.31)

1995- 1998 (approxi mate) The applicant, NPS, Environnental
group have di scussi ons regarding swap of proposed gol f
course site with property owned by NPS.

March 7, 1996 — Letter to applicant gives 60 day deadline
for application w thdrawal . (Encl.32)

April 18, 1996 — Letter to Conmander, Detroit District from
the forner founder and owner of the Homestead. Stated
opposition to the proposed exchange of |and between the

Nati onal Park Service (NPS) and the applicant. |nquired
about the legal issues of this “swap”. (Encl.33)

June 20, 1996 — Application wthdrawn because of failure to
provide information required to admnistratively conplete
file (Encl. 34)

May 18, 1999 - receipt of adm nistratively conplete
application package (Encl. 35)

F. Public Involvenent: A list of the agencies, interested
groups, and the public consulted regarding the PA is attached to
the Public Notice, dated May 27, 1999, which expired on June 26,
1999 (Encl. 36).

G Federal, State, Local, and Public Corments Relating to the
Activity:

1. Federal Agencies:

a. U S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):
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(1) June 28, 1999 (Encl.37a)- In response to the
public notice (PA), recomended permt
denial on the basis of non-conpliance with
the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. The basis of the
recommendat i on was:

aa.

bb.

CccC.

dd.

ee.

ff.

The applicant has not denonstrated that
there are no practicable alternatives
avail abl e that woul d have | ess i npact
on the aquatic environment.

The project site consists of two
comunity types (wooded/swal e conpl ex
and a conifer swanp) which are rare in
| ower M chi gan.

“The project is proposed in an area
that we consider to be an aquatic
resource of national significance due
tothe rarity of the habitat types and
the close proximty of the site to a
Nati onal Lakeshore and Lake M chigan.”

The project will have significant
adverse inpacts on the water quality of
the surrounding wetl ands, the
groundwat er, and the Crystal River.

The project is likely to cause
degradati on of wetland pl ant
communities and wildlife habitat.

The proposed nmitigation is
unsatisfactory in both quality and
quantity. The replacenment of wetlands
shoul d be in kind and the sites shoul d
not be fragmented and scattered.

(2) March 9, 2000 (Encl.37b)- Comments regarding
alternative 3(d):

aa. Confining the project south of County
Road 675 woul d significantly reduce the
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direct inpacts that the project would
have on the Crystal River.

bb. The proposed alternative increases the
acreage of wetland that will be filled,
cl eared, and ot herw se inpacted and
degraded by the project.

cc. “alternative “3D" will result in
significant degradation of this unique
aquati c ecosystem”

dd. The applicant has not denonstrated that
no practicable alternatives exist and
t he new proposal does not resol ve nmany
of the concerns raised in the original
objection letter.

b. US. Fish and Wldlife Service (FWB):

(1) June 25, 1999 (Encl.38a): Response to the
public notice (PA), objected and strongly
recommended pernmit denial, referenced their
previous letters dated February 19, 1888,
June 24, 1988, and February 7, 1989. The
basi s of the recommendati on was:

aa. "There appears to be no substantive
di fference between the currently
proposed project and the project
reviewed by the Service in this sane
| ocation in 1988 and 1989."

bb. Maintained the area contains “globally
rare habitats”

cc. Endangered species— “Qur records
i ndi cate the endangered piping plover
(Charadrius nel odus), M chigan nonkey-
flower (M nmulus glabratus var.
m chi ganensi s) and the threatened
Pitcher’s thistle (Grsiumpitcheri)
are found in the project area.”
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(2)

dd. O her specific concerns/recomendations
are contained in the appropriate
assessment sections bel ow.

February 29, 2000 (Encl.38b)- Reaffirned
their June 25, 1999 letter, which stated
their concerns regarding the PA. Specific
concerns regardi ng proposal 3(d) include

aa. Alternative 3(d) would deforest the
majority of the site south of County
Road 675.

1. Rainfall absorption and storage
woul d be conproni sed, which could
| ead to decreases in anounts of
sedi ment and contami nant filtered in
that area, affecting the water
quality of runoff into the Crystal
Ri ver.

2. The renoval of a |arger percentage
of trees may increase the |ikelihood
of windthrow in the remaining area,
potentially affecting forest
habi t at .

bb. Alternative 3(d) would directly inpact
approxi mately 24 acres of wetl ands
through filling, clearing, and
excavation. Fragnentation and
di sruption of addition wetlands wll
cause significant degradation and
i mpact on the remaining areas.

cc. The pond construction woul d cause a
| oss of functions and val ues provi ded
by the existing wetlands.

dd. The benefits derived from noving the
gol f course away fromthe Crystal River
are negated by the possibility of
residential construction in that area.
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(3)

ee. The quantity and quality of the
proposed nmitigation is inadequate.

ff. The reconfiguration of the course
| ayout for alternative 3(d) results in
a nunber of devel opnents bei ng pl aced
much cl oser to the boundary of the
Nati onal Lakeshore property. Direct
and Indirect inpacts to the Lakeshore
resources are of great concern.

June 12, 2000 (Encl.38c): E-mail in response
to the “lssue Paper for the Proposed Colf
Course at the Honestead” prepared by
Nor t her n Ecol ogi cal Services on behal f of
the applicant, discussed the potenti al

i mpacts to the Woded Dune and Swal e

| andf or irs.

c. National Park Service (NPS):

(1) June 23, 1999 (Encl.39): Response to the
public notice (PA). Stated concerns about
possi bl e i nmpacts to Sl eepi ng Bear Dunes
Nat i onal Lakeshore:
aa. Project would be |located in wetlands
adj acent to the Lakeshore.
bb. The Crystal R ver should be protected by
| ocal and state |egislation.

1. “.under Mchigan law, Part 31, Vater
Resources Protection, Natural
Resour ces and Envi ronnent al
Protection Act (PA 451), 1994,
“.rivers flowi ng into, through or
out of National Parks or National
Lakeshores and wil derness rivers...
shall not be lowered in quality..””

2. “Section 5(d) of the National WId
and Scenic River Act (Public Law 90-
542) requires that, “In all planning
for the use and devel opnent of water
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and rel ated | and resources,

consi deration shall be given by

all federal agencies involved to
potential national wild, scenic and
recreational river areas.” In
accordance with Section 5(d), NPS
has listed the Crystal River on the
Nati onwi de Rivers |nventory.

3. Specific concerns/recomendati ons
are contained in the appropriate
assessment sections bel ow.

(2) Conments regarding alternative 3(d) were
i ncorporated into FW5 response

2. Technical support fromUnited States Arnmy Corps of
Engi neers WAt erways Experinent Station (VES):

a. Technical Support for the Evaluation of the
Pr oposed Honest ed Devel opnent Al ong t he
Crystal River, Mchigan by Dr. Richard A
Fi scher and Dr. Mansour Zaki khani (June 2000)
(Encl . 40a)— Investigated riparian corridor and
wat er quality issues.

b. Further Investigation of the Proposed Honested
Devel opnent Along the Crystal River, M chigan
Dr. Mansour Zaki khani and Dr. Richard A
Fi scher (June 2000) (Encl.40b) — Investigated
use and applicability of water quality nodels.

3. Congressi onal :
a. Congressnman Bart Stupak:

(1) March 30, 1999 (Encl.41a) — Requested an
environnental inpact statenent and a public
hearing on behalf of a constituent. Detroit
District responded by letter dated April 183,
1999 (Encl . 41b).

(2) June 25, 1999 (Encl.4lc)-Requested a public
heari ng and an environnental inpact

Department of the Army Permit Evaluation File No: 88-245-003-5 Page 14
HOMESTEAD-KURAS PROPERTIES



statenent on behalf of his concerned
constituents.

(3) Novenber 8, 1999 (Encl.41d)- “Because of the
negative public response to this proposed
devel opnent thus far, as well as the U S.
USEPA, U.S. Fish and Wldlife, Departnent of
the Interior, National Park Service,

M chi gan United Conservation O ubs, National
Wldlife Federation, Sierra C ub, and
others, | would request that you take into
consi deration the requests of these
concerned citizens when nmaki ng your decision
on the permts.” The Detroit District
Executive O ficer contacted Congressman
Stupak’ s POC, Susan McCathy, by tel ephone on
Novenber 16, 1999 (Encl.4le) and assured her
that all factors would be considered in the
deci si on maki ng process.

b. Senator Carl Levin:

(1) June 24, 1999 (Encl.42a): Encouraged USACE
to hold a public hearing because of the
proposed project |ocation, potential
i mpacts, and hei ghtened | evel of concern
fromthe public.

(2) May 8, 2000 (Encl.42b): “This proposed
devel opnent woul d i npact a portion of the
Crystal River which is adjacent to Sl eeping
Bear Dunes National Lakeshore. Due to its
| ocation within and near a National Park,
the Crystal River receives a |large anount of
recreational use. In addition to use as a
recreational area, the river’s surroundi ng
wet | ands and | owl ands constitute habitat for
a variety of wildlife.” Encouraged USACE to
“give full consideration to the conments
submitted by the U S. Fish and Wldlife
Service and the National Park Service”.
Detroit District responded by letter, dated
June 2, 2000 “all comments received
regarding this proposal will be duly
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consi dered” and “The conments of other
Federal agencies.w |l be given particular
wei ght in their areas of expertise”.

c. Senator Bob Graham letter dated July 30, 1999
addressed to M. Joseph W Westphal, Assistant
Secretary of the Arny (Gvil Wrks) (Encl.43):
Request ed general information about the
application. M. Wstphal responded on
Septenber 28, 1999 with a status report (Encl.
44) .

4. State:

a.

Section 401 Water Quality Certification: Presunmed
to be waived pursuant to a letter dated 9 July 82
fromthe District Engineer to the Director of the
M chi gan Departnent of Environnental Quality
(MDEQ, since 30 days have el apsed since the public
notice issuance date and we have received no
response.

Coastal Zone Managenent Act: MDEQ did not respond
to the Public Notice. Therefore, we presune that
the proposal is consistent under Section 307 of the
1972 Coastal Zone Managenent (CZM Act, and that
CZM Certification has been obtained or waived
pursuant to the letter dated 9 July 82 cited above.

Goenmer e- Ander son Wetl and Protection Act 1979 P. A
203: MDEQ i ndicated that pursuant to an order of
the State of Mchigan’s Natural Resources

Commi ssion, a permt for construction of the on-
site golf course, sone 31 hones, and an open space
reserve was authorized and can be issued by the
MDEQ, fornerly the M chigan Departnent of Natural
Resources (MDNR), under authority of the Goenmere-
Ander son Act, as of May 31, 1992. Under the terns
of the permt authorized, all construction and
enhancenent wetl ands shall be constructed in
accordance with mtigation plans designed by
Johnson, Johnson, and Roy, Inc. |If fill reductions
to the project as approved by the M chigan Natural
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Resour ces Conmi ssion are proposed by the MDEQ or
the applicant and agreed to by both parties, the
mtigation plan may al so be changed, subject to
MDEQ approval, to reflect mitigation ratios not
less than 2:1 for wetland fill on holes 1 and 18
and 1:1 all other wetland fill. Al construction
and enhancenent of mtigation wetlands shall be
certified as being constructed and functioning as
i ntended prior to opening of the golf course for
operation.

State Historic Preservation Oficer (SHPO:

(1) June 25, 1999 letter (Encl.45): Reconmended
an archaeol ogi cal survey on the project site
prior to any dredging or earth renoval .

District’s response, Cctober 21, 1999 (Encl. 46):

aa. “In accordance with our regul ations,
the evidence nust set forth specific
reasons for the need to further
investigate within the permt area.”

bb. Informed SHPO of General Condition 3 on
all individual permits which requires
of a permittee, “If you discover any
previously unknown historic or
ar chaeol ogi cal renains while
acconplishing the activity authorized
by this permt, you nust inmediately
notify this office of what you have
found.”

(2) RELATED -- The Little Traverse Bay Band of
Odawa | ndi ans, letter dated June 9, 1999
(Encl . 47): Requested potential inpacts upon
“any cultural resources that may exist there”
be assessed prior to the issuance of a
permit; recommended a phase 1 archaeol ogi cal
site survey, historic background
investigation and | and use history be
conducted. Their position “is based on the
t opogr aphi cal and hydrol ogi cal
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characteristics of the proposed project
area”.

The District responded via |etter dated June
17, 1999 (Encl.48): “The general infornation
contained in your letter is not sufficient to
warrant further investigation. W request
any additional, specific information you w sh
to submit.” A copy of the relevant part from
33 CFR Part 325 Appendi x G Procedures for
the Protection of Historic Properties to
clarify the information requirenents was
provi ded.

(3) RELATED -- WIlliamRastetter, Tribal
Attorney Grand Traverse Band of Otawa and
Chi pewa Indians, letter dated June 25, 1999
(Encl. 49): Requested a “review of the
cul tural significance” in order to assess
the inpact, if any, on the Tribe's treaty
rights (Treaty of Washington 1839, 7
Stat.491).

5. Local:

a. Support: City of Granville, Mayor Janes R Buck,
June 22, 1999, letter in response to the public
notice (PA) (Encl.50) — Indicated “the course woul d
be a great addition to the area” and “proper steps
can be taken to insure the value of the Crystal
Ri ver.”

b. ojection:

(1) Leelanau County Pl anni ng Conmm ssion, June
23, 1999 response to the public notice
(PA) (Encl . 51): Requested denial of the
application. Enclosed a sutmmary of a June
22, 1999 neeting in which they unani mously
voted to recomrend deni al of the
application. Reasons cited for the
recommendat i on:
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aa) The proposed golf course is poorly
designed and is in conflict with the
princi pal goal of the Leel anau County
General Pl an.

bb) The devel opnent woul d destroy the
bal ance of environnental protection and
economni ¢ devel oprent .

cc) The devel opnent woul d conpronise the
environmental quality of the area in
terms of the wetlands and the river and
coul d cause ground water contam nation.

dd) Conflict between the public use of the
river for canoeing, kayaking, and
fishing, and the private use of a golf
cour se.

ee) The applicant could seek alternative,
| ess danmmgi ng options to construct a
gol f course.

(2) Leelanau County Drain Comm ssioner, June 22,
1999 response to the public notice
(PA) (Encl. 52): “The Crystal River would
certainly be negatively inpacted by any
uncontrol | ed stormvater runoff and the
filling of wetlands will cause change to the
hydr ol ogy of the drainage basin.”

6. Public:

a. Support: In response to the public notice (PA), we
received 211 letters of support (Encl.53). O these
letters, 157 were individually witten and 54 were a
formletter. The groups and organi zati ons providing
witten comments include Consuners Energy (21 Jun
99), Leelanau Conservation District (25 Jun 99), and
the Traverse City Area Chanber of Commerce (25 Jun
99). The followi ng general points were offered for
consi derati on:
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(1) The project would have positive economc
effects on the comunity.

aa. The golf course will extend the
seasonal operation of the Homestead
Resort. This will provide nore

enpl oynment for the area residents and
al so increase tourismduring the

ot herwi se sl ower season. The increased
tourismwll contribute to nei ghboring
busi nesses, allowi ng themto extend
their seasons as well.

bb. The project would increase the property
value in the area.

(2) The applicant has proven hinself to be
environnmental |y sensitive by designing the
project to ensure protection of the Crystal
Ri ver and the surroundi ng area.

b. Opposition/Concern: In response to the public notice
(PA), we received 821 letters and cards of objection
and/ or concern and various petitions with a total of
91 signatures (Encl.54). O these letters, 337 were
individually witten by concerned individuals, 21
were from various groups and organi zati ons, and
approxi mately 463 were sone type of a prepared form
letter or card. The groups and organi zati ons whi ch
provided witten conments include: Allegan
Conservation District (25 Jun 99), Crawford-
Roscommon Conservation Club (24 Jun 99), El k-
Skegenpg Lakes Association (20 Jun 99), Dept of
Fi sheries and WIldlife-Mchigan State Univesity (3
Jun 99), Friends of the Cedar R ver Watershed, Inc.
(15 Jun 99), Friends of the Crystal R ver (29 Jun
99), Friends of the Earth (June 11, 99), Friends of
the St. Joe River (21 Jun 99), Geat Lakes
Envi ronnmental Center (15 Jun 99), Lake County
Ri verside Property Omers Assoc., Inc (24 Jun 99),

M chi gan Environnmental Council (7 June 99), M chigan
Envi ronnmental Protection Foundation (11 May 99),

M chi gan Lake & Stream Associ ations, Inc. (24 Jun
99), Mchigan Land Use Institute (23 Jun 1999),

Department of the Army Permit Evaluation File No: 88-245-003-5 Page 20
HOMESTEAD-KURAS PROPERTIES



Nati onal WIldlife Federation (24 Jun 99), Northern
M chi gan Environnental Action Council (26 May 99),
QGakl and Qutdoors Video Magazine (24 Jun 99), Pere
Mar quett e Wat ershed Council, Inc. (23 Jun 99), St
Joseph County Conservation & Sportsman Club Inc. (25
Jun 99), Tip of the Mtt Watershed Council (7 Ju
99), Trout Unlimted (22 Jun 99).

The foll owi ng general points were offered for
consi derati on:

(1) The proposed devel opnent has not been shown
to be the |l east destructive practicable
alternative

aa. Residential subdivision with a golf
course is not a water dependent
busi ness venture. The project could
easily be built on an alternative
upl and site.

bb. There is property available in the area
that could be purchased for the purpose
of construction. In addition to the
avai l abl e 1 and, the applicant owns
several hundred acres in the area

cc. The applicant’s clains that his
exi sting business needs an on-site golf
course to remain conpetitive in the
i ndustry seemto be unfounded. He
first claimed this in 1988 and remains
in business today, despite the | ack of
an on-site 18 hole golf course.

(2) The proposed devel opnent woul d have
substantial adverse inpacts on the
envi ronment .

aa. The loss of wetland and forest habitat
woul d inmpact wildlife in the area and
decrease the val ue of the renaining
wet | and habitat al ong the park
boundary. A continuous riparian zone
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along the river is very inportant for
speci es such as migratory birds, wood
ducks, minks, and long-tailed weasels.

bb. Water quality will be at risk.
Mai nt enance of a golf course requires
| arge anpbunts of insecticides,
her bi ci des, and fertilizers. The
perneability of the soils in the area
and the sinuosity of the streamat the
project site heightens the risk to
surface and groundwater, the Crystal
Ri ver, and Lake M chi gan.

cc. Altasid, an insecticide that is
i ncluded in the mai ntenance plan of the
course, is toxic to fish and may al so
be toxic to other species. There is
al so a risk of contam nation being
passed up the food chain.

dd. Construction of the project wll put
the Crystal River and nearby wetl ands
at risk of severe sedinmentation.

(3) The project would be contrary to the public’'s
best interest.

aa. The Cystal River is valuable for
recreational activities such as
kayaki ng and swinmmng. A private golf
course will infringe on the rights of
the public to use the river.

bb. The environmental inpacts of the
project will also affect Lake M chigan
and the National Lakeshore. These
areas are currently valued for their
natural, serene state and are used by
the public for that reason.

cc. The econonic success of the area
surroundi ng the proposed project
heavily relies on tourismthat is
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attracted to the area because of the
pristine nature of the environnment.
Therefore, while the project wuld be
econom cal |y beneficial for the
applicant, it would be to the detrinment
of the rest of the community.

c. Public response to Alternative 3(d): Joint Comments
of Environmental Goups on Alternative 3(d), Mrch
27, 2000(Encl.55)- Submitted on behal f of the
foll owing nine organizations: Friends of the Crystal
Ri ver, the National WIdlife Federation, the
M chi gan United Conservation C ubs, the M chigan
Envi ronnment al Council, the Macki nac Chapter of the
Sierra Club, the Tipp of the Mtt Watershed Council,
the Friends of the Cedar R ver Watershed, the Three
Lakes Association, and the Northern M chigan
Envi ronmental Action Council. The main points of
the submttal:

(1) There are still many issues that the
applicant has not sufficiently addressed
(PA) which are not addressed in 3(d).

aa. The Pesticide Root Zone Mddel (PRZM is
fl awned.

bb. Conflict of recreation use of the
Crystal River.

cc. It has not been denonstrated that use
of the site, or any portion of it, is
the |l east destructive practicable
alternative.

(2) Housing North of County Road 675:

aa. The alternative of high-density housing
along the river would not have |ess
i mpact than the golf course.

bb. “The applicant cannot inpermssibly
segnent one aspect of the project from
anot her.” The golf course and the
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housi ng are one project, wherever they
are arranged on the site and nust be
treated as one project.

cc. the proposed mitigation is inadequate
and may conpound the overall adverse
i mpacts of the project.

dd. “Preservation of the area north of CR
675 is the only effective mtigation
proposal which has been suggested in
the record.”

H. The applicant was furnished copies of all substantive
coments. Sone of the nmajor points found within letters
transmtting conmment/objection letters (See USACE letters
dat ed August 10, 1999 and Novenber 2, 1999, and March 15,
2000 (fax) and April 7, 2000 (Encl.56):

1. The Federal agency conments regarding the PA were
provided to the applicant via |letter dated Novenber 2,
1999 (Encl.56b). It was specifically requested that
the follow ng i ssues be addressed:

a. Alternatives analysis, including alternatives
that were available at the time of market
entry.

b. Water quality inpacts.

c. Recreational use conflicts.

d. Adverse inpacts to the National Lakeshore.

e. Net benefits of the mitigation package.

f. Threat ened/ Endanger ed speci es.

2. Novenber 2, 1999 —(Encl.56¢c) Requested the concerns
cited in the FOCR subm ttal (see Encl.54) be
specifically addressed, as the overall position of

t hose opposing the project was synopsized in their
letter.
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“I't is particularly inportant you respond
regardi ng project alternatives and inpacts,

t he uni queness of the project site, water
quality (including pernmit conditions and their
enforceability), riparian habitat |oss, and
recreational use conflicts.”

Directed the applicant to identify an
exanpl e(s) of existing courses which have
utilized simlar lowintrusion/mniml fill
designs within conparably sensitive sites,
courses which enpl oy conparable turf grass
managenent plans, and their success and
difficulties.

3. Alternative 3(d) comments were provided to the
applicant via fax dated March 15, 2000 (Encl.56d).

4. April

7, 2000-Letter forwarding Joint Comments of

Envi ronmental Groups on Alternatives 3(d) (Encl.56e):
The applicant was advised that the submttal raised
substantive concerns, which would weigh heavily in the

final

decision on the pernmt application. The letter

identified specific issues of particular inportance:

a.

Per manent preservation of the area north of
County Road 675.

Rel ocation of holes 12 and 13 off sensitive
wet | and areas cl osest to County Road 675.

Rel ocation of holes 1 and 14 out of the
riparian corridor.

El i minati on of the driving range.
El i mi nati on/ reducti on of housi ng.

El i mi nati on/rel ocati on of the pond near hol es
12 and 13.

The letter also stated “In the event you feel your
previous responses sufficiently address all or part of
the encl osed comments and/ or you wi sh to have
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materi al s generated during or contained within the
record prior to our direct permt involvenent
considered, | request you to refer me to the specific
docunent(s). | further request you specifically
identify what portion or section of the docunent you
feel is pertinent. There has been a | arge vol une of
material, some of which is conplex and sone of which
has been suppl enented or superceded, generated during
the extensive history of your proposed devel opnent.

It is incunbent upon you to identify the specific
parts of the record you wi sh to have considered.”

I. The applicant responded to the objections/coments and
submtted the follow ng

1. Septenber 29, 1999 - Submitted MDNR interoffice
comuni cati ons dated June 24, 1988 (Encl.57a), June
27, 1988 (Encl.57b), June 27, 1988 (Encl.57c), and
July 6, 1988 (Encl.57d), the MDNR “Findi ngs of Fact-
Interpretations of Law Alternatives Assessnents”
docunent dated July 6, 1988 (Encl.57e), the MDNR
Admi ni strative Law Record dated February 2, 1989( Encl
57f) and the Final Determ nation of Natural Resources
Commi ssi on dated Novenber 14, 1990 (Encl.57g).

2. Novenber 15, 1999 letter (Encl.58a): Suggested all of
the questions posed in the objections/responses had
been previously addressed “by our firmand the State
of Mchigan's Departnment of Environnental Quality”
“To be certain that you and other agency officials in
your agency are fully aware of these facts, | have
reviewed the State’'s files, selected those docunents
bel i eve to have been used by the State when answering
t hese questions, had them duplicated and encl osed for
you.” Subnmitted two boxes (Encl 58b and 58c)
containing a total of 48 itens.

3. Novenber 15, 1999 letter (Encl.59): Addressed the
marketability and costs associated with off-site
alternatives. Enclosed docunents, witten to Rodney
Walton of U. S. USEPA in Cctober 1990, and i ncl uded
data and letters fromvarious organi zations, which
supported an on-site golf course.
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4. Decenber 1, 1999 letter (Encl.60a): Provided a letter
to informour office that a formal response would be
sent for review and inclusion into the record. The
focus of the new response woul d be the issues that
weren’t previously addressed.

5. Decenber 21, 1999 (Encl.60b), identified and responded
to three issues that they viewed as “new matters”.

a. Resource Quality- The resource quality of the
area was eval uated by the National Park Service
in 1961 to determine the land to be included in
the National Lakeshore property boundary. At
that tine, the project site was not included.
The resource quality of the site is being
exagger ated by some groups and federal
agenci es.

b. Project Purpose- The applicant provided data
fromresearch done by nunerous anal yses
conparing the market and conpetitive conditions
of the resort industry and the relationship of
on-site vs. off-site golf courses. The
applicant maintained that, in order to remain
conpetitive in the industry, their project
purpose is “to add an 18 hol e, chanpi onship
quality golf course so as to again be
conpetitive in our industry in the Spring and
Fal .

c. Alternatives- All the alternatives suggested
could not be considered a “practical
alternative” due to economc unfeasibility,
unavail ability, and/or the inability to support
a “chanpi onship quality” golf course. “Wen
appropriate to do so , we wll address our
suggestions as to alternates with you. They
wi Il not include the preservation of the area
we own north of County Road 675 with pernanent
deed restrictions as that would take all
econom ¢ val ue of our property fromus by
rendering the entire project economcally
infeasible.”
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d. The letter addressed renmai ning i ssues as bei ng
“previously raised matters... Therefore, rather
than agai n responding to each of these
previously raised and addressed matters and
conclusions we ask that you refer to the
record’ s disposition of them”

6. Decenber 24, 1999 (Encl.6la)- Submitted alternative
3(c) which would confine the golf course to the south
si de of CR 675.

7. January 5, 2000 (Encl.61b) — Submitted a Wetl and
Functional Analysis for 3(c), prepared by Northern
Ecol ogi cal Services (NES).

8. January 28, 2000 (Encl.62a) — Submitted Alternative
3(d), asked that the alternatives anal ysis continue
“with a focus on the plan submtted with our
application and plan 3(d) rather than 3(c).

9. January 28, 2000 (Encl.62b)- Letter regarding
alternative 3(d) and the clearing of wetlands,
nmechani zed and non-nechani zed, involved with that
alternative.

10. January 28, 2000 (Encl.62c)- Subnmitted 4 proposals for
conpensatory nmitigation of alternative 3(d).

a. Creation and Restoration: Create 2.2 acres
portrayed on 3(d) and acquire an additional
6.8 acres of inpacted wetlands within the den
Lake Watershed or w thin the Regional
Landscape ecosystem for restoration.

b. Creation and Preservation: Create 2.2 acres
portrayed on 3(d) and acquire and preserve an
accept abl e nunber of acres within the den
Lake Watershed or w thin the Regional
Landscape ecosystem

c. Creation and Banking: Create the 2.2 acres
portrayed on 3(d) and acquire 6.8 acres in a
m tigation bank.
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d. Donation: Disregard the creation of the 2.2
acres portrayed in 3(d) and donate | and or
funds for the acquisition of land to a
nmut ual | y accept abl e conservancy.

11. January 29, 2000 (Encl.63)- Addressed the
inmpracticality of containing the entire project south
of the County Road.

a. From a perspective of costs, logistics, and
exi sting technol ogy, the Board of Directors
does not believe that to be a practicable

alternative capable of fulfilling the project
pur pose.
b. The Board's willingness to formally act on

this alternative was driven solely by its
interest in expeditiously ending this 13 year
regul atory revi ew.

c. Discussed fair nmarket value of the 47 acres
north of the CR (includes the 39.5 acres owned
by applicant and 7.5 acres on which they have
an option to purchase). Subnmtted an
apprai sal of the property.

d. The applicant would be willing to purchase and
donate the 7.5 acre parcel on which they have
an option to buy; no other portion of the 47
acres woul d be considered for restriction or
donation in order to mtigate the PA or 3(d).

12. January 29, 2000 (Encl.64) — discussed the eligibility
of the Crystal River (or a portion of the river) for
i nclusion on the Nationw de R vers Inventory. Enclosed
a January 29, 2000 letter to M. WIIliamSchneck of NPS
whi ch requested docunents regarding this issue under
the Freedom of Information Act.

13. February 11, 2000 (Encl.65) -
a. Discussion of application of the 404(b) (1)

Gui delines and the Draft Regul atory Gui dance
letter “project Purpose/Alternatives Analysis
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14.

15.

(June 18, 1992)

Di scussi on of discrepancy with application of
Gui delines to MDNR actions (Tournanment Players
Cour se, Dearborn, M chigan and Robertson gol f
cour se)

Provi ded a cost analysis of on-site vs. off-
site course devel opment dated Cctober 29,
1990.

February 18, 2000 (Encl.62d): Submtted docurments and
pl ans regarding the clearing, grading, and cut and fill
cal cul ations for 3(d).

Responses to comments received on Alternative 3(d)
and/or USACE letter dated April 7, 2000.

a.

Nor t hern Ecol ogi cal Services, Inc. — March 13,
2000 (Encl.66a) Provided a response to a
letter fromBob Jones (Encl.66b) which was

obt ai ned via Freedom of |nformation Act
(FOA).

Nor t hern Ecol ogi cal Services, Inc. - March 15,
2000 (Encl.67), response to USEPA letter dated
March 9, 2000. Main points:

(1) The applicant’s version of the history
of alternative reconmendati ons (south
of CR 675) was given.

(2) The applicant is unconvinced as to the
viability of alternative 3(d). The
applicant has not “formally offered”
any alternative to the PA

(3) Referred to the May 8, 1992 USEPA
condi ti onal withdrawal decision
docunent to dispute the current USEPA
position(s).

(4) Suggested the USACE has no regul atory
authority over clearing, cutting of
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trees or pond construction and comments
pertinent to these activities are
“i nappropriate for consideration”.
Al so suggested the ridge and swale is a
| andf orm which is not regul at ed.

(5) dained the “Federal agencies”
“previously expressed approval of 30

Acres of wetland fill” in association
with location of the course south of
CR675.

Not e: The USACE | etter of June 24, 1988
was quoted in support of this
statement. At the tinme that letter was
witten, the USACE was not aware of any
specific proposal or of the area of
potential inpact. Wiile NES is correct
in stating that the USACE opi nion at
that tine was that the location of the
course is nmore crucial than acreage

i pacted, neither a final or even
prelimnary judgenent was nade that a
fill area of 30 acres would be in
conpliance wi th Federal guidelines and
regul ati ons.

(6) Soil erosion and sedinmentation control
i ssues were addressed.

(7) Referred to Hydrology of the den Lake
— Fisher Lake — Crystal River System
dated July 14, 1989 and prepared by
Arthur W Cosling (a hydraulic
engi neer/ hydrologist) and its
“concl usions” that the “operation of
the golf course will not effect” the
quantity or occurrence of surface
water, the quantity and | ocati on of
groundwat er or the water quality of the
Crystal River.

(8) Results froma “SCl-GROWanal ysis for
the newy revised |list of pesticides at
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The Honestead Gol f Course”, dated March
15, 2000, prepared by Environnental &

Turf Services, Inc. was referenced and
submi tted.

(9) Cited the Ellis and Ri eke “studies” as
not anticipating “any significant
transport” of nitrogen, phosphorus and
potassium “in surface water flows” due
to their being “aggressively taken up
by turf, bound to thatch, and adsorbed
to soils”. Further suggested excess
nutrients woul d be elimnated by
denitrification, adsorption, and plant
uptake. Al so suggested the turf
managenent plan and stornwat er design
woul d minimze offsite mgration.

(10) Disputed that ridge/swal e wetl ands
coul d not be created; suggested
forested wetland creation/restoration
coul d conpensate for project inpacts.

(11) Suggested the USEPA concl usion
regardi ng “significant adverse inpacts”
was not consistent with the MDNR record
and findings and the USEPA headquarters
findings for the original plan, and
that (3e) woul d reduce the area which
“abuts” the Crystal River.

Nor t hern Ecol ogi cal Services, Inc. - April 21,
2000 (Encl.68a)- Conpared inpacts of
alternative 3(e) to the PA, asserted the Joint
Comments of Environnental G oups on
Alternative 3(d) (public) are

“opi ni ons..of fered by individuals or groups

wi t hout professional expertise and in all
cases are without site specific scientific
study”, endorsed water quality studi es done by
the applicant, addressed the hydrol ogic
characteristics of the site and defended the
groundwat er nodel s used to determ ne the
effects on water quality.
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d. Kuras, April 24, 2000 (Encl.68b) — Addressed
the following issues raised in the Joint
Comments of Environnental G oups on
Alternative 3(d) subnmittal:

(1) Recreational Use of the Crystal River:
Irrel evant because 3(d) involves no
conflict with the current use of the
Crystal River.

(2) Seasonality: The nodern resort
mar ket pl ace and trends demand a
multiplicity of facilities and mnust
appeal to famlies and groups with

diverse interests — It is incorrect to
conclude the Honestead is a “beach
resort”

(3) Discussed interpretation of Graph 1 in
his letter of Decenber 1999 — the
correct interpretation of the graph is
“demand at the Homestead is
substantially nore seasonal than it is
at the other resorts.”

(4) Referred to the Doud letter of May 3,
2000 and the Honestead' s January 29,
2000 regardi ng preservation of the area
north of CR 675.

e. Stuart Cohen (water quality consultant on
behal f of the applicant), April 24, 2000
(Encl . 68c): Supported the claimthat
construction and operation of a course could
occur and “yet not rel ease any neasurabl e
amount of pesticide or fertilizer into the
water”. The main points were:

(1) Provided a reprint of Water Quality
I mpact by Golf Courses, published in
the Journal of Environnental Quality
(1999), which concluded the foll ow ng:
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aa. “Wdespread and/or repeated
water quality inpacts by golf
courses are not happening at the
sites studied. None of the authors
of the individual studies

concl uded that toxicologically
significant inpacts were observed,
al t hough HAL' s (heal th advi sory

I evel s), MCL's (maxi mum

contam nant |evels), or MAC s
(maxi mum al | owabl e concentr at es)
wer e occasional ly observed.”

bb. “There are major data gaps in
this review, particularly in the
m dcontinent area.”

Note: Water quality nmonitoring
results at 36 golf courses were
revi ewed. Analysis included
pesticide, netabolite, solvent,
and NGB in surface and

gr oundwat er .

(2) Disputed that the course woul d be built
on saturated soils; mean depth to
groundwater will be greater than 6 feet
(2-3 x what was assunmed in PRZM runs).

(3) A screening level nodel of pesticide
transport to groundwater (SC -CRON was
run and “none of the pesticides
proposed for the golf course exceeded
lifetime drinking water Health Advisory
Level s.

(4) PRZMwas not utilized to estinmate
fertilizer transport to water, rather
other specialists “formulated a
nitrogen fertilization plan” and
devel oped “the phosphorus programin a
manner that woul d ensure excess
phosphorus is not applied.”
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Additionally, the letter:

(1) Cited Jerri-Anne Garl (1989) as
indicating “Overall, pesticide
application if perfornmed properly
shoul d pose a significant threat to
surface water bodies if dicanba wll
not inpact aquatic life at the |eaching
concentration of 20 ppb.”

(2) Asserted “there was adequate use of
site-specific data.”

(3) Asserted the thatch layer tends to
retard pesticide transport and the
“hi ghly bioactive” root zone pronotes
degr adat i on.

(4) Asserted “Basically, mgration in
ground water is rarely an issue.”

(5) Indicated they “found no detections of
solvents in the studies cited.”

(6) Provided, as an attachnment, the results
of a SCl-GROWanal ysis along with a
concl usi on “None of the pesticides
nodel | ed exceeded their lifetine
drinking water Health Advisory Levels.”

Val ker (gol f course designer), April 25, 2000
(Encl . 68d)- Discussed the goals and results of
the alternative 3(e) design, suggested 3(e) is
not contiguous to the Homestead, offered his
prof essi onal opinion that amenities such as
parking and the driving range could not be
reduced or elimnated, and the design could
not be reduced in length or area,

reconfigured, due to marketing appeal and
safety considerations. Also indicated “lI have
been involved in the design of nore than 130
gol f course projects in the past 28 years, and
95% of those projects included housing,
typically 150 to 400 units for reasons of
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econom ¢ viability. The ones which did not

i ncl ude housing were in sone cases, owned by a
private club or a nunicipality.” He also
stated his opinion that elimnating housing
shoul d not be consi dered because it "woul d not
add sufficient land for relocating any hole as
it sinply does not provide for adequate
space.”

g. Deens (attorney on behalf of the applicant),
April 28, 2000 (Encl.68e): Disputed FOCR s
characterization of the Conditional Wthdraw
of USEPA Objection to M chigan |Issuance of a
State Wetlands Permit for Honestead Resort
(May 8, 1992), the 1992 Federal District Court
deci si on by Judge Ensl en, and the
applicability of Sylvester v U.S. Arny Corps
of Engi neers.

h. Zimerman (attorney on behal f of the
applicant), May 3, 2000 (Encl.68f): Addressed
the Legal |ssues Menorandum submitted by O son
Noonan and Bzdok. Topics incl uded:
consi deration of the housing and golf course
as i ndependent actions, authority to require,
and reasonabl eness of requiring, a
conservation of the area north of CR 675 as
mtigation, and USACE jurisdiction with
respect associ ated housing and dredging within
wetlands to create a pond(s). The follow ng
quotations are excerpted fromthis docunent:

(1) “Notwithstanding the fact that the
proxi mty of the housing devel opment to
the golf course is beneficial to the
gol f course, the two projects are

| ogi cal |y separabl e and each can exi st
wi t hout the other.”

(2) *“.the golf course and housing

devel opnent are separate projects that,
whil e conplinmentary and beneficial to
each other, can stand al one.”
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i. Doud (accountant on behalf of the applicant),
May 3, 2000 (Encl.68g): Provided conments
rel ated to business and financial natters.
Addr essed i ssues of project purpose,
alternatives, mtigation (preservation of the
area north of CR 675). Subnmitted a
Confidential Business Information Affidavit.

j. Shirley Debel ack, June 10, 2000 (Encl.68h) -
Subnitted an article fromthe M chi gan
Envi ronnmental Law Journal, “Adninistrative
Limtations of Army Corps of Engineers
Aut hority Over Upland Areas” by Saulius K
M kal oni s, and asked that it be included in
the record as a response to the “Joint
Comments of Environnental G oups on
Alternative 3(d)” submttal by FOCR

I1) Environmental Setting:

A. Description of the Area:

Leel anau County is located in northwest Lower M chigan and
i s bounded on 3 sides by Lake M chigan. The County possesses
over 100 miles of shoreline and four islands: North and South
Fox and North and South Manitou Islands. The region is heavily
glaciated resulting in high topographic diversity, and nany
| akes and streans. The overall scenic beauty and recreational
opportunities attract vacationers fromall over the M dwest.
Services industries related to recreation and tourismare the
area's | argest enpl oyer.

Maj or | and uses include the Sl eeping Bear Dunes Nati onal
Lakeshore, which domi nates the area of the county in which the
proposed work is found. Elsewhere in the county, |akefront
residential and specialty fruit orchards are nmjor |andscape
features. At least two of Mchigan's najor resorts, the
Honest ead and Sugarl oaf are found in the county.

Property values vary greatly, with Lake M chigan shoreline
and inland | ake and streamwaterfront property conmandi ng top
dol lar. The value of waterfront property is increasing
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di sproportionately to non-waterfront. Non-waterfront property
val ues are significantly |l ess and decrease with increasing

di stances fromthe water. Property values near the National
Lakeshore are raised by the attractiveness of that feature to
tourists and recreational users.

Leel anau County had a popul ati on of approxi mately 16, 500
according to the 1990 census. The population in den Arbor
Township was listed at 644. During the summer vacati on season
t he popul ation increases substantially.

B. Waterway Characteristics:

The proposed worksite is located on the Crystal River which
begins as the outlet of den Lake and flows approxi mately 15
mles into Lake Mchigan. The river flows across a parallel
series of ridges and swal es that create distinct “meanders”. At
one time, Aen Lake was likely a bay off Lake M chigan. A
conbi nati on of |ake |evel changes and deposition of sand bars at
the mouth of the bay eventually resulted in the separation of
the bay fromthe |ake. An aerial photo of the area (Encl.69)
clearly shows the parallel, crescent shaped series of ridges.
Areas between the ridges are terned swal es. Water often
collects in these swales and either flows laterally to the river
or ponds before evaporation or infiltration to groundwater. In
many areas, the surface elevation of the swales intersects the
groundwat er table and wetland conditions exist.

Water quality in the Crystal River is excellent. The river
supports a warmwater fishery with seasonal mgrations of
sal nonid species. W are not aware of a resident trout fishery
inthe river.

The river is very popular for recreation, with
approxi mately 3,700 canoes and kayaks being rented during the
sumer of 1997. Additional trips are taken by privately owned
watercraft. The river is also popular with float tubers and
wadi ng fishernmen.

C. Project Area:

The proposed worksite is bisected by CR 675. The PA would
|l ocate 4 holes north of the road with the renmining 14 | ocated
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south. The land to the north of CR 675 (excludi ng what was
previously sold) contains approximately 47 acres and has about
14,000 feet of river frontage. The applicant owns 39.5 acres of
it and has an option on an additional 7.5 acres. The proposed
worksite al so includes 182 acres south of CR 675.

The area north of CR 675 is highly accessible and visible
to tourists and residents of the area. This site is bounded by
two main thoroughfares, M 22 and CR 675, and the river is
heavily used in this area. There are at |east two | ocations
where the river and its natural corridor are highly visible and
provide two of the nbre scenic areas in the region. The scenic
val ue of these areas is particularly inportant because of the
ri dge-swal e | andscape and the natural, unspoiled river corridor.
These vistas rival nmpbst any now contained in the National
Lakeshore.

The nost uni que and val uabl e natural resource in the region
is the Dunes, significant exanples of which are contained in the
Lakeshore. The Dune-swal e and/or ridge-swale feature is also a
natural resource w th unique and val uable qualities. The
proposed worksite, particularly that north of CR 675, is a
not abl e, readily accessible and highly visible (from mgjor
hi ghways and a well traveled portion of the river) exanple of
this habitat which is najor asset to the Lakeshore; many
question that it was not included in the National Lakeshore
boundari es when originally defined.

An extensive description of the riparian corridor and its
functions and values is contained in Technical Support for the
Eval uati on of the Proposed Honmested Devel opnent Al ong the
Crystal River, Mchigan by Fischer and Zakakini of the US. Arny
Cor ps of Engi neers Waterways Experinment Station. That site
description is incorporated by reference.

Letters fromthe FW5 and the USEPA al so contain
descriptions of the project area; those descriptions are
i ncor porated by reference.

FW5 al so submitted an e-mai| which discusses the site
characteristics (Encl.38c). That e-mail is hereby incorporated
by reference.”“.there were once 90-95 WD&S (wetl and dune and
swal e) conplexes in the Great Lakes region, 70 of which occurred
in Mchigan. Only 40 of these retain significant undisturbed
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natural character. The Crystal River WD&S conpl ex is one of
t hese.”

An extensive description of geol ogic processes, vegetative
comuni ties, habitat val ues, and devel opnent pressures is
contained in A Survey of Woded Dune and Swal e Conpl exes in
M chi gan, prepared by Conmer and Al bert of the M chigan Natural
Features Inventory, My 1993 (Encl.70). The report describes

these natural comunities as “globally rare” and "limted to the
Great Lakes region of North Anerica”, but “not considered to be
globally inmperiled”. The project site is part of a dune-swale

or ridge-swal e conpl ex associated with the Crystal River that is
one of 70 sites in Mchigan which are described in the report.
The followi ng are sel ect quotes fromthat docunent:

pl0-“Because the process responsible for the

devel opnent of Woded Dune and Swal e Conpl exes are
directly related to very large bodies of fresh water
and post-Pl ei stocene geol ogy, their occurrences are
limted to the Great Lakes region in North America.”

pll-“Because they contain a uni que assenbl age of
physi ographic, soil, and vegetative conponents, and
provide a high quality habitat for numerous shoreline
ani mal speci es, the Woded Dune and Swal e Conplex is
considered a distinct natural community in M chigan
(MNFI 1990) . "

p36-"Land ownershi p of the highest quality conpl exes
in Mchigan is split between Federal, state, and
private sectors. Four high quality conpl exes are
found within the Sl eepi ng Bear Dunes Nati onal
Lakeshore.”

p58-“6. Crystal River (Leelanau Co.) - Located at den
Arbor, this 580 acre conplex lies between den Lake
and Lake M chigan, with the Crystal R ver flow ng

t hrough, and between beach ridges. County road 675
cuts across the conplex, and several other roads pass
al ong several beach ridges. Intensive residential and
comer ci al devel opnent occurs at den Arbor, along the
north shore of den Lake, and on the Lake M chigan
shoreline. Portions of the conplex are part of the

Sl eepi ng Bear Dunes National Lakeshore. A transect
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was taken on National Lakeshore property in section
23.

The beach ridges of this conplex are generally
low, ranging from.5 to 1 mhigh. Swales in this
conpl ex are sonewhat w de, ranging from9 to 59 m
wi de; averaging 39 m Oganic nmatter depth in the
swales is quite variable, from8 to 150 cm The pH of
the organic matter and sub-soils fromthe swal es
ranged from5.91 to 6.31. Most swales in August were
saturated, with standing water (5 cmdeep) in just one
swal e.

Prior to European settlenment, this conplex
probably contained nore white pine (Pinus strobus) and
Eastern hem ock (Tsuga canadensis) than it does today.
Today, hem ock and White pine are still abundant on
the lowridges and in the swales, but Northern white
cedar (Thuja occidentalis) and Anerican ash (Fraxi nus
anmericana) are dom nant, along with Tamarack (Larix
laricina), Balsamfir (Abies bal samea) and Red mapl e
(Acer rubrum). Al der buckthorn (Rhamus al nifoia),
Swanp rose (Rosa palustris), Northern bugle weed
(Lycopus uniflorus), sedge (Carex |eptalea), and Small
bi shop’s cap (Mtella nuda) are all abundant in the
swal es. A total of 87 species of vascular plants and
nosses were noted along the transect. State special
concern Blanchard’s cricket frog (Acris crepitans
bl anchardi) has been found in and around the Crystal
River within this conplex.

Road construction and residential devel opnent
have caused significant degradation to this conpl ex.
However, remai ning undevel oped portions retain a high
natural quality. Recent proposals to develop a golf
course within this conplex would clearly cause
significant degradation to the conplex as a whol e.

O her nore suitable |ocations for the golf course can
and shoul d be found.”

Cormer and Al bert ranks the Crystal River conplex #14 on
Tabl e 3b. (pg.37) - M chigan Woded Dune and Swal e

Conpl exes, Northern Lakes Huron/M chi gan — Low Dunes.
Table 3e. is alisting of high quality sites within each
Wyoded Dune and Swal e Conpl ex sub-type ranked in order of
protection priority. The mechani smfor establishing these
ranking priorities attenpts to incorporate significant
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bi ol ogi cal factors and known di sturbances into the ranking
process. The primary ranking factor in determning the
priority list is the Elenent Cccurrence Rank, which

i ncorporates significant hydrol ogical alterations and other
human- caused di sturbances, along with nore general
characteristics of conplex size and species diversity.

I11. Environnental |npacts of the Proposed Action

A. ldentified Physical |npacts
1. Effects on Water Quality

Opponent’s position:

The river will be contaminated by nitrogen and phosphorus,
degradi ng the “excellent” water quality and herbicides and
insecticides will poison aquatic life. The high water table,

thin organic | ayers, sandy, perneable soils, and intensive
irrigation done on golf courses would result in a high risk to
water quality. There will be a “dramatic degradati on of water
quality”.

The i ndependent panel of experts convened by EPA and the
state determined: “it is unlikely in our view that the stream
water quality, as it now exists, can be conpletely maintained.”

The inpacts woul d be “severe’ as the river is vulnerable
due to the close proximty of the river to the golf course, the
sl ow current (low m xing and flushing), and “oligotrophic” or
low nutrient condition.

PRZM is a “screening-1evel nodel” and not appropriate for
predicting inmpacts. PRZMresults “depend nore on the
assunptions it uses than any site specific data”. Those
assunptions are flawed because they overestimate both dilution
while in groundwater and m xi ng upon di scharge to the river.
PRZM does not nodel organic solvents. The nodel was applied to
fai rways, but not greens and tees, which receive higher
applications; they disputed the claimthat greens and tees would
be | ess vul nerabl e because of the greater depth to groundwater.
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From FOCR submittal Joint Comments on 3(d):

1. “We agree with the comenting agenci es that
alternative 3d, while better than the applicant’s original
proposal in terms of recreational inpacts on the Crystal River,
woul d still cause an unacceptabl e disruption of aquatic
resources.”

2. “By building high density housing along the river,
the applicant woul d be doi ng nothing nmeani ngful to offset the
i mpacts that the golf course would have on the river and the
ri dge-and-swal e community. |In fact, the housing would only nake
those inpacts worse.”

3. “.nost of the project site has a shall ow water
tabl e, not just the areas delineated as wetlands.” “.much of the
area south of County Road 675 is hydrologically connected to the
Crystal River, and that the whole site shares an aquifer with
the residential portion of den Arbor.” “.the applicant has not
done any work to investigate groundwater flow and how the course
m ght create risks to the river or to drinking water.”

Federal agency positions:

EPA:

The PA will have significant adverse inpacts on the
water quality of the surrounding wetlands, the groundwater, and
the Crystal River.

Confining the project south of the County Road 675
woul d significantly reduce the direct inpacts that the project
woul d have on the Crystal River.

“alternative “3D" will result in significant
degradation of this unique aquatic ecosystem”

FWE:
Alternative 3(d) would deforest the majority of the

site south of County Road 675. Rainfall absorption and storage
woul d be conprom sed, which could lead to decreases in anounts
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of sediment and contam nant filtered in that area, affecting the
water quality of runoff into the Crystal River.

The benefits derived fromnoving the golf course away
fromthe Crystal River are negated by the possibility of
residential construction in that area.

The reconfiguration of the course |ayout for
alternative 3(d) results in a nunber of devel opments being
pl aced much closer to the boundary of the National Lakeshore
property. Direct and indirect inpacts to the Lakeshore
resources are of great concern.

VEES Fi ndi ngs:
Pesti ci de i npacts:

1. “the golf course is located in a very sensitive
ecol ogi cal area; any inproper application of the
pesticides may have negative inpacts on water
quality.”

2. “unforeseen factors such as inproper application of
pesticides” could inpact the water quality of the
Crystal River.” WES quoted a 1989 statenent by Ms.
Jerri-Anne Garl that “Overall, pesticide
application if perforned properly (enphasis by VES)
shoul d not pose a significant threat to the surface
wat er bodies if dicanmba will not inpact aquatic
life at the | eaching concentration of 20 ppb.”

Note: It is understood that dicanba is no | onger
included in the golf course managenent plan; the
i mportance of this statenent is the overall
significance of “proper” application.

3. “there were many assunptions used to devel op the
PRZM and i f one or some of these assunptions do not
mat ch the dynamic conditions of the site and
pesticide application, there may be negative

i mpacts.”
4. “Al though, the nodel application by Biospheric Inc.
shows that there will not be any nmajor water

quality inpact fromthe proposed golf course on
Crystal River, the nodel results (concentration
nunbers) can not be eval uated thoroughly unless the
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nodel simulations will be repeated with the
enhanced nodel (s) and updated data.” Because they
do not have the original digital data fromthe site
to perform an i ndependent test using the PRZM they
cannot confidently support any statenments

suggesting that there will not be any water quality
impacts at the site as a result of either the PA or
3(d).

5. “If the project is inplenmented, there nust be a

plan to check the proper application of pesticides,
and a nonitoring programto control probable
i mpacts on the local water quality.”

Housi ng versus Golf Course in the riparian zone:

1. Housing construction will disrupt soil that likely
will runoff into adjacent wetlands and the river
channel .

2. Lawns associated with homes will likely be treated

with fertilizers, herbicides and pesticides. The
use of these chemcals typically is not regul ated
under conditions used at nobst golf courses.

3. There is potential for novenent of wastewater from
septic systens into wetlands (and groundwater) and
the river channel.

4. Housi ng, roads, and driveways will increase the
amount of inpervious surface area potentially
i mpacting surface water quality entering wetlands
and the Crystal River.

5. The PA and 3(e) “may” have simlar inpact on the
water quality of the Crystal R ver. Housing north
of CR 675 “mmy” cause nore water quality problens
because of unregul ated use of fertilizers,
her bi ci des, and pestici des by homeowners, and the
potential for discharge of waste products from
septic systens at each housing unit.

Applicant’s positions:
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The Honestead has a history of “sensitivity to natural
resources”; the site offers few challenges for controlling
runof f and sedi nentation; Leel anau County has issued a Soi l
Erosion Permit under the authority of State |aw

Site conditions are not conducive to heavy runoff;
i mpervi ous surfaces and | ess control over individual actions
associ ated housing alternatives (HA) would have a greater inpact
on runoff and water quality

Alternative 3(e) woul d have | ess exposure to surface water
and groundwater than the PA and reduced potential for water
quality inpacts.

The applicant and or his consultants have stated the
fol |l owi ng:

1. Numerous experts were hired who “concluded that there
woul d be no material adverse effect on surface or
groundwater”, their reports were “submtted to all
agenci es and approved by several” and “were chall enged
inlitigation and uphel d”

2. A Journal of Environnental Quality study supports that
water quality is not a significant concern (see bel ow)

3. The SCl-CGROW anal ysis, with worst case scenario
assunptions, “found” the course “will cause no
degradati on of groundwater quality” (see bel ow)

4. The Reike and Ellis “studies” did not anticipate
“significant transport” of nitrogen, phosphorus or
potassiumin surface water flows .

Nor t her n Ecol ogi cal Services, on behalf of the applicant-
Suggest ed excess nutrients would be elimnated by
denitrification, adsorption, and plant uptake. Al so suggested
the turf managenent plan and stormater design would mnimze
offsite mgration.

Stuart Cohen, water quality consultant, on behalf of the
applicant - Stated that constructi on and operation of a course
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coul d occur and “yet not rel ease any neasurabl e anount of
pesticide or fertilizer into the water”. H's main points were:

1. Provided a reprint of Water Quality Inpact by CGolf
Cour ses, published in the Journal of Environnental
Quality (1999), which concluded the foll ow ng:

a. “Wdespread and/or repeated water quality inpacts
by golf courses are not happening at the sites
studi ed. None of the authors of the individual
studi es concluded that toxicologically significant
i mpacts were observed, although HAL's (heal th
advi sory levels), MCL’s (maxi mum cont am nant
| evel s), or MAC s (maxi mum al | onabl e concentr at es)
wer e occasional ly observed.”

b. “There are major data gaps in this review,
particularly in the mdcontinent area.”

c. Note: Water quality nonitoring results at 36 golf
courses were reviewed. Analysis included
pesticide, netabolite, solvent, and NGB in surface
and groundwat er.

2. Disputed that the course would be built on saturated
soils; nean depth to groundwater will be greater than 6
feet (2-3 x what was assuned in PRZM runs).

3. A screening |l evel nodel of pesticide transport to
groundwat er (SCl - GROW was run and “none of the
pestici des proposed for the golf course exceeded lifetine
drinking water Health Advisory Levels.

4. PRZM was not utilized to estimate fertilizer transport to
wat er, rather other specialists “formulated a nitrogen
fertilization plan” and devel oped “the phosphorus program
in a manner that woul d ensure excess phosphorus is not
applied.”

5. Addi tionally:
a. Cted Jerri-Anne Garl (1989) as indicating “Overall,

pesticide application if performed properly shoul d
not pose a significant threat to surface water
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bodies if dicamba will not inpact aquatic life at
the | eachi ng concentration of 20 ppb.”

b. Asserted “there was adequate use of site-specific
data.”

c. Asserted the thatch layer tends to retard pesticide
transport and the “highly bioactive” root zone
pronot es degradati on

d. Asserted “Basically, migration in ground water is
rarely an issue.”

e. I ndicated he “found no detections of solvents in the
studies cited.”

The following are points in R eke’s 1987 Grassing and
Fertilizer Prograns for the Honestead

1

“We have been clearly instructed to design the nutrient
and pesticide plans to have no adverse inpact on water
quality which we believe we have done.”

“Strongly encouraged” that a “qualified course
superintendent be hired” to “maintain a quality course”
because of the enphasis on environnental protection and
nodest fertilization.

Proper irrigation, fertilization, and other nmanagenent
practi ces were necessary to support excellent quality
turf.

The soils are susceptible to nutrient |eaching
“properly designed and followed nitrogen fertilization
prograns can minimze any |eaching potential”

I f phosphorus sorption capacity of soils is exceeded, it
woul d nove to the water table where it “noves laterally
nore readily and could reach the river if this occurs
close to the river”

Irrigation is “essential to maintain healthy, quality,
actively growing turf on the sandy soils existing on
this site”; healthy turf is inportant for uptake of
nutrients that m ght otherw se be | eached; “on the other
hand, excessive irrigation can contribute to |eaching of
nutrients, particularly nitrogen”. “.i.t will be
necessary to practice irrigation to prevent application
of too nmuch or too little water.”
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7. “Fertilizer programrecomendati ons are based on our
instructions to produce a plan w th maxi num
environmental sensitivity”

8. Cose nonitoring of soil, environnental, and climatic
conditions and nodification of fertilization nethods,
rates, and timng adjustnments are essential .

9. “Monitoring of the nutrients in the river should be done

regul arly, perhaps nonthly”. He believes the
di fferences between nutrient concentrati ons upstream and
downst ream of the course “will not be neasurable, but

this docunmentation is necessary”.

10. Regardi ng the conversion of a forested or natural area —
“we know that agricultural and residential |and uses
will lead to an increase in nitrates.” B.G Elis, a
soil scientist at Mchigan State University, “expects
sone increase in nitrates on this site, but does not
feel the level will be significant nmeaning that they
wi Il be below the federal standard (10 ppm) for safe
drinking water if fertilized properly.” This will be
dependent upon the “conservative” fertilization program

11. “The high organic matter content in the topsoils wll
l'i kel y undergo sonme deconposition, somewhat nore where

drainage is installed.” “There will be sone rel ease of
nitrogen” and “there could be some novenent of nitrates
into the ground water fromthis source.” This condition

shoul d stabilize in about 2 years.
Fi ndi ngs:

a. Construction Inpacts:

There will be an unavoi dabl e rel ease of sedinents at the
poi nt of disturbance and for a limted radius around it
downstream This will cause increases in turbidity during storm
events.

Al'l project-associ ated excavated, graded, and filled areas
woul d be subject to erosion, thereby causing negative inpacts to
water quality until the areas are stabilized.

Wth appropriately enforced state and | ocal controls, the
adverse construction inpacts woul d be tenporary and mi nor.

Due to the nature of the sedinents, the swi ftness of the
water current patterns velocity, turbidity and contam nants
should return to anbient |evels follow ng project conpletion.
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In summary, the proposed activities would cause m nor
tenporary degradation of water quality.

b. Operational I|npacts:

The proposed work woul d adversely inpact an area that
filters rainfall, runoff, groundwater, and fl oodwaters that
woul d otherwi se directly enter the waterway, and would repl ace
it with a new source area for runoff pollutants. Pollutants
fromthis area may include lawn fertilizers, herbicides,
pesticides, road salt, oil, grease, and septic runoff/l eachate.
This woul d cause a | ong-termnegative inpact on water quality.

Reductions of riparian vegetation along the waterway woul d
cause nmj or adverse inpacts to water chem stry, tenperature, and
turbidity.

Failure of septic systems would result in very serious, and
very likely significant, adverse inpacts to water quality. This
is the nost significant potential inpact.

The project could have adverse inpacts to groundwater
quality as a result of leaching of nutrients and pesticides. It
is possible the increased nutrients could eventually be
di scharged to the Crystal R ver, a sensitive waterbody.

The adverse inpact of even a small reduction in the Crystal
River's water quality would be significant due to the high
profile and value of the River's water quality (i.e. the river
is heavily used and enjoyed by the public for recreational and
aest hetic purposes, and is adjacent to NPS | and).

The di stance between cleared and/or fertilized areas and
surface waters, nost notably the river, is a significant factor
in determning the potential magnitude of the inpact. Geater
di stances result in less potential for inpact. Cearing and
fertilization within the riparian zone, particularly within 100
feet of the river would have the greatest potential inpact;
those inpacts could reach a significant |evel.

Inclusion of substantial riparian buffers and avoi dance of
t he npst sensitive area, the area north of CR 675, woul d reduce,
but not elimnate the potential for significant inpact
substantial | y.

The proposed fertilization and overall turf managenent plan
are dependent upon activities that would be difficult to nonitor
and enforce. Furthernore, the potential for and magnitude of
the inpact is sensitive not only to assunptions of managenent
pl ans and nodels and to the specific actions of those who
i mpl enent the plan, but it is also dependent upon environnental
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and climatic conditions which not only can, but are likely to be
vari abl e.

The applicant has indicated a willingness to nake course
managenent adj ustments to address water quality issues that nay
arise fromthe project. Inplenentation of those adjustnents
could result in a reduction of the quality of the course.

I mpl enentati on would be strongly resisted if this were the case,
as the applicant’s narketing plan and overall goals and

obj ectives of the course are dependent upon providing a high
quality turf and course.

Resi dential devel opnment would result in unnonitored,
uncontrol led, activities (e.g. lawn fertilization, septic system
failure, etc) that would have a significant inpact if residences
were constructed and clearing were to occur within the riparian
ar ea.

Al'though it is not possible to determ ne the actual
magni tude of the inpacts based on the available information, the
relative inpacts of the alternatives can be conpared. Arranged
from nost damaging to |east:

1. Residential devel opnment north of CR 675 - Due to the
proximty of the river, the adverse inpact has the potential to
be significant. There does not exist sufficient information to
make a reasonabl e judgenent as to the nmmgnitude of the inpacts.

2. PA- Inpact is potentially significant, slightly less
t han adverse inpact than above because there is an additional
degree of control and regul ation. There does not exi st
sufficient informati on to make a reasonabl e judgenent as to the
magni t ude of the inpacts.

3. 3(e); proposed mitigation (including conservation of 7.5
acres north of CR 675); residential construction on renainder of
area north of CR 675 — Inpact slightly reduced, yet still
potentially significant. There does not exist sufficient
informati on to nake a reasonabl e judgenent as to the magnitude
of the inpacts.

4. 3(e); permanent conservati on of approxi mately 45 acres
north of CR 675 (Note this was rejected by the applicant)-
Potential for significant adverse inpacts mninal, primrily due
to the avoi dance of the nbst sensitive portion of the site.
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Elimnation of hole and tee located in ripaian area south
of CR 675 could further mnim ze adverse inpacts

2. Shoreline Erosion and Accretion Effects:

The proposed work woul d not have a substantive inpact on
this consideration.

3. Effects on Flood Hazards and Fl oodpl ai n Val ues:

The proposed work coul d affect floodplain values such as
fl oodwat er storage, natural floodplain vegetation, pristine
qualities, etc. As such, the work would be contrary to
Executive Order 11988.

4. Effects on Navigation

The bridges associated with the PA woul d be constructed so
as to all ow passage of canoes and kayaks.

Safety issues associated with golfing across the river are
treated in the Safety section below. This safety hazard would
adversely i npact recreational navigation.

5. Water Supply and Conservation
Opponent s:

Pestici des used on the course woul d i nposes risks on the
drinking water of den Arbor residents.

“.nmost of the project site has a shallow water table, not
just the areas delineated as wetlands. .nuch of the area south
of County Road 675 is hydrol ogi cal connected to the Crystal
River, and that the whole site shares an aquifer with the
residential portion of @en Arbor. .the applicant has not done
any work to investigate groundwater flow and how t he course
m ght create risks to the river or to drinking water.”
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Applicant’s position:

Stuart Cohen, water quality consul tant on behal f of
the applicant -

1. A screening |l evel nodel of pesticide transport
to groundwater (SCl-CGRON was run and “none of
the pesticides proposed for the golf course
exceeded lifetinme drinking water Heal th
Advi sory Level s.

2. In Water Quality Inpact by Golf Courses,
published in the Journal of Environnental
Quality (1999), concluded: “Wdespread and/ or
repeated water quality inpacts by golf courses
are not happening at the sites studied. None
of the authors of the individual studies
concl uded that toxicologically significant
i pacts were observed, although HAL's (heal th
advi sory levels), MCL’s (maxi mum cont am nant
| evel s), or MAC s (maxi mum al | owabl e
concentrates) were occasionally observed.”

From Rei ke 1987 --Regarding the conversion of a forested or
natural area — “we know that agricultural and residenti al

| and uses would lead to an increase in nitrates.” B.G
Ellis, a soil scientist at Mchigan State University,
“expects sone increase in nitrates on this site, but does
not feel the level would be significant nmeaning that they
woul d be bel ow the federal standard(10 ppm) for safe
drinking water if fertilized properly.”

Fi ndi ngs:

Based prinmarily upon a |lack of documented evi dence of golf
course fertilization and nanagenent operations adversely
i mpacting drinking water quality, there is a |l ow probability
that a significant adverse inpact woul d occur.

The potential can be mnimzed if a strict nmonitoring
programis inpl enent ed.

B. Identified Biotic Inpacts
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1. Effects on Aquatic Biota

Not e: Public and Federal Agency comments as well as the
applicant’s positions regarding water quality were detailed in
Section Il11.A 1. Those comments are al so being consi dered at
this point due to the relationship between water quality and
aquatic biota. Only positions unique to this section are being
introduced at this point.

Opponent’s position: The proposed work woul d adversely inpact a
trout stream and fishery.

Federal Agency positions:

EPA: Confining the project south of the County Road 675 woul d
significantly reduce the direct inpacts that the project would
have on the Crystal River

Applicant’s position: The Crystal river is not a trout fishery.

Fi ndi ngs:

Adverse inpacts to water quality, which are detailed in
that specific section above, would adversely inpact aquatic
biota. If water quality inpacts were to becone significant,

i mpacts to aquatic biota would be significant.

Increases in nutrients due to the project would increase
al gae growth, causing a shift in the rest of the aquatic
comunity.

Sone benthic communities, sedentary |life stages, and eggs
woul d be directly buried by renoved by subject to snothering
from sedi mentation due to the proposed activity

The turbidity caused by runoff fromthe construction site
may reduce photosynthesis, clog gills of fish and other aninals,
reduce visibility for sight feeding animals, and may cause fish
to relocate fromthe imedi ate area until work is conpl eted
That inpact woul d be tenporary

The river does not provide a substantive trout fishery,
except during fall and spring salnmonid runs. It is unlikely the
proposed course woul d disrupt or reduce the productivity of this
fishery.
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Elimnation of riparian fringe, and shoreward site
vegetation would result in an overall decrease in productivity
and nutrient export capabilities for the aquatic food web.

Alterations of the riparian corridor (housing or golf
course construction) would reduce contributions to the aquatic
food chain. Mtigation plans that insure protection of the
riparian corridor would mnimze the potential inpact to the
food chai n.

Strict nmonitoring and inplenentation of water quality
protections woul d be essential to mnimze the potential adverse
impacts to aquatic biota. Reference is nmade to enforcenent
difficulties and chanpi onship quality “purpose” conflicts
associated with this requirenent.

In sunmary, the project could have significant, long term
negative inpacts on the aquatic biota if significant water
quality inpacts are realized. The sane relative ranking of
alternatives as discussed in the water section also apply to
this section.

Preservation of the area north of CR 675, including
protection fromunregul ated clearing and ot her devel opnent
resulting frompotential residential use of this area, would be
a considerable action to mnim ze inpacts.

2. Effects on Terrestrial Biota
Opponent’s position: There were nunmerous comments

regardi ng general adverse inpacts to the diversity and
popul ation size of terrestrial biota.

Applicant’s position: The worksite does not provide high
quality habitat.

Federal Agency positions:

FWS Position: The renoval of a |larger percentage of
trees may increase the likelihood of windthrow in the
remai ning area, potentially affecting forest habitat.

VEES Fi ndi ngs:

“There has been an increase in the interest of naking
gol f courses nore suitable as wildlife habitat, and
many courses in North America have been specially
managed to provide habitat diversity, although their

Department of the Army Permit Evaluation File No: 88-245-003-5 Page 55
HOMESTEAD-KURAS PROPERTIES



ability to support faunal comunities simlar to
nati ve habitats is questionable (Terman 1997).”"

“The loss of riparian habitat on the proposed site may
appear insignificant because of the relatively small
amount of acreage proposed for conversion. However,
the loss of habitat along the Crystal River would
create a fragnented riparian corridor leading to a
break in continuity that many organisns require for
novenents anong habitats.”

“Due to the relatively undi sturbed habitat present on
the site, the juxtaposition of both upland ridges and
wet | and swal es, and the proximty of open water in the
Crystal River, any clearing or devel opnent within the
proposed site would substantially reduce or elimnate
suitabl e habitat for many speci es of plants and

animal s.”

“Clearing of riparian habitat along the Crystal River
in the proposed site would fragnent the existing
riparian corridor, and reduce habitat quality and
quantity for numerous plant and ani mal speci es.
However, without quantitative inventory data fromthe
site, it is not known what specific species would be
affected.”

Fi ndi ngs:

We concur with and adopt the WES findings for this
consi derati on.

Construction along the shoreline would elimnate/alter
habi tat for anphi bi ous ani mal s and ot her organi sns that
require the natural |and-water transitional habitat

A variety of organisnms woul d be displaced fromtheir
habi tat by inpacts of the proposed construction and
resul ti ng use.

Housi ng devel opnent woul d have a greater inpact than a
gol f course devel opnent.

The newl y created | andscaped upl and woul d furni sh
habitat for those few species adapted for |ife under these
condi tions.
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At the fill borrow site, terrestrial plants and
habi tats woul d be destroyed by excavati on operations.
Dependi ng on reclamation or stabilization of the site, at
| east sonme of the original habitat val ues woul d be
recovered over time. In sunmary, the project woul d have
major, long term negative inpacts on the terrestrial
bi ot a.

The relative inpacts of the alternatives arranged from
nost danmmging to | east:

1. HA- residential devel opnent north of CR 675-Due to
the proximty of the river, the adverse inpact
woul d be significant.

2. PA- Inpact also significant, and of the sane order
of magni tude as above.

3. 3(e); proposed mitigation (including conservation
of 7.5 acres north of CR 675); residential
construction on renai nder of area north of CR 675 —
I mpact slightly reduced, remaining significant.

4. 3(e); permanent conservation of approxi mately 45
acres north of CR 675 (Note this was rejected by
the applicant)- Potential for significant adverse
inmpacts mnimal, primarily due to the avoi dance of
the nobst sensitive portion of the site. This
alternative woul d provide a substanti al
conpensatory mtigation benefit.

Elimnation of hole and tee located in riparian area
south of CR 675 could further mnimze adverse inpacts.
3. Effects on Wetl ands

Opponent’s position:

The applicant’s mitigation proposals are inadequate,
and coul d even cause nore damage than they would
attenpt to mtigate.
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“Preservation of the area north of the road is
therefore the only effective mtigation proposal which
has been suggested in the record.”

Applicant’s position

“none of the wetlands whi ch woul d be inpacted by
alternative 3c [early version of 3(e)] are considered
to be anything nore than | ow or noderate function
wet | ands;

“habitats are likely to be inproved” as a result of
the PA's mtigation proposal

NES - Disputed that the site is a “wooded dune and
swal e conpl ex which is a wetland type that is not only
rare in the State of Mchigan but, in the Geat Lakes

region as well”. Described the wetland types on the
project site as “primarily scrub-shrub and forested
wet | and”, “comon”, and "the npbst abundant in the
state”.

Gosling - Due to the size and productivity of the
groundwat er aquifer, hydraulic characteristics would
not be “altered to cause any vegetation changes”

Fi ndi ngs:

The val ue of the wetlands is enhanced significantly by
their association with uplands in an “globally rare” | andform
The val ue and significance of this landformis discussed in
detail in the “Effect on Conservation and Overal |l Ecol ogy”
section bel ow.

The actual inpact to the wetlands thensel ves nay be
significant, independent of their being a part of a ridge-swale
conpl ex. However, on a relative scale, the |loss of the ridge-
swal e habitat and/or the riparian habitat are several orders of
magni tude greater than the actual |oss of wetlands, when
consi dered i ndependently of their |andscape position and
function. In the interest of concentrating this evaluation on
significant issues that have been clearly identified, a detailed
anal ysis of the issue of wetland values and inpacts is deferred.

The following findings are identified for consideration at
this point:
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Adverse wetl and inpacts include those wetlands lost to
filling and those inpacted by clearing (both regul ated and
unr egul at ed) .

The wetland inpact of the PAis 365 acres filled and 10. 16
acres cleared for a total wetland | oss of 13.81 acres.

The wetland i npact of the 3(e) is 4.1 acres filled and 6.2
acres cleared for a total wetland | oss of 10.3 acres.

The recogni zed wetl and functions which woul d be affected as
a result of the project are: runoff filtration and purification,
food chain production, general habitat and nesting, rearing and
resting sites for aquatic and terrestrial species. Wtland
val ues adversely affected include significant uni queness,
heritage, and recreation attributes and val ues.

The PA would result in the conversion of 6.63 acres of
upland to 4.81 acres of energent/subnmergent and 1.82 acres
of scrub/shrub wetland, restoration of 0.28 acres of forner
wet | and, and conversion of 2.23 acres of cedar bog wetl and
to an energent/subnergent wetland. The applicant also
proposed to donate sonme 900 feet of river frontage, the
wetl ands related thereto and 1.6 acres of uplands for
preservation and to place a deed restriction on an
additional 76 acres of uplands and wetl ands for
preservati on.

Due to the associated |loss of a unique landform it is
clear that the benefits of onsite wetland creation would be
greatly outwei ghed by other environnental considerations.

The preservation of approximatdy 7.5 acres of m xed upl and
and wetl and woul d not conpensate for the | oss of wetland
functions and val ues alone, without factoring in the additional
wei ght attributable to the loss of the associated uni que
| andf or m

The proposed conpensatory mtigation for the PA which
includes alterations of the dune or ridge-swale |landform would
conmpound rather than offset the adverse inpacts to wetlands; the
| andscape position (i.e. being part of a unique |andform of the
wetland is a major ecological attribute of the wetland.

In summary, at a mninum the project wuld have ngjor,
long term negative inpacts on wetlands, considered independent
of their surroundi ngs/|andscape position. It is not anticipated
that those | osses would be significant without factoring in the
| oss of the ridge-swal e habitat/landform association.
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4. Effect on Conservation and Overall Ecol ogy:

Opponent’s position:

The applicant’s proposal inposes risks on resources
that should be inviolate: the Crystal River, the

Sl eepi ng Bear Dunes National Lakeshore, a globally
significant type of wetland community, and the
drinking water of den Arbor residents.

Federal agency positions

EPA:

The project site is a “woded dune and swal e conpl ex
which is a wetland type that is not only rare in the
State of Mchigan but, in the Geat Lakes Region as
wel | ", has “significant undisturbed natural
character”, and is “one of the only conplexes in

M chigan in which free flowing river winds along the
dunes”

“alternative “3d” will result in significant
degradation of this unique aquatic ecosystem”

FWE:

The benefits derived fromnoving the golf course away
fromthe Crystal River are negated by the possibility
of residential construction in that area.

The reconfiguration of the course |ayout for
alternative 3(d) results in a nunber of devel opnents
bei ng pl aced nuch closer to the boundary of the

Nati onal Lakeshore property. Direct and indirect

i mpacts to the Lakeshore resources are of great
concern.

Foll owup e-muil regarding the NES “position paper”
sent to David Gesl fromJenny WIson on June 12, 2000:
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“.there were once 90-95 WD&S (wetl and dune and
swal e) conplexes in the Great Lakes region, 70 of
whi ch occurred in Mchigan. Only 40 of these
retain significant undi sturbed natural character.
The Crystal River WD&S conplex is one of these.”

“Most significantly, from our perspective, the
applicant's report states that they will be

i mpacting 5.7 acres of ridge and swal e | andform
We strongly disagree with that figure. The
applicant will be inpacting the majority of the
200 or so acres they own. There will be little of
the original vegetation |eft undisturbed and nuch
of the landformw ||l be reconfigured (through
grading and filling). Thus we would place the
significance of their inpacts closer to 34% of
the @ enn Arbor conplex (200 acres of the 580
acre conplex), 7.5%of the total WD&S in Leel anau
Co and al nbst 100% of the ridge/swal e | andform
owned by the applicant.”

“The rigor with which the regul atory agencies
pur sue avoi dance, minimzation and nitigation of
these inpacts should be comensurate with the
scarcity of the resource and our ability to
neani ngfully replace it. Since the geol ogic
formation necessary to adequately replace these
wet | ands cannot |ikely be recreated and due to
the extreme difficulty of replacing coniferous
forested wetlands, we nust place a higher
significance on avoi dance of inpacts to the
extent that it is within the Corps' authority to
regul ate those inpacts.”

NPS:

“We recogni ze the significance of this property and
have gone on record during proposed | and exchanges in
1992 and 1995 stating that the Crystal River ecosystem
is a valuable riverine resource.”

“We strongly support a natural resource preservation
area and wildlife corridor in the Crystal R ver area.”
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Applicant’s position:

Refer to NES letter dated March 15, 2000 and the “Issue
paper” dated March 13, 2000:

Di sputed that the site is a “woded dune and swal e
conpl ex which is a wetland type that is not only rare
in the State of Mchigan but, in the Geat Lakes
region as well”. The landformon the property is

ri dge-swal e not dune and swal e and ot herwi se di sputed
clainms regarding the significance, character, and
rarity of the site. “The matrix of uplands and
wet | ands, mix of upland and devel opnent, nor proximty
to this amobunt of water frontage are not new or
unconmon in Mchigan or in virtually any other state”

Descri bed the wetland types on the project site as
“primarily scrub-shrub and forested wetland”,
“common”, and "the nobst abundant in the state”.

The project would inpact “approxinmately 0.7% of the
A en Arbor ridge swale | andformand only 0.2% of the
| andformin Leel anau County, insignificant by any
standards.”

Suggested the ridge-swale is a |landform “Iandforns”
are not regul ated; 404 authority applies only to
wetland fills.

Refer to the applicant’s Decenber 21, 1999 letter -

“.we noted that the National Park Service (“NPS")
eval uated the resource quality of all of the land in
our area, characterized those | ands which should and
shoul d not be included in the Sl eeping Bear Dunes
Nati onal Lakeshore (the “Lakeshore”) and advi sed the
Congress of the United States accordingly. dearly,
the NPS had the opportunity to characterize our
property so as to assure its inclusion in the
Lakeshore. It did not do so.”

“When t he Lakeshore was created in the 1960’ s, our
property wasn't characterized by the NPS so as to be
included in the Lakeshore, presumably because it
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wasn’t anong “the best |lands here”. By 1992, it was a
“val uabl e riverine resource” but wasn't “nore

i mportant ecol ogically” than former farmland or,
according to other NPS statenents, suitable for “a
worthwhile trade.” But, by June 23, 1999, it was
strongly for a “.a natural preservation area..” and,
within five days, was considered to be nmade up of
“globally rare habitats” and “an aquatic resource of
nati onal significance”.”

“.the NPS stated that it “.recognize(d) the
significance of this property.” That was in 1992,
sone 31 years after NPS had the lead role in
characterizing the resource quality of |and and
establ i shing the Lakeshore boundaries. Please note
that this characterization is not in the NPS General
Managenment Plan or Land Protection Plan and cane about
only in response to a conmunity initiative to exchange
our property for a portion of a forner farm owned by
NPS. ”

“.Superintendent MIler said he was not persuaded that
the Crystal River land was “nore inportant

ecol ogically” than the former farmland NPS woul d have
given up to obtain it.”

“the federal agencies also sought to justify their
change in the characterization of the resource
qualities of our property by referencing the NPS' s
putting of a portion of the Crystal River on the

Nati onwi de Rivers Inventory (“NRI”), a step suggesting
eligibility for inclusion in the National WIld and
Sceni ¢ River System .the NPS had previously attenpted
to study the Crystal River for inclusion in the
National WId and Scenic Rivers system net with
substantial public opposition and dropped its
attenpt.”

“.the DEQ found and ALJ affirmed.the Crystal River
system cannot be characterized as “w | derness”..The
Crystal River does not qualify for designation under
the Natural Rivers Act, 1970 PA 231.~"
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Ofered this quote fromU. S. EPA's May 8, 1992
findings — “Revi ew of the existing decision record,
Federal Agency conments, and natural resource
recognition lists and progranms does not indicate that
the site or the Crystal River possess any wetland or
ot her natural resource value that woul d warrant
Federal w thdrawal of decision authority fromthe
State of M chigan for reasons of national resource
val ue (Enphasi s added).”

The M chigan National Features “Inventory” report
“shoul d have been done only if authorized by the DEQ..
It should have been done in accord with established
procedures for resource evaluations... And, it should
have been done, if properly authorized and conduct ed,
in public”. “.the DEQreviewed this “report”
thoroughly and rejected it inits entirety”. NOTE
This staterment refers to the “Statenent of the
Proposed Homestead Gol f Course and Homestead Pl an”,
dated February 8, 1989.

The followi ng i nformati on and quotati ons (obtained fromA Survey
of Woded Dune and Swal e Conpl exes in M chigan, by Coner and

Al bert of the Mchigan Natural Features Inventory, May 1993) are
anong the information being considered at this point in the
assessment :

The Coner and Al bert report describes these natural

comuni ties (dune-swal e/ridge-swale) as “globally rare” and
"limted to the Great Lakes region of North America”, but
“not considered to be globally inperiled”.

“Because the process responsible for the devel opnent of
Wyoded Dune and Swal e Conpl exes are directly related to
very |l arge bodi es of fresh water and post-Pl ei stocene
geol ogy, their occurrences are limted to the Great Lakes
region in North Amrerica.”

“Because they contain a uni que assenbl age of physi ographi c,
soil, and vegetative conponents, and provide a high quality
habi tat for nunmerous shoreline animal species, the Woded
Dune and Swal e Conplex is considered a distinct natural
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comunity in Mchigan (M chigan National Features Inventory
1990)."

“Four high quality conplexes are found within the Sl eeping
Bear Dunes National Lakeshore.”

“Road construction and residential devel opnent have caused
significant degradation to this (the Crystal River)

conpl ex. However, remaining undevel oped portions retain a
hi gh natural quality. Recent proposals to develop a golf
course within this conplex would clearly cause significant
degradation to the conplex as a whole. Oher nore suitable
| ocations for the golf course can and should be found.”

The Crystal River conplex ranks 14 on Table 3e- M chigan
Wyoded Dune and Swal e Conpl exes, Northern Lakes

Huron/ M chigan — Low Dunes. Table 3e. is a listing of high
quality sites within each Wooded Dune and Swal e Conpl ex
sub-type ranked in order of protection priority. The
nmechani sm for establishing these ranking priorities
attenpts to incorporate significant biological factors and
known di sturbances into the ranking process. The primary
ranking factor in determning the priority list is the

El ement CQccurrence Rank, which incorporates significant
hydr ol ogi cal alterations and ot her human-caused

di sturbances, along with nore general characteristics of
conpl ex size and species diversity.

Fi ndi ngs:

I mpl enent ation of the proposed activity would i npact upon
t he ecol ogi cal bal ance and integrity of val uabl e resources:
wet | ands, migratory bird stopover and foraging point, globally
rare habitat limted to the Great Lakes regi on and of national
and international significance.

Al'though the entire site is clearly of high quality and
significance, the value of the portion north of CR 675 is
substantively higher than that south of CR 675. This area is
readily visible fromvehicles traversing two (2) heavily
travel ed public roads. CR 675 and M 22 are the two main
t hor oughfares providing tourist and other visitor access to the
area. More significantly, the north portion of the property is
adj acent to a section of the river that is heavily canoed and
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kayaked, therefore, the public has ready access adjacent to the
area north of CR 675. The south area is visible along one of
the main roads, CR 675, but not M22. Further, access to and
views of this site are limted to a short stretch of the river
and to hiking or foot traffic.

The val ues of the | andform woul d be reduced significantly
by residential or golf course devel opnent.

The proposed project woul d change an area that now supports
a variety of species into one that woul d support considerably
| ess diversity.

The proposed work woul d degrade or forecl ose the prospect
of preservation of an area of high natural heritage val ue

The proposed work woul d not effect Federally listed
endangered or threatened species. Piping plover and Pitcher’s
thistle are species that inhabit beaches and | akefront dunes,
nei ther of which are found at the proposed work site. The
M chi gan nonkey flower is associated with springs and seeps;
USACE i s not aware of any such features on the site and the
t opography of the site (lowrelief) provides extrenely | ow
potential to support seeps or springs.

In sunmary, the project would have nmajor, long term
negative inpacts on conservation and the overall ecology. Those
i mpacts woul d be significant.

The negative inpacts woul d be reduced greatly if the both
the area north of CR 675 and the area south were placed under a
per manent conservation restriction which insured that
residential or other devel opnment were not to occur. Protection
of the north portion would have a greater relative inpact.

-Such a restriction would be considered favorably as
mtigati on because of the threat that unregul ated activities
(residential devel opnment) woul d pose

-In order for the “preservation” to be considered
adequate to mitigate the adverse inpacts of alternative 3(e),
the entire area north of CR 675 would have to be protected
(approximately 45 acres). A nmitigation ratio of not |less than
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12:1 woul d be required, but it nmust include, or result in the
effective protection of the entire potentially devel opabl e area.

- Preservation of the area north of CR 675 reduces the
adverse inpact of golf course developnent. Additionally, this
preservation woul d reduce the consideration of conservation and
overall ecology to a “not significant” |evel.

C. ldentified Social Inpacts
1. Visual Aesthetics

The PA, 3(e), and/or any construction of honmes on the site
is not be consistent with the present natural condition of the
area. The value of this condition is heightened by:

1. The inportance of tourismto the area

2. The uni que visual resource which the undevel oped
river corridor provides to kayakers, canoeists,
float tubers, fishernen, and auto travel ers using
two mai n thoroughfares.

The proposed worksite includes at |east two vistas (where
the natural, relatively unspoiled river abuts roadways) which
are recogni zed anong the nore scenic in the area. Their quality
equal s or exceeds many scenic areas in the National Lakeshore.
These areas are both located north of CR 675, and their scenic
attributes would be substantively reduced by golf course or
housi ng construction. Preservation of the area north of CR 675
woul d be a potential benefit of heavily weight.

The scenic value of the area south of CR675 is
substantively less than that north, primarily due to the |l ack of
the river or other surface water.

The natural river corridor presently serves as a high
quality, high value resource to canoeists, kayakers, and fl oat
tubers who use the river.

The PA, 3(e), and/or any construction of hones north of CR
675 woul d have a significant adverse inpact on visual
aest hetics.

2. Noise
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Construction activities would increase anbi ent noise for a
period of approximately 1-year.
The project would have little or no long-termeffect on

noi se.

3.

Ef fects on Recreation

Opponent’s positions:

Mich of the public opposition to the project focuses
on its inpacts on public recreation in the Crystal
Ri ver basin and the National Lakeshore.

The project’s appropriation of the river itself for a
gol f course water hazard will drastically inpair
visitor experiences on the river by ruining the
aesthetics of their trip and putting themin danger of
being hit by a golf ball. To avoid this, nost people
wi || probably avoid the river altogether.

Roughly 1% m | lion people visit the Sl eeping Bear
Dunes National Lakeshore each year. The river is

wi dely used by these visitors and | ocal residents for
canoei ng, kayaking, swimming, and fishing. The sheer
nunber of people that will be directly affected by the
proj ect nust be considered in the public interest

revi ew.

Federal Agency Conments:
FWS/ NPS:

“Canoei sts who begin their trip within the Lakeshore
and float through a natural wetland area woul d have
a very different and difficult experience when they
reach the golf course. Qpen areas in the trees to
all ow for uni npeded golf shots would provide full
views of the course fromthe river. .lIf the golf
course is constructed, these river users would be
subjected to a safety hazard fromflying golf balls...
The gol f course may cause sone canoei sts and
kayakers to stop using the river or to cut their
trip short.”
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Applicant’s position:

The proposed tees in the PA, which involve directly
hitting the golf ball over the Crystal River, would
only be used by | ow the handicap or expert golfers,

who conprise a | ow percentage of the golfing public.
Therefore, the recreational use conflict is reduced
because the nunber of golfers using those tees would
be m ni nal .

Fi ndi ngs:

The applicant’s position fals to recognize that these two
conflicting uses of the river — golf and canoeing — would both
be at their peak during the same tine periods, particularly
sumer weekends and hol i days. The |oss of aesthetic value and
t he obvi ous danger associated with using the Crystal River as a
wat er hazard (see the follow ng section on safety) will infringe
on the public use and enjoynment of the river.

The project's effect on recreation is significant, |ong
term and negative. Preservation of the area north of CR 675
m nimzes the overall adverse inpacts associated with golf
course devel opnent and elimnates the recreational use conflict.
This action is essential to reduce the adverse inpact to a | ess
than significant |evel.

4. Effects on Safety

Opponent’s position:

1. There is a significant safety threat posed to
wat erway users as a result of golf holes, which
all ow the opportunity to hit across the waterway.

2. “The applicant’s claimthat al nost no one will
use the tees that play over the river — begs a
question: then why is crossing the river necessary
for the course to be of chanpionship quality?”

3. Gol f and canoeing will both be at their peak
during the sane time periods, particularly sunmer
weekends and hol i days.
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4. The Park Service's nunbers for canoeists and
kayakers do not reflect the total nunber of people
floating down the Crystal; they only neasure the
rentals fromtwo businesses on the river, and do not
count anyone who brings their own boat.

5. FOCR attorney John Noonan took pictures of the
Ri ver every three mnutes during Labor Day Wekend
to illustrate the heavy recreati onal use of the

wat erway. See exhibit 1 of “Joint Conments of
Envi ronmental Groups on Alternative 3(d).

Federal Agency Comments

VEES - “Because the Crystal River is used by a large
nunber of canoeists during the sunmrer nonths, and
two of the tee boxes woul d have golfers teeing off
ei ther across the channel or directly upstream
there is a major safety concern associated with
recreationists being hit by golf balls.”

FWS/ NPS - In 1998, approximtely 3,700 canoes and
kayaks were rented for use on the Crystal River by
two liveries operating under National Park Service
comercial use licenses. |In addition, |ocal
residents and visitors with their own watercraft use
the river, and fisherman soneti nes wade the stream
.Lf the golf course is constructed as proposed
(three hol es propose to use the river as a water
hazard, with golfers actually hitting over the
river, and other holes or fairways are adjacent to
the river), river users would be subjected to a
safety hazard fromflying golf balls.”

Applicant’s position:

Portions of the PA which involve directly hitting
the golf ball over the Crystal River, would only be
used by | ow handi cap or expert golfers. Therefore,
the recreational use conflict is reduced because the
nunber of golfers using those tees would be mnimal.

Robert \Wal ker, April 25,2000 - “Plan 3(e) is
“tighter” than | would Iike it to be. That neans
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t hat setbacks from adjoi ni ng roads and di stances

bet ween tees, greens and fairway centerlines have
been m ninm zed and can not, in light of concerns for
public safety, be reduced further. .l concluded that
I could neither reconmend nor endorse relocating

Hol es No. 12 and 13, elimnating the driving range
or elimnating the housing. Relocating Holes No.12
and 13 would, in my professional opinion, introduce
a level of risks for golfers and notorists which

neither |, nor in my view, any other responsible
prof essional woul d accept as public safety is a
concern we and, | trust, you share.”

Fi ndi ng’ s:

Canoe rentals alone result in a nmean of approxinmately 40
trips down the river per day based on a 3-nmonth period. There
are approxi mately 60 foursone starts on average per day. The
hi gh nunber of river and golf course users suggests a high
probability of safety hazard

The applicant has expended substantial time (at |east 12
years) and resources resisting the alternative of confining the
course to the south side of CR 675. This resistance was, at
least in part, notivated by a determination to incorporate the
Crystal River as a water hazard. These facts conflict with the
applicant’s position that these holes are being expected to
appeal to a very linmted segnent of the golfing public.

The applicant asserts that safety considerati mms are one of
the factors that precludes further alteration of the course,
recogni zing that golf balls are a legitimte hazard. In
consi deration of the potential nunber of river users vs. the
nunber of golfers on a given summer day, the relative threat to
river users is approximately the sane. To further this |ogic,
it would be a simlar safety hazard to have two fairways cross
as to have a golfball hit across the river. This is clearly not
acceptable, particularly to the golfing public. It is even nore
unaccept abl e to subject the public, using a public waterway for
purposes for which it has been extensively used historically, to
t hose dangers.

The PA includes hole 18 which |locates all tee boxes on the
opposite side of the river as the hole, and holes 1 and 17 with
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the “expert tee” only across the river. Figure 2. of the VES
report is a photograph of the tee box at hole 1. It is clear
that drives pose a significant safety hazard to other users of
the river.

The PA's effect on public safety is significant, long term

and negative. Alternative 3(d) elimnates this significant
saf ety hazard.

5. Designated Historic, Cultural, Scenic, and Recreational
Val ues

Opponent’s position:

a. “We agree with the conmenting agencies that
alternative 3d, while better than the applicant’s
original proposal in terns of recreational inpacts on
the Crystal River, would still cause an unacceptable
di sruption of aquatic resources.”

b. “By building high density housing along the river,

the applicant would be doi ng nothing neani ngful to

of fset the inmpacts that the golf course would have on
the river and the ridge-and-swale comunity. In fact,
t he housing would only nake those inpacts worse.”

c. “Both Studley and the Fish and Wldlife Service
concluded that, at a mininmum the area north of the
county road needs to be preserved under some kind of
conservation plan if the wetland fills are pernmtted
south of the road for the golf course.”

Fi ndi ngs:

The up-dated National Register of Hi storical Places was
checked. No known Registered Hi storical sites will be affected
by the proposed work.

The proposed work will not affect an area designated under

the Federal WId and Scenic Rivers Act, or being considered for
such desi gnati on.

The proposed work would not directly affect areas
designated as Natural Landmarks, National Rivers, National
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W | derness Areas, National Seashores, National Recreation Areas,
Nat i onal Lakeshores, National Parks, National Mnunments,

ar chaeol ogi cal resources, including Indian religious or cultura
sites.

The project woul d have a maj or secondary adverse inpact on
the Sl eepi ng Bear Dunes National Lakeshore. Previous sections
have detail ed vari ous adverse inpacts, sone significant, to
regi onal resources and attributes that are integrally related to
Nati onal Lakeshore resources and public use and enjoynent of
t hem

The adverse inpact of even a small reduction in the Crystal
River's water quality would be significant due to the high
profile and value of the River’'s water quality (i.e. the river
is heavily used and enjoyed by the public for recreational and
aest hetic purposes, and is adjacent to NPS | and).

The proposed worksite has recognized attri butes whi ch woul d
qualify it as a significant park resource, had it been included.
The actual and relative value of the area north of CR 675 has
been discussed in detail in earlier sections. Conservation of
this area, and transfer to the NPS woul d be have significant
public benefits which would weigh heavily in nmitigating adverse
i mpacts to other environnental considerations.

We know of no applicable or affected state, regional, or
| ocal |and use classification due to historic, cultural, scenic,
or recreational values.

6. Land Use Patterns

The proposed project is consistent with the existing zoning
for the area. This reflects the local |and use considerations.

The project has received a conmtnent for permt issuance
fromthe state. This reflects the state’s |and use
det er mi nati on.

There is a national |land use issue associated with the
proposed work because of the proximity of the Nationa
Lakeshore. As discussed earlier, the PA would create a safety
hazard to those canoei ng, kayaking, float tubing, and fishing
the Crystal River. Many of those users use the river because it
passes through the Lakeshore i nmediately upstreamthe proposed
wor ksite. The PA would result in a reduction in use and
enjoynment the river for such purposes and would result in a
reduction in use of the Lakeshore. This constitutes an adverse
impact to land use at the national |evel.
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Adverse inpacts can be mnimzed if the golf course is
confined to the area south of CR 675 and the area north is
protected by conservati on easenent.

7. Economic Effects
Opponent’s position: “ The econony of the area is primarily
based on tourism The applicant’s estination of the project’s
econom ¢ benefits fails to account for the harmthe project wll
do to natural features that now play such an inportant role in
the econony. The applicant’s claimthat the econom c future of
A en Arbor rested in this project’s ability to conbat a seasonal
enpl oynent probl em has been di sproven. Over 20 busi nesses have
either started or expanded since the application was first
filed.”

Fi ndi ngs:

The contractor, equi prent supplier, and other commerci al
enterprises woul d benefit fromthe proposed work.

The applicant's and nei ghbors' property val ues woul d
increase as a result of the proposed work.

Increased use of the area by those attracted by golf woul d
benefit | ocal businesses.

The local tax revenues and conmunity services would
benefit.

The proposed work woul d provide the applicant with an
expansi on/i nprovenent in their interests, which would result in
private econon ¢ gains.

Due to the safety concern and the likely reduction in canoe
rental denmand, liveries would experience econonic | osses.

In sunmary, the project's effect on econonics would be
long term and both positive and negative. The net inpact would
likely be positive. Alternatives which elimnate the proposed
use of the river as a water hazard or which would result in the
preservation of natural conditions north of CR675 woul d
elimnate the identified adverse inpacts.

8. Food and Fi ber Production

No i npacts woul d be expect ed.

Department of the Army Permit Evaluation File No: 88-245-003-5 Page 74
HOMESTEAD-KURAS PROPERTIES



9. Mneral Needs

No i npacts woul d be expect ed.

10. Energy Conservati on and Devel opnent.

No i npacts woul d be expect ed.

11. Consideration of Property Ownershi p.

The applicant has a right to reasonable private use of the
property, subject to the rights and interests of the public in
the waters of the United States, including federal navigation
servitude and federal regulation for environnental protection.
The project would further the applicant’s investnent backed
expect ati ons regardi ng devel opnment of the parcel.

D. Cunul ative Effects

For the purpose of this application review, the geographic
area for which cumulative effects are being reviewed is the
Great Lakes region.

The devel opment activities epitom zed by this application
are residential and recreational devel opnent of dune-swal e and
ridge-swal e landforms. Wthin this region, projects inpacting
t hese areas include nunerous individual residential devel opnent
projects for second or vacation hones. State and/or Federal
pernmits are often not required.

Dune-swal e and ridge-swal e habitats are recogni zed as
“globally rare” and "linmted to the Great Lakes region of North
Anerica”. The rarity of this habitat and the threats to its
continued existence are detailed in Conmer and Al bert.

Devel opnent pressure upon the remai ning exanples of this

| andf ormf habitat is heavy and increasing. A large portion of
this devel opnent pressure is unregulated and the overall public
interest is not a consideration in their loss. Conservation and
protection of remaining, relatively intact exanples is a
consideration which is worthy of heavy weight in the decision
process.

E. General Criteria:
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1. The relative extent of the public and private need for
t he proposed structure or work: The proposed work prinmarily
satisfies private needs. The public needs of the proposed work
are mininmal and could be met at other sites not involving
wet | ands or | andfornms of national significance.

2. \Wiere there are unresolved conflicts as to resource
use, the practicability of using reasonable alternative
| ocations and nethods to acconplish the object of the proposed
structure or work: There are alternative sites which could have
been used to acconplish the object of the proposed work.

3. The extent and pernanence of the beneficial and/or
detrimental effects which the proposed structure or work is
likely to have on the public and private uses to which the area
is suited: The proposed work woul d have a pernmanent inpact by
elimnating natural features which are rare and unique. The
benefits may or nmay not be permanent, depending upon future
econom ¢ conditions and the future popularity of golfing.

F. Alternatives: The follow ng alternatives have been
consi der ed:

I ssue the permt as proposed.

I ssue the permt with nodifications.

Issue the permit wth special conditions.

Deny the application. (Consider the no action alternative.)

IV. There are significant inpacts on the quality of the human
environment associated with the applicant’s preferred
alternative, and for alternative 3(e)(with the mitigation that
the applicant has proposed). Therefore, preparation of an
environnmental inpact statenment would be required prior to a
decision to issue a pernmit for either of these alternatives.
Alternative 3(e) with mtigation that includes permanent
preservation of the area north of CR 675 reduces the inpacts of
the golf course/residential devel opnment bel ow the significant
threshold. If such a decision is made, the portions of this
docunent constituting the Environnental Assessnment adequately
address the relative nmagni tude of the expected inpacts of the
proposed project within our nmandatory scope of analysis. The
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range of possible inmpact nmagnitude included no inpact, m nor
i mpact, mmjor inpact, and significant inpact as the term
significant is defined in regulations inplenenting NEPA

V. 404(b)(1) cuidelines Conpliance Eval uation:

The effects of the proposed di scharge of dredged or fill
material into the waters of the U S. have been eval uated
according to the Section 404(b) (1) Guidelines for Specification
of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Mterial, promulgated in
Title 40 CFR 230 pursuant to Section 404 of the 1977 C ean Water
Act .

Factual Determinations in light of Subparts CF of the
Gui del i nes have been set forth under appropriate inpact
assessments above.

Testing: Subpart H of the Guidelines requires testing of the
extraction site of the discharge material for contam nants
except under certain circunstances. |In this case, testing is
not required because the source of the fill material would bea
conbi nati on of onsite borrow and commerci al purchase. There is
no evi dence to suggest or reason to believe the fill source is

contam nated. These include the existence of prior test results,
scientific research and/ or experience that indicates that

contam nants are not present in the material to be di scharged.
Testing may also be omtted if the discharge site is adjacent to
the extraction site and subject to the sane sources of

contam nants, and naterials at the two sites are substantially
simlar. Testing may also be omtted if constraints are

avail abl e to reduce contam nation to acceptable levels, and if
the potential discharger is willing and able to inplenent such
constraints.

REFERENCES:

1. Joint USACE and USEPA Menorandumto the Field, Subject:
Appropriate Level of Analysis Required for Eval uating
Conpl i ance with the Section 404(b) (1) Cuidelines
Alternatives Analysis, August 23, 1993
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2. Draft Regul atory Qui dance Letter, Subject: Project
Pur pose/ Al ternatives Analysis, dated June 18, 1992.

3. Pernmit Elevation, AOd Cutler Bay Associates, COctober

1990.

FLEXI BILITY I N ANALYI S:

Applicant’s position: The flexibility principals discussed

in the USACE/ USEPA nmenorandumto the field dated 23 Aug 93
shoul d apply to the PA and 3(e).

Fi ndi ngs:

1. The follow ng excerpts fromthe USACE USEPA
nmenorandumto the field dated 23 Aug 93 are
consi der ed:

a. “this nmenorandum describes the flexibility
af forded by the CGuidelines to make regul atory
deci si ons based on the relative severity of
the environnental inpact of proposed
di scharges of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States.”

b. “Mnor inpacts are associated with activities
that generally would have little potential to
degrade the aquatic environment and include
one, and frequently nore, of the follow ng
characteristics: are located in aquatic
resources of limted natural function; are
small in size and cause little direct inpact;
have little potential for secondary or
cumul ative inpacts; or cause only tenporary
i mpacts.”

c. “It is not appropriate to consider
conpensatory mtigation in determning whether
a proposed di scharge woul d cause only m nor
i mpacts for purposes of the alternative
anal ysis required by Section 230.10(a).”
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d. “Projects which may cause nore than m nor
i mpacts on the aquatic environnent, either
indi vidually or cumul atively, should be
subjected to a proportionately nore detail ed
| evel of analysis to determ ne conpliance or
nonconpl i ance with the Quidelines.”

2. As detailed in the assessnent sections above, the
i npacts associated with the PA and alternative 3(e)
are not mnor, therefore flexibility is not warranted.

PRQJECT PURPCSE

The applicant has defined the overall project purpose as
“to add an 18 hol e, chanpionship quality golf course so as to
again be conpetitive in our industry in the spring and fall”.

In a letter to the applicant dated 2 Nov 1999 (Encl.56b ),
the overall project purpose was defined as “to add a golf course
to the resort to address seasonal and conpetitiveness issues”.
That letter also indicated the follow ng was not included in the
definition of the overall purpose:

1. 18 holes at project site

2. “chanpi onship quality”

3. associ at ed housi ng

4. contiguous to existing resort

As a result of the analysis below, the appropriate overall
project purpose is: To add a regulation golf course, with
associ ated housing, to the resort to address seasonal and
conpetitiveness issues”

DI SCUSSI O\

18 Holes at the project site

OQpponent’s position: The applicant has not shown an 18
hol e golf course is required (9 holes may be
sufficient).

Applicant’s position: Required to make project viable.
9-hol e courses are not conpetitive with 18-hol e,
resort courses and are unprofitable to marginally

Department of the Army Permit Evaluation File No: 88-245-003-5 Page 79
HOMESTEAD-KURAS PROPERTIES



viable. “Land costs alone would make this alternative
econom cal ly infeasible.”.” A 9-hole course would not
“stimulate spring and fall occupancy”. It would be
“far nmore prudent from an economnics perspective” to
use the property (both north and south of CR 675) for
housi ng than a 9-hol e course. (See Doud 3 May 2000)

Fi ndi ngs:

1. It is reasonable to accept that the applicant’s
mar ket demands an 18-hol e course. However,
considering the applicant’s desire to be
considered a golf destination, and the fact many
gol f destinations offer nmultiple courses (See Doud
Affidavit dated May 24, 2000 which states his
conpany “provi des professional services to 4
destination resorts in Northern M chi gan which
offer a total of 15 on-site, 18-hole golf
courses”). It is also reasonable that a 9-hole
course at this site (wwth a greater potential for
housing) with or without an 18 hole course offsite
coul d be considered. Confining the project
purpose to 18 hol es on the proposed site unduly
limts consideration of alternatives.

2. According to USACE gui dance, “it is not a
particul ar applicant’s financial standing that is
the primary consideration for determ ning
practicability, but rather characteristics of the
project and what constitutes a reasonabl e expense
for these projects that are nbst relevant to
practicability determ nations.”

Chanpi onship quality

Opponent’s position: The project’s main opponent,
FOCR, indicated the need to add a “high quality” golf
course to the resort was “not in dispute”.

Applicant’s position:

1. A chanpionship quality and on-site resort
course is required to draw “l ower handi cap
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gol fers who play nore rounds and spend nore
per round”. “data on existing golf courses in
Nort hern M chi gan shows that on-site

chanpi onship quality golf courses draw nore
gol fers throughout the year, stimulate spring
and fall occupancy, have a greater chance of
profitability” and meet the applicant’s
stated project purposes. (See Doud 3 May
2000) .

2. “In summary, there were 12 major four-season
resorts with which we conpeted. Al had at
| east one golf course. On average, each had
1.58 golf courses. Mre than half were
adding at | east one nore golf course, nost of
whi ch were chanpi onship quality.”

Di scussion: For a simlar permt action, the Ad
Cutl er Bay Associates Pernmit Elevation concl uded the
“basi ¢c” project purpose should include a “regul ation”
golf course. It rejected the inclusion of

“chanpi onshi p” quality or specific designer
requirements in the basic purpose. The 1992 Draft
Regul atory Gui dance Letter stated an exanple “overall”
proj ect purpose of “to construct a viable upscale
residential comunity with an associated regul ati on
golf course in the south Dade County area”, which was
derived fromdd Cutler Bay el evation

Fi ndi ngs:

1. Chanpionship quality has not been defined and
is a highly subjective neasure. The April 25
2000 submi ssion by Robert Wl ker, which
di scussed planning criteria for the golf
course, was carefully considered.

2. The size of the site is a primry determning
factor as to the potential to design for
quality.

3. The applicant has failed to denpnstrate that
further reduci ng housing coul d not increase
space to be utilized to boost the quality of
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the course. The applicant has not offered
concl usi ve evidence for the appropriate

bal ance point, and we can not determine this
poi nt .

4. The applicant did not denonstrate that offsite
alternatives could not satisfy the requirenent
for “chanpionship quality”. Furthernore based
on the overall size of the sites and the
limted restraints offered (lack of wetlands
or other significant features) offsite
al ternatives woul d appear to offer equal or
greater opportunity to satisfy the applicant’s
“chanpi onship quality” and “associ ated housi ng
needs” than the proposed site.

5. The applicant has not denonstrated a
“chanpi onship quality” golf course could not
constructed on the south side of CR 675

6. The overall project purpose should include
“regul ation”, but further expanding the
proj ect purpose to “chanpi onship” is not
justified.

Associ at ed Housi ng

Opponent’s position:

1. Housing is not crucial to the financial
viability of golf course construction. The
nunber of houses now bei ng proposed woul d not
of fer a substantial financial contribution
relative to the cost of course construction

2. “Agreed” that “having sites for residential use
as an integral part of the devel opnent woul d be
an econom c plus”. Suggested an offsite course
could be nore profitable because it mght offer
nore opportunity to devel op associ at ed housi ng.
The eight sites that FOCR identified as
alternatives offered potential for nore housing
sites and no wetlands to “hinder” devel opnent.
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Applicant’s position

1. Housing adjacent to the course is necessary to
“attract debt and equity capital, reduce the
overal |l investnent in and dependency on golf
operations, |ower the breakeven point and
i ncrease the likelihood of being acceptably
profitable” (See Doud 3 May 2000).

2. “The cost of the project, without the offsetting
revenue from housing to the North and South of
County Road 675, makes such a project
econom cal ly infeasible.”

3. “The plan for upland residential devel opnent to
the South of County Road 675 has been cut by
about half (15 homes verses 31 hones) to further
reduce the utilization of uplands and m ni m zes
wet | and i npacts.”

4. From Wal ker’s April 25, 2000 letter: “I have been
involved in the design of nore than 130 golf
course projects in the past 28 years and 95% of
those projects included housing, typically 150 to
400 units for reasons of economc viability. The
ones which did not include housing were, in sone
cases, owned by a private club or a nmunicipality.

Fi ndi ngs:

1. 1t is reasonable that housing is an el enent
associated with and potentially crucial to course
devel opnent. However, the applicant has not
dermonstrated a specific | evel of housing
necessary based upon specific econonic or
i ndustry standards.

2. When a site is constrained by size and/or natura
features, it is reasonable that there may be a
trade of f between associ ated housing and course
quality. The applicant has not offered
concl usi ve evidence for the appropriate bal ance
point, and we can not determ ne this point.
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3. The overall project purpose should include
“associ at ed housi ng” for reasons of cost.

4. According to USACE gui dance, “it is not a
particul ar applicant’s financial standing that is
the primary consideration for determ ning
practicability, but rather characteristics of the
project and what constitutes a reasonabl e expense
for these projects that are npbst relevant to
practicability determ nations.”

ONSI TE/ OFFSI TE REQUI REMENTS:

Opponent’s position:

According to “Resort Golf Course Location Survey,
Feasi bl e and Prudent Alternative Locations for

t he Honestead Proposed Gol f Course and Housi ng
Devel opnent, Alternate Use of the Honestead s
Proposed Golf Course Site” dated Septenber 1989
by Brandon Rogers:

1. The added val ue of a course is not
dependent on the proposed | ocation.

2. Rogers utilized “a list of the top 25
resort golf courses” as listed in the
1989 GOLF DI GEST ALMANAC. He deternined
seven (7) of the courses were adjacent to
the resort, with the remaining 18 courses
| ocated between 0.6 and 7 mles away.

Ei ght (8) of the courses were over 2.5
mles fromthe resort. He pointed out
that all resorts listed provided shuttle
transportation.

3. Rogers identified eight (8) “off
prem ses” alternative sites for the golf
course based upon the following criteria
derived froman American Hotel /Mt el
Associ ation docunent:
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a. resort is a destination

b. course is with 10 mles of resort
C. not in a netropolitan area

d. adequate roads are avail able

e. traffic probl ens/congesti on not
pr esent

f. “topflight” golf course

4. Extra costs caused by duplication of
servi ces does not appear relevant when in
any location a quality full service
cl ubhouse at the course woul d be needed.

5. Shuttle service would have to be provided
whet her the course is located at the
proposed site or any other |ocation.

6. The proposed site is not contiguous to
the resort, other than for a common
property line. Guests would be required
to drive or be shuttled to the proposed
site.

7. The resort presently utilizes shuttle
services to its existing 9-hol e course,
restaurants, condos, beach, pools, tennis
facilities, etc.

Additionally, the follow ng was suggest ed:
1. Four other Mchigan resorts (conpetitors of
t he Honestead), Boyne Muntain, Garland,
Shanty Creek, and Tree Tops utilize non-
conti guous cour ses.

2. The Honestead has “off-site golf package”
arrangenents with existing offsite courses

3. The “Palnmer site” is a primary alternative
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with the follow ng characteristics:

a. Less than 2 mles fromthe resort,
conpared to alnpbst 1 mile for the
proposed site.

b. No wetl ands present to restrict
course or housing construction.

c. Actively marketed to the applicant
t hrough 1994 and owners “actively
consi dering various approaches to
di vesting [thenjsel ves of the |and”
t hrough 1997 (see attachnment 21 of
FOCR submittal, Encl.54).

Applicant’s position:

1.

An on-site course, which the applicant
defines as “contiguous”, is “necessary with
associ ated housing to be acceptably
profitable”.

Conti guous courses “do at least 1% to 2 tines
the vol ume of non-contiguous courses” and
“profitability is far nore likely with a
conti guous course” (See Doud 3 May 2000).

Mar ket anal ysis shows that gol fers woul d not
visit a resort that does not have an “on-
site” course.

“Uncontested data in the record al so shows
that resort golfers wanted to play and did

pl ay 18 hol e, chanpionship quality on-site
courses far nmore frequently than they did any
type of off-site course. The sane data shows
that resort golfers played these courses in
spring, sumer, and fall and did not play

of f-site courses with anything approaching
the sane frequency in the spring and fall.”
Note: This statenent refers to the “record”
prior to USACE processing.

Department of the Army Permit Evaluation File No: 88-245-003-5 Page 86
HOMESTEAD-KURAS PROPERTIES



The applicant insists alternatives confined
to the area south of CR 675 (alternatives
3(d) and 3(e)) are not “on-site” courses.

“Your agency, inits letter of June 24, 1988
acknow edged that an on-site course is
required.”

Fi ndi ngs:

1

There has not been a denonstration the course
nmust be contiguous to the site nor otherw se
on-site. The Rogers report, particularly the
exanpl es of existing, nationally recognized
off-site resort courses, strongly supports
that off-site courses should not be rejected
sol el y because of being “non-contiguous”.
Those courses are presuned to be practicable.

Based on Roger’'s analysis of the “top 25
resort courses”, specifically that 18 of the
25 courses are located up to 7 niles away,
with 8 being between 2.5 and 7 nmiles away, it
is reasonable to consider sites located up to
7 miles fromthe resort as practicable. Note:
Al eight of the sites specifically identified
by FOCR are located within this distance

The applicant has identified that 3(e) is not
an on-site alternative. This site differs
fromthe PAonly in that it does not share a
comon boundary with the main resort. Both
the PA and 3(e) alternatives require driving
or shuttle service fromnearly all |ocations
on the Honestead property. There is no

concl usive or conpelling evidence in the
record to support that a conmon property |ine
is the crucial factor determning if a course
is on-site. It is even less plausible that a
comon property line would influence the
attracti veness of the course to any segnent of
the public. The need to drive or shuttle is a
reasonabl e standard to determne if a course
is considered on or off site. Because of this
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need to travel to the PA (also note the
cl ubhouse is not adjacent to the resort), the
PA is an off site course.

4. The applicant has not overcone the presunption
the adverse project inmpacts could not be
avoi ded through use of an offsite course.

5. The applicant has not denonstrated that
neither the Palnmer site nor the other seven
alternative sites should be considered | ocated
too far fromthe resort.

M TI1 GATI OV ALTERNATI VES

The following is a sutmmary of the mitigati on sequence as
required by the February 10, 1990 Menorandum of Agreenent
by the EPA and the Corps as it pertains to the proposal
and, if applicable, its alternatives.

Avoi dance

1. The Resort’s existing golf facilities are
sufficient:

Opponent’s position: The existing golf acadeny,
9-hol e, par 3 course, and golf packages at near by
courses have satisfied conpetitive demands and a
course is not required.

Applicant’s position:

a. The existing facilities and prograns are
“anmeni ties” but were not expected to nor did
they resolve the spring and fall conpetitive
i ssues. Revenue figures and the Jul y- August
distribution (65% were offered in the
Affidavit submitted with Doud’s 3 May 2000
letter.

b. “..as a result of 13 years of regulatory
reviews and litigation, been forced to try
the “no action” alternative a second tine.

Department of the Army Permit Evaluation File No: 88-245-003-5 Page 88
HOMESTEAD-KURAS PROPERTIES



Again, it has not worked as conpetition is
becom ng nore severe, not less. Low
occupanci es and attendant | osses in spring
and fall have, therefore, continued to be a
problem”

Fi ndi ngs:

a. It is appropriate to defer to the
applicant’s judgenment that additional golf
facilities, either offsite or onsite, 18
hole or 9 hole are a legitinmate purpose
and need.

b. Accordi ng to USACE gui dance, “it is not a
particul ar applicant’s financial standing
that is the primary consideration for
determning practicability, but rather
characteristics of the project and what
constitutes a reasonabl e expense for these
projects that are nost relevant to
practicability determ nations.”

2. Ofsite locations (SEE offsite | ocation discussion
under project purpose above):

Applicant’s additional positions:

a. A determination by the Corps that the PA
i s unacceptabl e woul d not be consi stent
with “other cases processed in M chigan by
the federal agencies” (e.g.“Ford Mtor
Land” a.k.a. Tournanment Players course in
Dear born, M chigan)) which the applicant
suggests are conparabl e proposal s and
envi ronmental circunstances.

b. The applicant discusses their alternatives
analysis in their letter dated Decenber
21, 1999. That discussion is sumari zed
in Table 5 on page 21 of that letter. See
findi ngs discussion bel ow.
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c. “18 Hole course, confined to or prinmarily
within uplands.” would not nmeet his
proj ect goal of “chanpionship quality nor
regulation Il ength with housing | ocated
only to the North of County Road 675" and
“woul d have little, in any, inpact on
Spring and Fall occupancy. The plan for
residential devel opnent to the North of
County Road 675 has not been changed.”

Fi ndi ngs:

a. The Ford Motor Land gol f course/wetl and
devel oprment (a. k.a. Tournanent Players
course in Dearborn, Mchigan) differs
significantly fromthe matter at hand for
the foll owi ng reasons:

i That was a state of M chigan
action in which Federal Agencies
provi ded comments. USACE did not
have permt or veto authority
regardi ng that action.

ii. The resources associated with that
application were significantly
different. The Ford Mdtor Land
devel opment was adj acent to the
Rouge River, which has a heavily
devel oped wat ershed and poor water
quality.

iii. The presence of NPS |land and the
heavy recreational and tourism use
of the Crystal River and
surroundi ng area significantly
el evate the value of the resources
in the Homestead case.

b. The applicant verbally indicated that the
resort operates at a loss but that the
overall profitability of the resort is
heavi | y dependent upon |and and property
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sales. The issue of profitability is
conmpl ex and i ncl udes consi derati on of the
applicant’s financial standing, or

i nvestnent, or narket share, itens that
the O d Cutler Bay Associates pernit

el evation identified as “cunbersone” and
“not necessarily material to the

obj ectives of the CQuidelines”.

c. The applicant’s financial standing is not
the primary consideration for determ ning
practicability.

d. The proposed di scharge would occur in a
speci al aquatic site, a wetland. The
fundanental , essential, or irreducible
activity or use to which the special
aquatic site would be put after
di scharging dredged or fill material is
residential and recreational devel opnent,
whi ch clearly does not require access or
proximty to or siting within wetlands to
take place. Therefore, it is presuned
that there are practicable alternatives to
achi eve the overall project purpose that
do no not involve special aquatic sites,
and that all practicable alternatives to
t he proposed di scharge whi ch do not
invol ve a discharge into a special aquatic
site have | ess adverse inpact on the
aquatic ecosystem

e. Discussion of the applicant’s alternatives
anal ysis summary (Table 5 of Decenber 21,
1999 letter):

i The Tabl e focuses on 4 sites that the
applicant identified, including the
PA site and 3 sites identified by
ot hers.

ii. One of those sites “A” was rejected
on the basis of its small size. This
elimnation is valid.
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iii. The Palmer site was rejected because
it “does not neet the project
pur pose”, as defined by the
applicant. Based on the information
at hand, the applicant’s basis for
this determnation is that the site
is not “contiguous” to the Honestead
The inclusion of “contiguous” in the
proj ect purpose has been rejected
t herefore, the Pal ner site woul d
neet the overall project purpose as
defined by USACE in the discussion
above

iv. The Palnmer site was ranked bel ow the
PA (designated “D’ on Table 5) on the
basis of costs. The extensive
potential for upland residential and
housi ng devel opnent on the Pal ner
site creates a substantial doubt on
the legitimacy of this relative
ranki ng. The applicant’s statement’s
regardi ng the significance of rea
estate and construction sales to the
econom cs of the resort and their
rel ative inportance conpared to
operating revenues substantially
reduces the validity of rejecting
this alternative based on cost.

V. The Pal ner site was ranked bel ow the
PA on the basis of technology. Any
argunent this alternative should be
consi dered “not practicable” based on
the factors used to deternmine this
ranki ng nmust be rejected. Though it
may be a greater challenge to solve
the shortcomings of this site, it is
clearly practicable.

vi. The Pal ner site was ranked bel ow t he
PA on the basis of logistics. Wth
the exception of the visibility
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viii.

factor, the logistics factors listed
in Table 5. could be overcone (road
quality, accessibility) or are not
significant (distance) based on what
we have believe to be acceptable to
the industry (shuttle or drive to the
course fromthe resort) nationally
and possibly statewi de. The
visibility factor is not one that
coul d reasonably be given overriding
or even heavy weight in the Federa
deci si on process.

Based upon the preceding discussion,
the Palner site was clearly a
practicable alternative in the
context and standards of the

404(b) (1) Quidelines at the tine of
market entry. The fact it was
actively marketed to the applicant
supports that it was readily

avail able. Al though the alternative
anal ysis appropriately focuses on
what is available at the point of
market entry, the Palner site may
still be available.

The applicant nade a consci ous
busi ness decision to acquire the
Crystal River site rather than the
Pal mer site, which was clearly
avail abl e and actively narketed to
the applicant between 1987 and 1994
(Encl . 71).

There may be additional alternatives,
sonme of which have been identified in
Table 5 and/or in public comments
that woul d al so be consi dered
practicable. However, further
detail ed anal ysis of such
alternatives is not justified in
light of the identification of the
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Pal mer site as a practicable
alternative.

M ni m zation (relocating holes 12 and 13, elinination
and/ or reduction of housing, elinination of driving range)

Applicant’s position:

1. “.tees, fairways and greens have, wherever
possi bl e, been located to nmake nmaxi mum
utilization of uplands, mnimze wetland fills
and mnimze the effect of the fills on

undi st ur bed upl ands, wetlands, vegetation, and
habi tats. Largely, this was done by designing as
many features as possible to run parallel to
rather than across wetlands and to be at the end
of wetlands not at the midpoints. W believe
this, conbined with the fact that none of the
wet | ands nore cl osely associated with the Crystal
Ri ver woul d be inpacted, mninmizes the |oss of
wet | and val ue. "

2. From Wal ker’s April 25, 2000 letter:
a. Alternative 3(e) “will appeal to |less

skilled golfers” and a far greater
percentage of less skilled golfers want to

practice i medi ately before playing. “If
a range is not available, | believe those
golfers will choose an alternative

| ocation which offers an on-site range.”

b. The gol f course routing process “does not
present the opportunity to sinply “unplug”
practice areas, housing units or other
conponents of a plan and “plug in” golf
hol es shifted fromother areas.”

c. Relocating holes 12 and 13 woul d
i ntroduce an unacceptable “level of risk
for golfers and notorists”
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d. “elimnating the housing woul d not add
sufficient land for relocating any hole
as it sinply does not provide for
adequat e space.”

3. FromDoud s May 3, 2000 letter:

a. This is “inprudent”, the range is
necessary to offer “practice and playing
opportunities” to increase draw ng power
and to add a profit center.

b. This is “inprudent”, housing has already
been reduced from “several hundred units
to 15 or 20”,“the cunul ative capital costs
of this project are unlikely to be
recovered even with the sale of the | and
to the north of CR675 at fair market
val ue” and the devel opment of housi ng and
operation of a course.

Fi ndi ngs:

1.

The applicant has failed to denpnstrate that
the adverse inpacts of the PA have been
mni m zed.

The applicant has failed to denpnstrate that
the adverse inpacts of the alternative 3(e)
have been m ni m zed.

The driving range can either be reduced in
size, noved to another |ocation, or
elimnated fromthe proposal to increase the
potential upland available to further reduce
wet | and i npacts.

An existing driving range/golf acadeny is
present within the Honestead conpl ex.
Inclusion of an additional driving range on
site appears to duplicate this facility.

The added val ue of an adjacent driving range
is highly suspect. The applicant woul d have
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the option of balancing that added value with
the cost of the alternative of purchasing and
| ocating the range on adjacent property.

Conpensation

Not e: The applicant submtted 4 proposals for conpensatory
mtigation of alternative 3(d) with his letter of January
28, 2000.

e. Creation and Restoration: Create 2.2 acres
portrayed on 3(d) and acquire an additional
6.8 acres of inpacted wetlands within the den
Lake Watershed or w thin the Regional
Landscape ecosystem for restoration.

f. Creation and Preservation: Create 2.2 acres
portrayed on 3(d) and acquire and preserve an
acceptabl e nunber of acres within the den
Lake Watershed or w thin the Regional
Landscape ecosystem

g. Creation and Banking: Create the 2.2 acres
portrayed on 3(d) and acquire 6.8 acres in a
m tigation bank.

h. Donation: Disregard the creation of the 2.2
acres portrayed in 3(d) and donate | and or
funds for the acquisition of land to a
nmut ual | y accept abl e conservancy.

M tigation proposals involving restoration and
creation of wetlands to conpensate for wetland val ues:

Opposi tion and Federal Agency positions: The
proposed conpensation is inadequate and expected
to conpound rather than offset the adverse

proj ect inpacts.

Fi ndi ngs:
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1. As detailed in the inpacts assessnent
sections above, this formof mitigation
woul d not be expected to offset the nost
significant adverse inpacts.

2. Fully concur w th opposition and agency
conment or s.

As proposed by the applicant (preservation of 7.5
acres north of CR 675 and/or creation of wetlands):

Fi ndings: As detailed in the inpacts assessnent
sections above, this formof mtigation would not
be expected to offset the npbst significant

adver se i npacts.

Per manent preservation of the area north of CR 675

USFW5 position: The benefits derived from noving
the golf course away fromthe Crystal River are
negated by the possibility of residential
construction in that area.

Opponent’s position:

1. FOCR - “the housing plan for north of the
county road woul d cause sinilar inpacts
to those fromthe golf course therefore,
preservation north of the road is
necessary to avoid nmaking matters —
al ready bad because of the golf course
pl an- even worse.”

2. FOCR - Preservation of the area north of
the road is therefore the only effective
m tigati on proposal that has been
suggested in the record.

Applicant’s position: According to Doud (3 May
2000) this is “unprofitable and inprudent” and
“the cunul ative capital costs incurred for this
proj ect nust be recovered as nuch as possible”.
This alternative was rejected as bei ng excessive
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in cost and not justified based upon project
i mpacts.

Fi ndi ngs:

1. The follow ng excerpts fromthe
USACE/ USEPA menorandumto the field dated
23 Aug 93 are considered:

a. “no discharge of dredged or fill
material shall be permitted if there
is a practicable alternative to the
proposed di scharge whi ch woul d have
| ess adverse inpact on the aquatic
ecosystem so long as the alternative
does not have other significant
adverse environnental consequences
(enphasi s added).”

b. “Even where a practicable alternative
exi sts that woul d have | ess adverse
i mpact on the aquatic ecosystem the
GQuidelines allowit to be rejected if
it woul d have “other significant
adverse environmental consequences”.
40 CFR 230.10(a). As explained in
the preanmble, this allows for
consi deration of “evidence of dammges
to other ecosystens in deciding
whet her there is a “better”
alternative.” Hence, in applying the
alternatives analysis required by the
Quidelines, it is not appropriate to
sel ect an alternative where m nor
i mpacts on the aquatic environnent
are avoi ded at the cost of
substantial inpacts to other natural
envi ronmental val ues.”

2. The PA would result in a significant
degradati on of aquatic resources.

3. Alternative 3(e) also results in
significant degradation of aquatic
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resources. Inclusion of mtigation, as
proposed by the applicant (preserving 7.5
acres north of CR 675 and/or creation of
wet | ands on and off site), results in
substantial residential devel opment north

of CR 675. This will also result in a
significant degradation of aquatic
resour ces.

4. Denial of both the PA and 3(e), or
exercise of an offsite alternative would
likely result in residential devel opnent
of the area north of CR 675(HA). That
devel opnent 1) could likely be
acconpl i shed wi thout the need for USACE
or other Federal permts, and 2) is
ot herwi se capabl e of being done (i.e. is
hi ghly marketable). 1In this scenario,
devel opment north of CR 675 woul d result
in a significant, yet unregul ated,
degradati on of aquatic resources.

5. The relative ranking of these three
alternatives, in descending order of
adverse inpact is as foll ows:

a. PA

b. 3(e), with proposed mitigation

c. Ofsite, upland alternative,
and the resulting devel opnent
north of CR 675

6. The conbination of a mtigation plan
which results in the permanent
restriction and preservation of the area
north or CR 675 and 3(e) protects the
nost val uabl e and sensitive portion of
the property and is appropriate
mtigation for wetland fills, pond
construction, and wetland clearing south
of CR675. This alternative conbination
is |l ess danmagi ng than any alternative
whi ch woul d result in devel opment north
of CR 675 (including denial of the permt
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on the basis of offsite alternatives with
t he eventual unregul ated devel opnent
north of CR 675).

CONCLUSI ONS/ Secti on 404(b) (1) Conpli ance/ Non- Conpl i ance
Det er m nati on:

1. The PA and alternative 3(e) fail to conply with the
404(b) (1) guidelines because:

There is a practicable alternative to the proposed

di scharge that woul d have | ess adverse effect on the
aquati c ecosystem and the alternative does not have
ot her significant adverse environnental consequences.
The proposed di scharge does not include all
appropriate and practicable neasures to mninize
potential harmto the aquatic ecosystem

The proposed di scharge would result in significant
degradation of the aquatic ecosystem under 230.10(b)
or (c).

There does not exist sufficient information to make a
reasonabl e judgenent as to whether the proposed
di scharge would conply with the Guidelines.

2. Aternative 3(e) would conply with the 404(b) (1)
guidelines, if the applicant were to place a permanent
conservation/preservation restriction on the approxi mately
45 acres located north of CR 675. |If all options for golf
course devel opnent on this site are denied, unregul ated
housi ng construction, both south and, nore significantly,
north of CR675 will cause environmental danage that is nore
significant than if a golf course is constructed south of
CR675 and north of CR675 is preserved.
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Section 404(b) (1) conpliance summary matri x

PA = Applicant’'s preferred alternative. D = No action (denial).
3(e)/aprme confining the course to the area south of CR675 with the
applicant’s proposed nitigation. 3(e)/cons= confining the course to the area
south of CR675 with conservation of at all areas north of CR 675 under
applicant’s ownership and/or option (approximately 46 acres). \Were only a P
is shown, it indicates that all alternatives neet conpliance criteria for
that item An unknown is a nonconpliance; this would be designated with a U
in the DOES NOT COWPLY col um.

MEETS | DOES NOT
CRITERIA| COWPLY

1. The applicant nmust overconme the presunption |

that a practicable, |ess environnentally damagi ng | PA
alternative site, outside special aquatic sites, | 3(e)/apm
exists. |If the project is water dependent, OR |

is not in a special aquatic site, enter only NA |
(not applicable). |

2. There nust be no alternative that is practicable, |
is |l ess damaging to the aquatic ecosystem 3(e)/cons| PA

and has no other significant, adverse | 3(e)/apm
envi ronnental effects. |

3. The discharge nust not violate state water |
quality standards or Clean Water Act Section Al |
307 toxic effluent standards or bans. |

4. The project nust not jeopardize the continued Al |
exi stence of an endangered speci es. |

5. The project nmust not cause or contribute to |
significant* adverse effects on nunicipal water | PA
supplies, plankton, fish, shellfish, wildlife, 3(e)/cons| 3(e)/apm
speci al aquatic sites, or other aspects of human |
health or welfare. |

6. The project nmust not cause or contribute to
significant* adverse effects on |life stages of 3(e)/cons| PA
aquatic life and other wildlife dependent on | 3(e)/apm
aquati c ecosystens. |

7. The project nust not cause or contribute to | PA
significant* adverse effects on ecosystem 3(e)/cons| 3(e)/apm
diversity, productivity, or stability. |

8. The project nmust not cause or contribute to | PA
significant* adverse effects on recreational, 3(e)/cons| 3(e)/apm
aesthetic or econonic val ues. |

9. Al appropriate and practicable steps, |
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to mnimze potential adverse effects of 3(e)/cons| PA
the di scharge on the aquatic ecosystem | 3(e)/apm
nmust be taken.

*1f project does not conply due to this, explain if this determ nation
differs fromconclusion regarding an EI'S, Section |IV. above.

Robert J. Davis
Li eutenant Colonel, US. Arny
Di strict Engi neer

Pr epar ed by:

Davi d Gesl

Proj ect Manager
Regul atory O fice
Date: July 5, 2000

Encl osur es

Presently proposed plan, dtd. /

Alternative 3(d) plans

Alternative 3(e) plans

Housi ng Pl ans (from Decenber 21, 1999 Itr.)
First MDNR denial, dtd. July 1998

Second MDNR denial, dtd. 17 Feb 89

MDNR cont ested case hearing, 27 Aug 90
NRCS Fi nal Determ nation, 14 Nov 90

EPA letter to Col. Kanda, 21 Nov 90

Report of Independent Ad Hoc Panel, Sep 91
10. EPA nmenorandum 13 Apr 92

11. EPA nmenorandum 16 Apr 92

12. EPA statenent, 8 May 92

13. Court Docunent

14. Court Docunent

15. Court Docunent

16. Kuras to Col. Buck w application, 21 Feb 95
17a. Gov. Engler to Zirschky, 8 Mar 95

17b. Zi rschky response to Engler, 10 May 95

18a. Gov. Engler to Browner (EPA) (cc Col. Buck), 8 Mar 95

o

CBDNOUAWNNE
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18b. Browner to CGov.

Engl er, 31 Mar 95

19. Mannesto to Kuras, 12 Apr 95
20. Mannesto to Kuras, 30 May 95
21. Mannesto to Kuras, 9 Jun 95

22. Davis to Genega,

23. Sen. Abrahamto

24 Jul 95
Col. Craig, 25 Jul 95

24. Sen. Faircloth to Gesl, 8 Aug 95
25. Col. Buck response to Sen. Faircloth, 23 Aug 95
26. Chronol ogy of events

27. Jones (FCCR) to
28. Kuras to Gesl,

Sen. Baucus, 15 Nov 95

17 Nov 95

29. Mannesto to Kuras, 28 Nov 95

30. Lt. Col. Nash to Jones, 7 Dec 95
31. Statenent of Understanding, 12 Dec 95
32. Col. Buck to Kuras, 7 Mar 96

33. Huey to Col. Buck, 18 Apr 96

34. Col. Buck to Kuras, 20 Jun 96
35. May 18, 1999 new application

36. Public Notice, 27 May 99

37a. EPA to Col. Davis, 28 Jun 99
37b. EPA March 9, 2000

38a. FWs to Col. Davis, 25 Jun 99
38b. FWs to Col. Davis, 29 Feb 00

38c. E-mai |l form FWB
39. NPSto Gesl, 23

Jun 99

40;31. WES Docunent, June 2000
40b. Ws Docunent, June 2000
4la. Rep. Stupak to Lt. Col. Haid, 30 Mar 99

41b.Lt. Col. Powel |

response to Rep. Stupak, 13 Apr 99

41c. Rep. Stupak to Lt. Col. Davis, 25 June 99
41d. Rep. Stupak to Lt. Col Davis, 8 Nov 99

41e. Conversati on Record, 16 Nov 99

42a. Sen. Levin to Gesl, 24 Jun 99

42b. Sen. Levin, 8 May 00

43. Sen. Grahamto Westphal, 30 Jul 99

44. \W\estphal response to Sen. Graham 28 Sep 99
45. Conway (SHPO to Gesl, 25 Jun 99

46. Mannesto response to Conway, 21 Cct 99

47. Andrews to Cesl,

9 Jun 99

48. Mannesto response to Andrews, 17 Jun 99
49. Rastetter to Gesl, 25 Jun 99

50. Mayor Buck to Gesl, 22 Jun 99

51. Hayes to Gesl, 23 Jun 99

52. Lively to Gesl,

22 Jun 99
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53. Letters of Support
G oups:
Consuners Energy (21 Jun 99)

Leel anau Conservation District (25 Jun 99)
Traverse City Area Chanber of Commerce (25 Jun 99)

I ndi vi dual s:

Al bertini, P.& C (22 Jun 99)
Al exander, J.(22 Jun 99)
Alterman, 1.(22 Jun 99)
Anderson, A (28 Jun 99)
Anderson, B (21 Jun 99)
Arnell, R (23 Jun 99)
Barnes, L.& E (21 Jun 99)
Barnes, L.(rcvd.24 Jun 99)
Bath, C (23 Jun 99)
Baxter, D & E. (2 Jul 99)
Baxter, W(24 Jun 99)
Bedel I's, D (25 Jun 99)
Bell, M (22 Jun 99)
Benham D (22 Jun 99)

Benj anmin, J.(23 Jun 99)
Benjanmin, M (28 Jun 99)
Berl acher, A &F. (24 Jun 99)
Betzig, R& S. (24 Jun 99)
Bl ashill, J.(25 Jun 99)
Bond, G (28 Jun 99)

Bryce, R (rcvd.23 Jun 99)
Buchanan, R & J. (24 Jun 99)
Buhl er, M (22 Jun 99)
Burgan, D (rcvd.28 Jun 99)
Burgan, P.(rcvd.28 Jun 99)
Burns, J.(24 June 99)
Bussey, R (24 Jun 99)
Butty, T.(22 Jun 99)
Cares, C (23 Jun 99)
Cherry, E (22 Jun 99)
Christenson, D (23 Jun 99)
Cochran, P.(25 Jun 99)
Cohen, A (21 Jun 99)

Cook, G (22 Jun 99)

Cook, W(24 Jun 99)

Daray, M (25 Jun 99)

Dean, S (22 Jun 99)

Debel ach, M (24 Jun 99)
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Debel ack, M (18 Jun 99)
DeCourcy, K (20 Jun 99)
Dennos, M & B. (25 Jun 99)
Deters, J.(22 Jun 99)
Dobson, N (23 Jun 99)
Dobson, S (21 Jun 99)
Donka, B. (25 Jun 99)
Doster, D (23 Jun 99)
Durnea, M (21 Jun 99)
Durst, J.& C. (22 Jun 99)
Dykst er house, K (22 Jun 99)
Eberhart, R (22 Jun 99)
Eberhart, R (24 Jun 99)
Egbert, L.(25 Jun 99)

El shol g, E (21 Jun 99)
Feeley, H& J. (21 Jun 99)
Fetzer, W(25 Jun 99)

Fi sher, A (23 Jun 99)

Fi sher, J.(22 Jun 99)
Ford, G (22 Jun 99)

Ford, S (24 Jun 99)
Freenmen, B & E. (22 Jun 99)
French, D (23 Jun 99)
French, W(23 Jun 99)
Gartland, T.& K (24 Jun 99)
Gherlan, A& 1.(21 Jun 99)
Gller, T.(rcvd.28 Jun 99)
Glvydis, J.& D. (22 Jun 99)
G za, G&P.(26 Jun 99)
Gordon, F. & Ms. (23 Jun 99)
Greenan, J.(21 Jun 99)
Hagan, J. (25 Jun 99)
Henry, L.(24 Jun 99)

Heral d, J.(24 Jun 99)
Herzog, D (24 Jun 99)
Hllard, H& G (25 Jun 99)
H ppie, E (23 Jun 99)
Hrth, D (23 Jun 99)
Hobart, C & C (23 Jun 99)
Ilrwin, W(22 Jun 99)
Jardin, C (22 Jun 99)
Jencha, C & J. (21 Jun 99)
Kai ser, J.& M (24 Jun 99)
Kalter, J.(rcvd.31 Jun 99)
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Kausler, G & B. (25 Jun 99)
Keeney, G (21 Jun 99)

Kenp, M & D. (24 Jun 99)
Kern, S (21 Jun 99)
Kerstiens, D & K. (21 Jun 99)
Ki mber, D (21 Jun 99)

Kli ngaman, T.(24 Jun 99)

Kl uzak, W(23 Jun 99)
Kouchner kavi ch, S (25 Jun 99)
Kroeger, W(21 Jun 99)
Lackey, T.& J.(21 Jun 99)
Lark, P.(22 Jun 99)
Lautner, D (21 Jun 99)

Law ence, L.(rcvd. 24 Jun 99)
Lewis, D (24 Jun 99)

Lewis, L. (24 Jun 99)
Lysaght, L.& P.(24 Jun 99)
MacLachl an, B (24 Jun 99)
Mattson, S. (23 Jun 99)
Maurer, P.(24 Jun 99)
McKenzie, C (24 Jun 99)
McN er, L. (24 Jun 99)
Medlin, A& V.(22 Jun 99)
Morris, L.(24 Jun 99)

Mur phy, T.(21 Jun 99)

Ni chols, T.& S. (24 Jun 99)
Oringer, M& S. (24 Jun 99)
Owang, C & J.(22 Jun 99)
Padgitt, D (21 Jun 99)
Padgitt, J.(22 Jun 99)

Pal azzol o, S. (22 Jun 99)
Payne, S. (25 Jun 99)
Peppler, W& H. (23 Jun 99)
Petrosky, C (25 Jun 99)
Phillips, T.(23 Jun 99)

Qui ck, B.(23 Jun 99)

Quick, R (23 Jun 99)
Reddicliffe, V.(23 Jun 99)
Rei nhard, R (22 Jun 99)

Ri chnond, G & D. (23 Jun 99)
Roache, T.(24 Jun 99)

Roth, B. (24 Jun 99)
Rudyhut, M (22 Jun 99)
Saxon, E & A (22 Jun 99)
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54.

Senpl e, D (rcvd. 28 Jun 99)

Shearer, K (24 Jun 99)

Sherdi an, M (21 Jun 99)

Sinon, M (22 Jun 99)

Spink, G & J.(23 Jun 99)

Stander, D. (21 Jun 99)

Stanz, T.22 Jun 99)

Stimac, M (22 Jun 99)

Stolz, D (21 Jun 99)

Stover, B. (24 Jun 99)

Svera, J.& S. (22 Jun 99)

Tani s, J.(25 Jun 99)

Tatham C (22 Jun 99)

Thel an, B. (23 Jun 99)

Thomasma, T. (21 Jun 99)

Troeger, T.(22 Jun 99)

VanRent er ghem J. (22 Jun 99)

Varva, D. (28 Jun 99)

Vredevoogd, B & P.(22 Jun 99)

Wagner, M (26 Jun 99)

Washington, D& J.(21 Jun 99)

Wat son, W (26 Jun 99)

Weadock, T.(30 Jun 99)

Whitfield, M (23 Jun 99)

W ckl and, S (22 Jun 99)

Wl ler, J.(22 Jun 99)

Wirm S (26 Jun 99)

wnns, J.(25 Jun 99)

Zerschling, A (25 Jun 99)

Zerschling, K (25 Jun 99)

54 formletters

Letters of Qpposition

Al'l egan Conservation District (25 Jun 99)

Cr awf or d-Roscommon Conservation Cub (24 Jun 99)
Organi zati ons and G oups:

El k- Skegenng Lakes Association (20 Jun 99)
Dept of Fisheries and Wldlife-Mchigan State Univ. (3 Jun
99)

Friends of the Cedar River Watershed, Inc. (15 Jun 99)
Friends of the Crystal River (24 Jun 99 & 27 Mar 00)
Friends of the Earth (June 11, 99)

Friends of the St. Joe River (21 Jun 99)
Great |akes Environnental Center (15 Jun 99)
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Lake County Riverside Property Omers Assoc., Inc (24 Jun
99)

M chi gan Environmental Council (7 June 99)

M chi gan Environnental Protection Foundation (11 May 99)
M chi gan Lake & Stream Associ ati ons, Inc.

M chigan Land Use Institute (23 Jun 1999)

Nati onal WIldlife Federation (24 Jun 99)

Nort hern M chi gan Environnental Action Council (26 May 99)
QGakl and Qut doors Vi deo Magazi ne

Pere Marquette Watershed Council, Inc. (23 Jun 99)
St. Joseph County Conservation & Sportsman Cub Inc. (25 Jun
99)

Tip of the Mtt Watershed Council (7 Jul 99)
Trout Unlimted (22 Jun 99)
I ndi vi dual s:

Abdoo, G (undat ed)

Al eseche, A. (23 Jun 99)

Al kema, H & G (24 Jun 99))
Alton, B. & C. (9 Jun 99)
Anderlik, R (4 Jun 99)
Ander son, P. (undated)
Anderson, G (28 Jun 99)
Arbaugh, J. (20 Jun 99)
Ari, C (21 Jun 99)
Armbrecht, C. (9 Jun 99)
Baker, L. (undated)

Bal azy, T. (1 Jul 99)
Barry, P. (24 Jun 99)
Barton, W (undated)
Battle, C. (undated)
Battle, G (5 Jun 99)
Battle, J. (undated)
Battle, M (undated)
Bearud-Neal, S. (28 Jun 99)
Beddi ngfield & Yarrow (23 Jun 99)
Bender, P. & N. (20 Jun 99)
Bennett, C. (22 Jun 99)
Benzel, M (24 Jun 99)
Beordsler, L. (23 Jun 99)
Beutek, M (19 Jun 99)

Bi eke, J. (21 Jun 99)

Blom M& P. (23 Jun 99)
Bloom C. (24 Jun 99)
Bloom C. (24 Jun 99)
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Bl ozoow, A. (20 Jun 99)
Bonnette, S. (24 Jun 99)
Boyer, J. (undated)

Brown, S. (undated)

Burpee, M (24 Jun 99)
Burrows, B. (24 Jun 99)
Buswi nka, J. & T. (20 Jun 99)
Byl, R (22 Jun 99)

Bzdok, C. (8 Jun 99)
Cantrick, G (23 Jun 99)
Capps, R & K (23 Jun 99)
Carlson, J. (undated)
Carlson, C. (undated)

Carr, R (12 Jun 99)

Cepel a, F. (undated)
Chapman, A. (20 Jun 99)
Childs, K (17 Jun 99)

Chmi el ewski, J. (28 Jun 99)
Christiansen, R & B. (21 Jun 99)
Clark, A,H ,B., &G (21 Jun 99)
Cof fer, J. (undated)

Col e-M sch, S. (22 Jun 99)
Conmer, F.& S. (22 Jun 99)
Conn, M (undat ed)
Corilter, C. (21 Jun 99)
Corn, T. (8 Jun 99)

Cox, P. (21 Jun 99)

Crane, F. (22 Jun 99)
Crane, S. (23 Jun 99)
Crequa, L. (25 Jun 99)
Croom A & D. (Jun 99)
Crouch, C (21 Jun 99)
Cruden, B. (18 Jun 99)

D Onofrio, S. (24Jun 99)
Dal oi si 0-Bundy, N. (24 Jun 99)
Daniels, J. (21 Jun 99)
Davi s, N. (undated)

Dean, J. (18 Apr 99)

Dean, J. (8 Jun 99)

Deni son, H. (undated)
Derrick, E. (24 Jun 99)
Dewey, D. (undated)

Diehl, P. (21 Jun 99)
Driker, E. & E. (22 Jun 99)
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Duff, J. (20 Jun 99)
Dunbar, J. & B. (23 Jun 99)
Early, D. (undated)
Eckbert, H (16 Jun 99)

El kins, S. (22 Jun 99)
Elling, E. (undated)

Engl e, C. (undated)

Eri ckson, M (21 Jun 99)
Fay, S. (undated)
Ferrier, L. (21 Jun 99)

Fi tzgi bbon, M (11 Jun 99)
Fl owers, M (undated)
Flowers, R (1 Jul 99)
Ford, T. (17 Jun 99)

Ford, J. (21 Jun 99)
Foreman, C. (20 Jun 99)
Forrest, J. & L. (8 Jun 99)
French, M (23 Jun 99)
Frenchi, M (undated)
Funke, T. (22 Jun 99)
Gardner, C. & R (Jun 99)
Garrett, R (7 Jun 99)
Gedda, T. (undated)

Gerald, D. (undated)
Glnore, B. (9 Jun 99)
Gorrell, G (24 Jun 99)
Graham J. & R (24 Jun 99)
Geer, M (28 Jun 99)
Giggs, J. (10 Jun 99)
Giggs, P. (10 Jun 99)
Goss, R (13 Jun 99)
Gross, H (20 Jun 99)

GRW (24 Jun 99)

G zyh, P. (21 Jun 99)
GQuznam E. (25 Jun 99)
Hacker, R & I. (20 Jun 99)
Hackett, A. (8 Jun 99)
Hagerman, R (25 Jun 99)
Hal ey, G (25 Jun 99)

Hal ey, S. (23 Jun 99)

Hal sig, M (undat ed)

Hal sted, D. (2 Jun 99)
Harl ow, A. (22 Jun 99)
Hart, C. (undated)
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Hawbl itzel, K. (21 Jun 99)
Hayduk, D. (Jun 99)

Hei dtke, J. (20 Jun 99)
Heins, A (20 Jun 99)

Hei ser, R (undat ed)

Henry, A (24 Jun 99)

H ghsmi th, B. (undated)

H ndman, D. (1 May 00)

H pp, M (25 Jun 99)

H rsch, R (22 Jun 99)

Hoj nacki, K. (21 Jun 99)
Hol mes, G (6 Jun 99)

Hood, B (undat ed)

Hotaling, M (24 Jun 99)
Hughes, L. (18 Jun 99)
Hunmel, R & G (20 Jun 99)
Hurley, S. (15 Apr 99)
Hurlin, S. & K (15 Jun 99)
Israel, J. & K (21 Jun 99)
Jehle, G (22 Jun 99)

Jewel |, K (14 Jun 99)
Johnson, M (21 Jun 99)
Johnson, K. (undated)
Johnson, L. (23 Jun 99)
Johnson, D. (23 Jun 99)
Johnstone, S. (22 Jun 99)
Jones, B (20 Jun 99)

Jones, D. (15 Jun 99)
Jones, S. (24 Jun 99)

Jun 99)

Kadl ec, R (Jun 99)

Kar amani an (undat ed)

Kenny, S. (24 Jun 99)

Key, B. & L. (25 Jun 99)
Keyes, G (8 Jun 99)

King, S. (28 Jun 99)

Knapki ewi cz, D. (28 Jun 99)
Koch, G (28 Jun 99)
Kornegger, L. & M (21 Jun 99)
Korycinski, C. (24 Jun 99)
Kovats, D. (25 Jun 99)
Kramp, M (24 Jun 99)
Krett, R & L. (25 Jun 99)
Kropf, R (25 Jun 99)
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Kwi eci nski, |. (23 Jun 99)
Lanbech, J. (19 Jun 99)
LaPrad, C. (22 Jun 99)
Latiner, R (21 Jun 99)
Lattinore, S. (8 Jun 99)
Lecci,C. & J. (19 Apr 99)
Leggat, K- 4 cards (Jun 99)
Leonard, N. (21 Jun 99)
Lesperany, J. (undated)
Lidey, C. (24 Jun 99)
Lien, K (24 Jun 99)

Li fsey, B. (21 Jun 99)

Li nderosa, B. (29 Jun 99)
Li ndfors, B. (24 Jun 99)
Li ndsey, L. (25 Jun 99)
Ling, D. & K (25 Jun 99)
Listello, E. (20 Jun 99)
Litch, E. (22 Jun 99)
Litch, S. (22 Jun 99)
Lomako, K. (undated)
London, A. (23 Jun 99)
Losee, B. (undated)

Lyons, M (6 Jun 99)
MaChute, M (22 Jun 99)
MacKenzi e, J. (undat ed)
MacKenzi e, R (undat ed)
Macrae, M (24 Jun 99)
Makara, A. (20 Jun 99)
Maksymowi cz, D. & A. (23 Jun 99)
Mapl e, F. (23 Jun 99)
Marks, D.T. (8 Jun 99)

Mat her, M (25 Jun 99)
McCandl ess, R (23 Jun 99)
McCarel, C (21 Jun 99)
McClure, P. (4 Jun 99)
McEl ligatt, E& & W (19 Jun 99)
McEl Liptt (20 Jun 99)

McEl roy, R (undated)
McElroy, T. (25 Jun 99)
MG Illivray, M (21 Jun 99)
McKane, B. (4 Jul 99)
McKane, M (18 Jun 99)
McLean, M (21 Jul 99)
Mead, C. & D. (7 Jun 99)
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Meaton, J. (23 Jun 99)

Mel strom R (11 Jun 99)
Merrill, P. (21 Jun 99)
Mervenne, J. (19 Jul 99)
Meske, J. (23 Jun 99)
Messing, M (9 Jun 99)
Meyer, A. (20 Jun 99)
Meyers, P. (21 Jun 99)

M chniewi cz, B. (21 Jun 99)
M hal ko, J. (21 Jun 99)
Mller, G (undated)
Mllies, J. & L. (25 Jun 99)
Mook, T & T (14 Jun 99)
Mor oski - Browne (23 Jun 99)
Morris, J. (21 Jun 99)
Moscow, R (22 Jun 99)

Mot ycka, B. (23 Jun 99)
Muhr, G (24 Jun 99)

Mur phy, P. (15 Jun 99)
Neal , S. (24 Jun 99)
Neal |, J. (21 Jun 99)
Needham L. (20 Jun 99)
Neff, D. (25 Jun)

Neff, A (23 Jun 99)
Nowakowski , J. (24 Jun 99)
Nowi nski, B. (17 Jun 99)
O Connel | (14 Jun 99)

O Connor, R (8 Jun 99)

O Donoghue, K. (28 Jun 99)
Gbata, M (undated)

Oiel, P. (undated)
Patterson, J. (16 Jun 99)
Payne, D. (22 Jun 99)
Payne, H (22 Jun 99)
Payne, T. (28 Jun 99)
Penrose, C. (23 Jun 99)
Perreault, R (20 Jun 99)
Persha, T. & K. (undated)
Pestle, P. (24 Jun 99)
Peyton, H. (3 Jun 99)

Phel ps, D. (4 Jun 99)
Phrury,M (1 Jun 99)
Plath, A (23 Jun 99)
Price, D. (22 Jun 99)
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Proule, R (20 Jun 99)
Prystash, R (28 Jun 99)
Reelitz, J. & D. (29 Jun 99)
Rei chard, D. (23 Jun 99)
Rei d, T. (undated)

Reisig, M (23 Jun 99)
Reisig, J. (23 Jun 99)
Renfrew, J. (10 Jun 99)
Rhoades, B. (5 Jun 99)

Ri chard, R (20 Jun 99)
Robi nson, G (Jun 99)
Rodui su, M (21 Jun 99)
Rogers, A, (7 Jun 99)
Rosewar ne, P. (22 Jun 99)
Roth, J. & E. (undated)
Rust, F. (6Jun 99)
Sarkezz, G & J. (23 Jun 99)
Schl uckebeir, K (24 Jun 99)
Schlueter, G (10 Jun 99)
Schwartz, E (22 Jun 99)
Seel, B. (24 Jun 99)
Seiferlein, A (23 Jun 99)
Sell, R&S. (11 Jun 99)
Sell, R &S. (23 Jun 99)
Seni or, M (undated)
Servis, J.(24 Jun 99)
Sharry, M (20 Jun 99)
Shaw, S. (21 Jun 99)
Shilts, J. (24 Jun 99)
Smith, A (undated 99)
Sommerstorfer, H (21 Jun 99)
Steele, M & T. (4 Jun 99)
St epek, S. (undat ed)

St ephenson, W (23 Jun 99)
Stotzer, J. (15 Jun 99)
Sut herland, R (24 Jun 99)
Sut herland, S. (29 Jun 99)
Taylor, J. (22 Jun 99

Tayl or, G (undated)

That cher, K. (4 Jun 99)
That cher, B. (5 Jun 99)
Theiss, S. (8 Jun 99)

Thei ss, V. (15 Jun 99)
Thiel, P. (23 Jun 99)

Department of the Army Permit Evaluation File No: 88-245-003-5 Page 114
HOMESTEAD-KURAS PROPERTIES



Thomas, D. (23 Jun 99) Thonpson, D. (20 Jun 99)
Thompson, G (10 Jun 99)
Tituskin, S. & S. (16 Jun 99)
Tituskin, E. & W (16 Jun 99)
Tropman, J. (undated)

Tyler, J. (21 Jun 99)

Tyron, M (undated)

Unr eadabl e (23 Jun 99)

Van Arsdal e, J. (undated)
Van Zoeren (22 Jun 99)

Van Zoeren, T. (22 Jun 99)
Van Zoeren, J. & C. (18 Jun 99)
VanDenar k, A. (19 Jun 99)
Vandenbel t, M (22 Jun 99)
Wade, S. (24 Jun 99)

VWaite, L. &M (20 Jun 99)
vwall, S. (21 Jun 99)

Walton, M (8 Jun 99)

Warne, N (22 Jun 99)

Warren, S. (20 Jun 99)
Watson, M (23 Jun 99)
Weaver, R (14 Jun 99)

Weber, M (22 Jun 99)
Weeks, J. (5 Jun 99)
Weese, B. (undat ed)

Weese, B. (23 Jun 99)
Wehue, E. (22 Jun 99)
Wel sh, P. (22 Jun 99)
VWhear, A. (undated)

VWi ppen, W (23 Jun 99)
VWhite, M (22 Jun 99)
VWhittaker, R (22 Jun 99)
Woul di ans, S. (undat ed)
Wlliams, R (22 Jun 99)
Wlson, B. (22 Jun 99)

W nkl eman, E. (1 Jun 99)
Wnters, K (23 Jun 99)
Wse, P. (24 Jun 99)

Wl fe, W (8 Jul 99)
Wozni ak, L. (24 Jun 99)
Yard, B. & E. (20 Jun 99)
Yokich, C. (21 Jun 99)
Zeneni ck, C. (undated)

Zi mrerman, M (22 Jun 99)
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6la.
61b.
62a.
62b.
62c.
62d.
63.

64.

65.

66a.
66b.
67.

68a.
68b.
68c.
68d.
68e.
68f.
689.
68h.
69.

70.

71a.
71b.

Zock, H. (19 Jun 99)

approxi mately 463 cards/letters
FOCR submittal, 27 Mar 00
Mannesto to Kuras, 10 Aug 99
Col . Davis to Kuras, 2 Nov 99
Col . Davis to Kuras, 2 Nov 99
Facsimle Gesl to Kuras, 15 Mar 00
Col .Davis to Kuras, 7 Apr 00

.MDNR — Venman to Howard, 24 Jun 88
. MDNR

Zugger to Hall, 27 Jun 88

MONR — Hay to Wbl verton, 27 Jun 88

MDNR — Wbl verton to Hall, 6 Jul 88

MDNR — “Fi ndi ngs of Fact”, 6 Jul 88

MDNR — Administrative Law Record, 2 Feb 89

.NRCS — “Final Determ nation”, 14 Nov 90

Debel ack to Gesl, 15 Nov 99
Debel ack to Col . Davis wencl., 15 Nov 99

. Debel ack to Gesl, 1 Dec 99

Kuras and Debel ack to Col.Davis wencl., 21 Dec 99
Kuras and Debel ack to Col.Davis wencl., 24 Dec 99

Debel ack to Col .Davis wencl., 5 Jan 00
Kuras and Debel ack to Gesl wencl., 28 Jan
Kuras and Debel ack to Gesl, 28 Jan 00
Kuras and Debel ack to Gesl wencl., 28 Jan
Kuras and Debel ack to Gesl wencl., 18 Feb
Kuras and Debel ack to Col. Davis w encl.,
Kuras and Debel ack to Col. Davis w encl.,
Kuras to Gesl, 11 Feb 00

NES to Col. Davis, 13 Mar 00

Jones to Col. Davis, 8 Feb 00

NES to Col. Davis wencl., 15 Mar 00

NES to Col. Davis wencl., 21 Apr 00

Kuras to Col. Davis, 24 Apr 00

Cohen to Col. Davis wencl., 24 Apr 00

Val ker to Col. Davis, 25 Apr 00

Deens to Col. Davis, 28 Apr 00

Zimrerman to Col. Davis wencl., 3 May 00
Doud to Col. Davis wencl., 3 May 00

Debel ack to Gesl wencl., 10 Jun 00

aerial photo

00

00
00
29 Jan 00
29 Jan 00

A Survey of Woded Dune and Swal e Conpl exes in M chigan

prepared by Coner and Al bert, My 1993
Kuras to Pal ner, 27 Jun 87
Pal mer to Kuras, 24 May 94
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71c. Kuras to Pal mer, 10 Jun 94
71d. Pal nrer to Edwards, 19 Jun 99

Ref erence Materials used in Conpiling this Assessnent include:
USGS topo quad for Maple City

NOAA Chart No. 14912

Endanger ed Speci es Li st

Nati onal Regi ster of Historical Places

USDA aerial photography dated 1991

USDA soil survey for Leelanau County, M, dated 1973

CCE aerial photography 13-15 through 13-19, dated 3 Nov 89
M chigan State Atlas

Site Investigation

Ground Phot ogr aphy

Regi ster of Natural Landnarks

WIld and Scenic Rivers Act

404(b) (1) cuidelines

Fish and Wldlife Service Wtland Inventory Maps

Census Dat a
Departnment of the Interior National River Inventory
Wet | and Eval uati on Techni que Volunme |: Literature Review

and Eval uation Rationale
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