
 

 
 
 
 

Port of Hood River 
 

FY 15/16 Spring Planning Session 
April 9, 2015, 12:00 p.m. 

 
Commission Conference Room, 1000 E. Port Marina Drive 

 
 

Agenda 
 
 

1) Overview - Rich McBride, Port Commission President 
  

(10 Min.) 
 
 
 

2)  FY 2015/16 Budget Comments  - Michael McElwee 
       Summary of administration, operations and facilities issues. (Pages 2-3)  

 

(20 Min.) 
 

3)  Financial Overview & 10-Year Financial Model Fred Kowell, All 
 
- Review Key Assumptions and Port financial policies.(Pages 4-5) 
  
- Review Strategic Business Plan Key Projects list. (Handout) 
 
- Detailed review and discussion of updated 10-year financial model with initial 

FY15/16 budget recommendations by staff. (Insert) 
   
- Focused discussion on specific highlighted project/policy areas that have a 

bearing on budget priorities. 
 

a. Leased Asset Performance Assessment (Pages 6-7) 
b. Future Building Development Priorities (Pages 8-15) 
c. Tolling Technology (Pages 16-17) 
d. Long-term Bridge Replacement Strategy (Page 18) 
e. Education Initiative (Page 19) 
f. Regional Advocacy & Lobbying (Page 20) 
g. Waterfront Recreation— Expenses & Revenue (Pages 21-22) 

 

(120 Min.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4) Other 
Additional topics the Commission may wish to discuss.  
 

 
Adjourn Work Session and Open Regular Session  

 
 
 

  

 
 



 
 

Port of Hood River 
FY 15/16 Spring Planning Session 

April 9, 2015 
 

Executive Director Comments 
 
The following are key considerations for the Spring Planning discussion:  
 
Administration  

• Staffing changes have brought new skill sets in many technical and professional areas-- 
consultant services should be primarily focused on a few key areas.  

• A more efficient approach to records management is increasingly important and will be a 
focus for staff this fiscal year and next.  

 
Operations/Financial 

• Significant recreation-related projects will be completed this fiscal year.  The Port will need 
to focus on development of light industrial sites buildings in the near and intermediate 
term. However, our financial resources are limited and the Commission will need to 
prioritize projects.   

• Medical insurance premiums have decreased. This decrease is partially offset by an 
increase in PERS obligations and will likely continue to increase in coming years. 

• Regional collaboration and advocacy is currently a high priority for staff.  There is a need to 
increase assistance (financial and staff time) from other partners in this effort.  

• The most important operational need is the upgrade to the tolling system. 
• An upgrade to the Port’s financial software will be needed in the next two years. 
• Costs associated with the maintenance of Port recreational facilities continues to greatly 

exceed associated revenue. 
 
Facilities 
 

Leased Properties 
• Most Port buildings are 100% occupied. Big 7 is the exception with a vacancy of 18,000 s.f.  
• Commission direction on the role of each building owned and leased by the Port its future. 
• Monitoring development of the Expo Site will be a high priority for staff.  
• The Facilities Assessment has been updated and provides an excellent “game plan” for 

addressing capital and maintenance needs. We have made excellent progress in 
completing the backlog of these tasks but key projects remain to be carried out and 
revenue is not available to meet the optimum schedule.  

• A number of entitlement and infrastructure tasks remain to be completed to prepare Lot 
#1 for development. These must be carried out to insure developable sites in 3-5 years.  

 
Bridge 
• The 30-year model and 2-year work plan has been updated by HDR.  
• The highest priority for the Bridge is installation of a new, modernized tolling system, 

including equipment and software.  
• The key capital project in FY 15/16 is repair of the auxiliary truss.  
• The seismic condition of infrastructure is an increasing concern state-wide.  WE need to 

begin assessing the seismic condition of the Bridge and taking steps to address the highest 
impact/lowest cost areas.  (2)



• Near-term emphasis on inspections, maintenance & bridge deck repairs. 
 
Waterfront Recreation  
• The sewer outfall project is the one primary opportunity for recreational enhancements in 

FY 15/16.   
• During Summer 2015 we will need to carefully monitor parking demand and the impacts 

from the loss of parking at “Slackwater” Beach. A more specific parking policy should be in 
place for summer 2016. 

• Ditto for monitoring emergency response partnership with Sheriff’s Office (Marine 
Deputy).  
 

 
Marina Basin 
• Significant and expensive projects have been completed in the Marina in the last three 

years—there is limited capacity to carry out larger projects in the near-term.  
• The one exception is planning for a new Transient Dock as the permitting timeframe is 

lengthy and OSMB would play a major role in financing any project.  The Port can be served 
by preparing to enter the OSMB grant cycle.   

• The Master Plan assessment being carried out in April will provide recommendations for 
long-term priorities.  
 

Airport 
• The major focus of effort now is completion of the Master Plan. 
• The one significant capital project that should be modeled is development of a new block 

of T-Hangars; however, any further work would be based on direction from the Airport 
Master Plan.  

• The one key planning effort to complete is the business model for the Airport. This can 
primarily be done in-house.  
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 Port of Hood River 

Commission Memo 
To:   Commissioners    

From:  Fred Kowell 

Date:  April 9, 2015 

Re:   Key Assumptions in 10-Year Financial Forecast 

 

Two financial policies govern the budget and financial planning that occurs at the Port.  They are 
as follows: 

• Provide reserves at a level of 10% of depreciable assets.  This fiscal policy provides a level 
of reserves that will allow the Port to respond in an emergency as well as provide a 
reserve to use towards the replacement of our capital assets that the Port owns and 
manages.  

• Maintain a debt coverage ratio of 2.0.  This financial policy is a key policy for debt 
underwriters and banks.  This ratio will maintain a level of net cash flow (after expenses) 
that is two times the level of its debt.  This net cash flow allows the Port flexibility to use 
towards capital improvements that the Port owns and managers.  A 2.0 debt coverage 
ratio is usually associated with an investment grade issuer thereby providing its 
taxpayers/ratepayers with a lower cost of capital. 

In updating the 10-Year Financial Forecast, I use the Strategic Business Plan in guiding me on the 
initiatives outlined in the plan and their related financial impact.  I want to preface, that I have 
updated the model with actual results from the FY 2013-14 audit, which was completed at the 
end of December.  I have updated the model with the latest budgetary information available.  I 
have worked with staff and the Executive Director to create a starting point for discussion 
regarding the the future years, starting with FY 2015-16.  The 10-Year financial forecast model is 
an iterative process that must juggle key strategic business initiatives with financial policies of the 
Port.  Although the key financial policies are used to keep the Port fiscally sound, they are policies 
that are guidelines to assist the Board in their decision making.  Likewise, the Strategic Business 
Plan is a plan that will be updated on an ongoing basis such that there will always be an iterative 
process or “juggling” between the use of resources and maintaining good financial results.  The 
financial forecast model will depict this “juggling”, particularly in the assumptions, capital 
improvements and the timing of those improvements as well as grant applications. 
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Assumptions 

CPI – 2.26% for FY 2015-16 with 2.5% going forward. 

Bridge traffic’s increase is stratified downward every three years from 1.25% to 1.10% in the 
outer years.  The theory is that the bridge only has so much capacity and traffic will continue to 
grow but at a reduced percentage. 

ETC toll bonus has been reduced.  In 2020 another reduction of a bonus will occur with 2026 
showing the first increase in the toll amount.   

The mix between cash toll and ticket/ETC has been adjusted for actuals but theoretically, should 
be impacted more greatly than modeled with a new toll system that takes into account gift cards 
and web-portal. 

Affordable Care Act’s initial impact has been programmed into the model.  This year reflects a 
reduction in our premium costs are being offset by the PERS increase.     

Any one-time infusion of a resource like the sell of land is only offset by a one-time use such as 
purchase of property or assets.  I have denoted a line called “Held in Reserves – Sale of Assets” 
which will allow us not to spend these reserves.  

Capital Improvements – Any number in blue designates a grant or third-party infusion of funding, 
whereby a red denotes that debt is used to fund the capital improvement.  

Expenses are inflated based upon CPI but will be adjusted as new information is discussed and 
needed at the policy level.   

Hanel reflects the sale of three parcels with one being held by the Port to provide positive 
ongoing cash flow. 

General Fund - Property Taxes continue to rise at the 3% allowed by Measure 50.   

Bridge debt is paid off in 2018 but as you can see major capital improvements will be starting in 
2019. 

I am available to discuss this more in length as Michael goes over the key issues outlined in his 
memo. 

Prepared by Fred Kowell 
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April 9, 2015 
Spring Planning Work Session 
 
Discussion Outline      Prepared by Anne Medenbach 
Leased Asset Performance Assessment  
 
OVERVIEW OF CURRENT BUILDING ASSETS   
The Port owns a portfolio of buildings that have been  individually analyized in order to 
determine  detailed performance information. The performance analysis creates a framework 
for a sale/lease policy discusion. 

Staff used both a discounted cash flow (DCF) as well as a cash-on-cash analysis. The Port differs 
greatly from a typical investor in that its holdings are long term; intended to achieve economic 
development objectives; and have public amenities associated with them.  Because of this, a 
cash-on-cash return over time gives a more accurate picture of building performance. The table 
below rolls up a summary of each building analysis. The base assumptions include: building and 
land basis from assessed value; anticipated CIP from 30-year model; standard operating and 
income increases; labor allocations based on refined actuals.  

1. Key question 
How can the Port raise sufficient revenue to support essential Port services and achieve public 
policy objectives?  
  

2. Assumptions 
a. Provide buildings that meet current and anticipated needs for industrial users.  
b. Minimize commercial development. 
c. Maintain ownership of waterfront properties.  

 
3. Issues  

a. Decrease dependency on bridge? If so, by how much?  
b. Determine cash flow level needed to reach goals.  
c. Build cash flow by constructing new buildings and retaining current assets or maintain 

cash flow and “flip” old buildings as we build new assets? 
d. Determine a cash-on-cash return requirement.  Ex. 8% 
 

4. Potential Actions 
a. Direct staff to move forward with a strategy/policy outline that could be formally 

adopted based.  
b. Direct staff to do additional analysis. 
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April 9, 2015 
Spring Planning Work Session 
 
Discussion Outline     Prepared by Anne Medenbach 
Future Building Development Priorities 
 
Overview: 
There are a number of potential construction/development projects in play for Port 
investment of both capital and staff time. Hanel, Lot 1, the Maritime lot, and Jensen 
Breezeway are the four potential development projects on the near horizon. The 
purpose of this discussion is to clarify how to prioritize these projects.   
 
Key Question:  
What should be the top priority property for constructing a building within the next 1-2 
years? 
 
Assumptions: 

• The Port has the capital to construct one industrial building in the next three 
years. 

• In five years, the Port may be prepared to construct up to two more buildings.  
• All proceeds from sales should be reinvested into construction of new revenue 

generating buildings.  
 
Issues/Considerations:  

• Where is the primary market demand? Warehouse/production at Hanel, or 
higher-end construction on the waterfront?   

• Waterfront businesses need remote warehouse space that allows for higher 
employment density.  

• Portions of Lot #1 or Hanel could be “carved” off for construction by a private 
company.  

• A warehouse building on Hanel would be less expensive and lower risk than a 
higher-end building on the waterfront.  

Note: Attached pages provide information about various development sites.  
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Hanel Site 

Site development 

The concept for site development at the Lower Hanel Mill site is to provide shovel ready industrial land 
for sale. The site is configured into 3 legal lots with 2 remnant parcels along the western side of Neal Mill 
Creek. A minor partition will create 4 lots of 1-3 acres, with the potential of selling off the odd shaped 
southern-most parcel to an adjacent land owner.  

The actual site work will be minimal and includes finalizing all off site utility connections, stubbing utility 
connections to all lots,  paving access aprons, acquiring all entitlements and permits, and grading of the 
site. This process could take up to 6 months to complete.  

There is still a substantial clean-up of the woody debris on the N side of the property. This should be 
accomplished with a grant and will be completed before site work begins. This is anticipated to take 3 
months to complete.  

Lot sales and construction 

Many local and out of area businesses, need warehouse 
and/or production space. There is very limited inventory 
that offers: dock high doors, floor drains, easy access to 
the highway, upgraded utilities and potential for cool 
storage.  In the past year, staff has been in contact with 
21+ businesses that need this type of space, 3 of which 
reside on the waterfront. The space requirements are: 

1. 2-5 acres for construction of a headquarters 
2.    1+ acre for an owner occupied building and yard 
3.    Leased space for warehouse and/or production 

between 1,000 and 10,000 sf. The majority of need 
is between 1,500 and 2,500 sf. 

The Port has the opportunity to sell most of the lots to 
private owners and retain one to build a structure that 
meets the above needs of the community and creates a 
cash flow for the Port. The market need is from both 
small business starting out, and larger businesses 
needing to expand. Staff is conducting interviews with 
these businesses to determine the appetite for pre-
leasing.  
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Pros and Cons 

-The site is not on the waterfront and is anticipated to move forward more quickly 
-There is current interest in warehouse/production space in this location 
-The rates of return on a warehouse building are very attractive 
- Loan rates are low 
- The clean-up still has to be completed and we have not yet closed on the property 
- Offsite water costs could be higher than expected 
-We could be left with lot 5 as part of lot 4 if the adjacent landowner does not want to purchase it 
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Jensen Breezeway Site 

Pre-Development 

The Jensen Breezeway offers a unique opportunity for development. The existing building is in 
very poor condition and the Port recently shut off the power to the storage units. There is an 
opportunity to redevelop that site. The original redevelopment proposal conceived a long 
building with smaller retail spaces that could open up into a covered outdoor market with a 
solar array. The most recent design keeps the same feel, but emits the covered market and 
creates a seasonal outdoor market area with small, artisan spaces that open up outdoors.  

Construction 

Depending on the option, construction would either require major remodeling of the current 
building or total demolition of the current building. Either way, additional/dedicated gas, 
power, internet and a water supply would have to be extended to the site. Minor 
environmental investigation would need to be completed with either of these options. The 
work would be very visible and depending on timing could happen in conjunction with the new 
Expo site building projects.  

Pros and Cons 

-There is interest in storage space 
-There has been interest in 1,500sf spaces with production/retail 
-The return for a small building is small 
-Outdoor market space would provide a new area for seasonal markets 
-The majority of leased spaces conceptualized are small (500sf) more market research is 
needed to determine if there is interest 
- There is room for a larger building on the site 
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Maritime Site 

Site development 

The Maritime lot and adjacent parcel are 4.35 acres combined. They are zoned LI. The 38,800 sf 
maritime building currently occupies the four acre site and the 0.35 acre site adjacent to the park is 
vacant. If redevelopment were to occur, careful planning of how to phase the demolition of the current 
building and construction of new structures would be important. Also, a tie in to the waterfront 
amenities would need to be considered as a major design piece.  There could be multiple structures on 
the site and a “campus” feel could be created. It is the Port’s policy not to sell on water properties, so 
development would be Port owned. A planning/design phase would need to be initiated that could take 
1+ years.  Utilities and access points would need some reconfiguration, but once the site design is 
completed, site development would be relatively straight forward.  

Construction 

Construction of buildings could be phased.  One thought is to keep the existing structure while the first 
building is being built.  This keeps the cash flow going as well as provides much needed warehouse 
inventory as long as possible. The existing building would be demolished only once additional phase 2 
work was beginning.  Construction could be for multiple or single tenant with an option for build to suits 
and spec buildings both.  

Pros and Cons 

-There is interest in 60,000+ sf of construction on the East side of the lots with a preferred construction 
start date in 2020.  
-There is a current lease on the building through 2019 
-Site design and planning could begin any time 
-The building has 5 years of useful life left, maybe 7 if the roof holds 
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Maritime Building Near-Term Plan 

The Maritime building is nearing the end of its useful life. The property on which it sits is prime 
development land. There is a question of timing regarding when that redevelopment happens. The Port 
has called in the warranty on the roof and the failing material will be replaced this spring. That material 
should last for another 5 years. It may last longer. HRD currently has a lease through 2017 with two 
option years, taking that lease through 2019. They have asked for an additional two years, through 
2021. Staff does not believe that the new roof coating should be expected to last that long. Staff see’s 
three options regarding how to move forward.  

1. Adhere to original lease expiration of 2019 with no new extensions.  
2. Offer 2 extensions with the language that the Port will not replace the roof.   
3. Replace the roof, thereby extending the life of the building 10+ years, opening the door for 

longer term leases.  

Considerations 
What is the timeline that the Port would like to redevelop the property?  
Is it necessary to keep the current building standing while a new building is being built?  
If so, is that timeline closer to 10 years than 5?  

 

Option 1 

 

 

 

Option 2 

Option 3 

 

(14)



Lot #1 Site 

Site development 
The current concept plan for lot 1 includes 5 industrial buildings on lot 1 and up to 5 buildings on the 
Nichols Basin. After the Waterfront refinement plan, the concept design will have to change a little to 
account for the shrinkage of square footage allowed on Nichols Basin (16,000sf max), and of the building 
footprints on lot 1 (25,000sf), but otherwise, the concept is still valid.  Infrastructure and subdivision 
planning is beginning this year. Infrastructure may be able to happen in phases. For example, Anchor 
way does not have to be punched all the way through if 1st has not yet been relocated. But it could be 
partially constructed to serve an early tenant on the west side of lot one.  
 
Construction 
Construction can be structured in a number of ways. There can be some outright land sales, build to 
suits, spec builds and land leases.  The long term plan for Lot 1 will most likely be a combination.  Within 
the next 1-2 years, a building could be constructed as a build to suit or an outright land sale on the west 
side of lot 1. If a build to suit, the Port would need to incorporate the location into infrastructure and 
subdivision planning now.  
 
Pros and Cons 
 -There may be opportunity for 1 building to be carved off of the west side to build within 1-2 years 
-The first building will set the tone of development 
-There is interest to purchase a lot on the west side 
- Constructing a building early could change the infrastructure development priorities 
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April 9, 2015 
Spring Planning Work Session  
 
Discussion Outline      Prepared by Fred Kowell 
Tolling Technology 
 
Background Information 
The Port’s tolling software was created and is maintained by two programmers. One 
programmer supports the hardware and software functions related to the operating 
system. The other programmer supports our back office system application called Breezeby. 
Twelve months ago, staff was informed by both tolling programmers that they will continue 
to support the Port but are moving towards retirement.  
 
Staff started researching the current operating system and back office application with 
regard to system requirements and technical specifications. Staff sent out requests for 
information to five tolling companies, and made numerous communications with other 
tolling agencies, to try and find technical support for our existing system. After reviewing all 
the information/proposals from the five tolling companies and inquiring with other tolling 
agencies, staff could not find knowledgeable technical support to work on a non-compliance 
(Windows XP) tolling operating system. The proposals for any development of a new system 
were very expensive and outside the budget for the Port. What technical support staff did 
find, did not have tolling system expertise and would have presented the same dilemma to 
the Port, which is relying on one individual to maintain the tolling system.  
 
Staff needed assistance in finding technical support to our existing system(s) while building 
a plan that would move us into compliance and development of our systems over time.   
 
Overview: 
The tolling system at the Port is actually two separate systems that interface through 
computer processes or what is called in IT language as routines. These routines and sub-
routines run at midnight. The operating system interfaces with the hardware that is located 
at the tolling facility. The hardware can be identified as transponder readers, antennas, lane 
controllers, switches, IDRIS loops, gate equipment, computers and monitors. The current 
operating system is compiled to run off on a Windows XP platform. The system application 
is a back office system that is a customer service account system which maintains customer 
demographic, vehicle information and payment information. This demographic and 
payment data then transfers to the operating system each night, while the data from (i.e., 
axle counts and transponder reads) the operating system updates the back office system.  
 
Key Questions: 
A tolling expert was engaged (HDR consultant) to assist staff in determining the correct path 
to move forward based upon our technology, bridge activity, and budget.   
 
The first objective is to migrate off of our current operating system which is running on a 
de-supported Windows XP platform which our operating system is compiled to run on. The 
second objective is to acquire technical support of our operating and back office system.  
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• Should the Port acquire programming and database support for the existing system 

and use that talent and knowledge to migrate to a new platform?  
 

• Should the Port acquire a completely new system that contains both the operating 
system and the back office application which run concurrently and is less expensive 
than what has been proposed? 

 
• Should the Port put into place technology (i.e. multi-protocol transponder readers, 

violator programming, video data tracing) that can be used during a later phase 
which will provide savings to the Port but will take an investment upfront? 

 
Potential Actions: 
 
Our HDR consultant, Dennis Switaj, has been able to secure a proposal from one of the 
smaller tolling companies that works with several of the large east coast tolling agencies.  
The options under these proposals are as follows: 
 

1. Contractor will migrate the two existing systems (i.e., operations and back office) off 
of the current Windows XP platform to a new platform and, while doing so, will 
learn the system requirements to provide the existing level of reporting and service.  
Estimated cost $79,000. Timeline – 4 to 6 months. 

2. Create a web portal and interface it into our new tolling platform.  Estimated cost 
$13,000.  Timeline – Included in the above 4-6 month window. 

3. Ongoing support costs estimated to be $9000/year. 
  

OR 
 

1. Migrate from the existing systems to a complete new fully integrated system that is 
within a budget the Port can afford. The new system would be one system (not two) 
and would be online/real time. Our customers will not be told to wait a day for their 
account to be updated. This would include a web portal and include software 
technology that would allow for future multi-protocol transponder readers and 
violator technology. 

2. Estimated cost $210,000.  Could be accomplished in 12-24 months.   
 
Issues: 
Today, the Port’s technical support of its tolling system is responding on an ad-hoc basis.  
Our service level is inadequate to meet any emergency need that could occur. The existing 
tolling system has between 2-4 occurrences a year which require a response from our 
retiring technical support staff. Our risk increases over a longer timeline, but the Port will 
need to mitigate this risk under one of the proposals.   
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April 9, 2015 
Spring Planning Work Session  

 
Discussion Outline     Prepared by Michael McElwee  
Bridge Replacement Actions 
 
Overview: 
The Commission has discussed for many years the critical role the Port plays in keeping the 
Hood River Bridge safe and operational. At the same time, we must look ahead to the long-
range reality that the bridge will need to be replaced. Over the past several years some 
specific steps have been taken by the Port and other jurisdictions to advance bridge 
replacement. These have met with some success but many very challenging barriers exist.  
 
Key Questions: 
What general strategy and which specific actions should the Port take in the FY 15/16 
budget and over the next several years to advance the long-term goal of bridge 
replacement? 

 
Assumptions 

• The bridge is unlikely to be replaced for another 20-30 years. 
• The Port will not be able to capitalize a new bridge by itself - $250 million, plus.  
• Area residents expect the Port to be engaged in advancing the goal of bridge 

replacement. 
• Any successful effort will require broad, sustained regional support.  

 
Potential Actions: 

• Project of National & Regional Significance application (submitted). 
• Amendment to future Federal Transportation Authorization Bill allocating funds for 

transportation needs in the Gorge.(Evaluation Stage) 
• Set aside Port funds annually that build an amount to leverage other funds and 

support a bridge replacement step (e.g. Final EIS). 
• Recognize a portion of annual lobbying costs to bridge replacement. 
• Build on OneGorge Coalition and other partnerships to engender broad regional 

support and awareness. 
• Evaluate more specifically bridge financing alternatives and impacts on toll rates to 

inform public and elected officials. 
• Prepare a more specific economic impact assessment of the Bridge operations.  
• Evaluate possible approaches to public/private implementation models using West 

Coast Infrastructure Exchange and discussions with private companies.  
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April 9, 2015 
Spring Planning Work Session 

 
Discussion Topic      Prepared by Michael McElwee 
Local Education Partnership 
 
Overview: 
A strong educational system and workforce is a key factor in a strong economy.  The Port’s 
fundamental mission is economic development. Although the activities of the Port of Hood 
River are limited by ORS 777 the Commission might consider ways to assist schools enhance 
student experience and improving educational outcomes. One approach is to consider the 
Waterfront as a sort of “education laboratory” and leverage the ongoing work by engineers, 
architects, planners and construction contractors to provide exposure to students in the design 
and construction process. The Commission should also consider other ways to support local 
education.    
 
Question: 
Does the Commission have interest in working with the school district to evaluate potential 
collaborative opportunities?  
 
Issues: 

• The Waterfront is transforming at a rapid pace at the front door of Hood River.  
• The Port’s ongoing relationship with developers, design and construction professionals 

may provide an opportunity to expose students to real life engineering and planning 
tasks and built projects on the Waterfront.  

• The Port’s own activities and its relationship with businesses on the Waterfront may 
provide an opportunity to facilitate internship opportunities.   

• The Port must consider the limitations of ORS 777 in any potential education efforts and 
must collaborate closely with the school district. 

 
Potential Actions: 

• Explore ideas with the school district and local businesses.   
• Consider a “Waterfront Education Partnership” that provides experience and 

opportunities for students at various levels: 
o Elementary Grades—class field trips to projects and businesses/ 
o Middle School—class field trips, presentations by design/ construction 

professionals, class design project with presentation to Commission and 
completion stipend, etc. 

o High School--- internships (Port and private business), community involvement 
opportunities to meet junior year requirement, college scholarships (Port and 
private business). 

• None.   
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April 9, 2015 
Spring Planning Work Session  

 
Discussion Outline   Prepared by Genevieve Scholl and Michael McElwee 
Regional Advocacy & Lobbying 
 
Overview: 
For many years, the Port has funded advocacy services in Salem and Washington D.C. for 
our District priorities and for the region as a whole. Hood River County is a participant in the 
current contract for services, contributing $18,000 annually. In the fiscal year ending in 
2014, the Port’s annual investment was approximately $58,000. In FY2015, that investment 
grew to $75,000 in response to the need for a greater lobbying presence in Salem, and to 
support regional advocacy and the OneGorge coalition. 
 
The state and federal political climate continues to be unclear as to the roles and 
responsibilities for transportation infrastructure development and planning in the bi-state, 
federally designated National Scenic Area. The Port continues to serve in a leadership role 
for local economic development and regional collaborative planning and advocacy. The 
Commission should continue to consider its investment in advocacy services in Salem, 
Olympia, and Washington D.C. and how those services could help the Port achieve near and 
long-term objectives 
 
Key Questions: 
Is the investment in advocacy representation appropriate and commensurate with the 
Port’s goals and objectives? How can the Port encourage and develop regional partnerships 
to share the costs of lobbying representation and activities? What are the short-term and 
long-term goals for these efforts, and how do we measure success?  

 
Assumptions 

• The transportation reauthorization process now underway in Washington D.C. could 
create new opportunities to better position the bridge replacement project for 
future federal funding.  

• The need for lobbying presence in Salem and Olympia is growing, as regional 
transportation infrastructure planning is gaining visibility, and the replacement of 
the Hood River bridge must be part of any conversation in that context. 

• The OneGorge Coalition continues and may provide a platform for greater combined 
effort and cost sharing.  

 
Potential Actions: 

• Continue advocacy services at current levels. 
• Approve modest increase in advocacy service expenses contingent upon increased 

contributions from other OneGorge participants.  
• Decrease budget for advocacy services.  
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April 9, 2015 
Spring Planning Work Session  
 
Discussion Outline      Prepared by Liz Whitmore 
Waterfront Recreation Expenses and Revenue 
 
Overview: 
The attached spreadsheet provides detail on expenses and revenue for Waterfront 
Recreation starting in 2012 and projecting out to 2018.  Included in forecast are increased 
fees for Marine Deputy services and increased revenue from Event Site parking and open 
space maintenance fees.   
 
Key Questions: 
What specific actions should the Port initiate to increase revenue or decrease costs for 
waterfront recreation relative to parking fees? 
 
Potential Actions: 

• Collect fees for Portway and 1st Street permit parking 
• Partner with City of Hood River for metered parking  
• Provide angled parking on Portway between 1st and 2nd to increase capacity  
• Provide temporary parking and ticket booth at Lot #1 
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