OREGON

CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA
Monday, November 3, 2014 - 6:00 P.M.
Council Chambers

The meeting of the Newport City Council will be held on Monday, November 3, 2014, at 6:00 P.M. The
meetings will be held in the Council Chambers of the Newport City Hall, located at 169 S.W. Coast
Highway, Newport, Oregon 97365. A copy of the agenda follows.

The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an interpreter for the
hearing impaired, or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities, should be made at least 48
hours in advance of the meeting to Peggy Hawker, City Recorder at 541.574.0613.

The City Council reserves the right to add or delete items as needed, change the order of the agenda,
and discuss any other business deemed necessary at the time of the meeting.

CITY COUNCIL
Monday, November 3, 2014 - 6:00 P.M.
Council Chambers

Anyone wishing to speak at a Public Hearing or on an agenda item should complete a Public Comment
Form and give it to the City Recorder. Public Comment Forms are located at the entrance to the City
Council Chambers. Anyone commenting on a subject not on the agenda will be called upon during the
Public Comment section of the agenda. Comments pertaining to specific agenda items will be taken at
the time the matter is discussed by the City Counci.

I.  Pledge of Allegiance
[I.  Call to Order and Roll Call
[ll.  Public Comment
This is an opportunity for members of the audience to bring to the Council’s attention any item

not listed on the agenda. Comments will be limited to three (3) minutes per person with a
maximum of 15 minutes for all items. Speakers may not yield their time to others.
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VL.

VILI.

Consent Calendar

The consent calendar consists of items of a repeating or routine nature considered under a single
action. Any Councilor may have an item on the consent agenda removed and considered
separately on request.

A. Approval of City Council Minutes from Regular Meeting of October 21, 2014 and the Joint
Lincoln County Commission, Newport City Council and Port of Newport Commission
Meeting of October 20, 2014 (Hawker)

Public Hearing

This is an opportunity for members of the audience to provide testimony/comments on the specific
/ssue being considered by the City Council. Comments will be limited to three (3) minutes per
person

A. Public Hearing and Possible Adoption of Resolution No. 3693 - Supplemental Budget

Communications
Any agenda items requested by Mayor, City Council Members, City Attorney, or any
presentations by boards or commissions, other government agencies, and general public will be
placed on this part of the agenda.

A. Report from VAC Steering Committee - Request for an Extension for Report to Council
B. From Salmon for Oregon - Appeal of Tourism Facilities Grant Denial

VIIl. City Manager Report

XI.

All matters requiring approval of the City Council originating from the City Manager and
departments will be included in this section. This section will also include any status reports for
the City Council’s information.

Report on Question from Rex Capri Regarding Sidewalk and Street Work
Report on Fire Department Volunteer Compensation

Report on Proposed Bicycle Pump Track at Coast Park

Report on Agate Beach Wayside Project

Report on Efforts to Maintain the US Coast Guard Newport Air Facility

moowp

Report from Mayor and Council
This section of the agenda is where the Mayor and Council can report any activities or discuss
/ssues of concern.

Public Comment

This is an additional opportunity for members of the audience to provide public comment.
Comments will be limited to five (5) minutes per person with a maximum of 15 minutes for all
items. Speakers may not yield their time to others.

Adjournment
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October 21, 2014
6:00 P.M.
Newport, Oregon

The City Council of the City of Newport met on the above date in the Council
Chambers of the Newport City Hall. On roll call, Allen, Beemer, Swanson, Roumagoux,
and Busby. Sawyer and Saelens were excused.

Staff present was City Manager Nebel, City Recorder Hawker, Community
Development Director Tokos, Public Works Director Gross, and Police Chief Miranda

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Council, staff, and the audience participated in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Allen asked why Saelens was absent. Nebel noted that when the meeting date
changed, Saelens had a schedule conflict. MOTION by Allen, seconded by Beemer, to
excuse both Sawyer and Saelens from this meeting. The motion carried unanimously in
a voice vote.

PROCLAMATIONS, PRESENTATIONS, AND SPECIAL RECOGNITIONS

Proclamation - October - Domestic Violence Awareness Month. Roumagoux
proclaimed the month of October as Domestic Violence Awareness Month in the City of
Newport. CeCe Pratt, from My Sister's Place, accepted the proclamation, and
distributed information regarding My Sister's Place. Pratt reviewed the work of My
Sister’s Place. She responded to Council questions.

CONSENT CALENDAR
The consent calendar consisted of the following items:
A. Approval of City Council minutes from the Town Hall meeting of September 29,
2014, regular meeting, work session, and executive session of October 6, 2014.

B. Ratification of the Mayor's appointment of Paul Stangeland to the Parks and
Recreation Advisory Committee for a term expiring December 31, 2015.

MOTION was made by Allen, seconded by Beemer, to approve the consent calendar
with the changes to the minutes as noted by Allen. The motion carried unanimously in a
voice vote.

ADDITION TO THE AGENDA

MOTION was made by Beemer, seconded by Swanson, to add the receipt of a land
donation from Investors Xll to the agenda under the City Manager’s Report, Item E.
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Nebel noted that the issue arose on Monday, and is necessary in order to finalize the
plat. The motion carried unanimously in a voice vote.

PUBLIC HEARING

Public Hearing and Possible Adoption of Ordinance No. 2071 Creating a Local Tax
on Recreational Marijuana and Marijuana-Infused Products, and on Resolution No.
3694 Setting a Tax Rate on Recreational Marijuana and Marijuana-Infused Products.
Hawker introduced the agenda item. Nebel reported that on October 6, 2014, the City
Council scheduled a public hearing on an ordinance to establish a local tax on
recreational marijuana. He added that this action was, in part, the result of attending the
annual League of Oregon Cities Conference held in Eugene last month. He stated that
one of the most active discussion issues, at the conference, related to Proposition 91
that would legalize recreational marijuana use within the State of Oregon. He noted that
a number of Council members participated in various session regarding the marijuana
initiative. He reported that a significant number of Oregon cities are enacting a local
sales tax ordinance that would give local units of government the right to tax sales of
recreational marijuana that occur within their jurisdiction. He added that it is
recommended that an ordinance be approved with an effective date prior to the effective
date of Measure 91 if that ballot initiative is approved by voters. He stated that Measure
91 would take effect 30 days after the November election date. He noted that if the City
Council approves an ordinance at the October 21, 2014 City Council meeting, that
ordinance would take effect prior to the effective date of any ballot initiative. He noted,
however, that section 42 of Measure 91 gives the state the exclusive right to tax
marijuana, and that Section 58 of the Measure 91 supersedes and repeals inconsistent
charters and ordinances. He added that any conflicts between the initiative and local
ordinances would likely be litigated.

Nebel reported that an ordinance has been drafted by Lauren Sommers, of Speer-
Hoyt, on taxing marijuana within the city should Measure 91 pass. He noted that the way
the ordinance is drafted, medical card holders purchasing medical marijuana from a
state- authorized dispensary would be excluded from taxation. He added that the tax
rate would be established by a separate resolution that could be modified from time to
time. He stated that some municipalities are establishing a specific rate while others are
establishing the current rate at 0% and will reevaluate that rate depending on the
outcome of Measure 91.

Nebel recommended that Council hold a public hearing on Ordinance No. 2071 and
Resolution No. 3694.

Roumagoux opened the public hearing at 6:22 P.M. She called for public comment.
There was none.

Roumagoux closed the public hearing at 6:23 P.M. for Council deliberation.

Allen noted that the measure will take effect 30 days from the date it passes, and
that Section 4 of the ordinance indicates that the ordinance will become effective 30
days after adoption. He added that if the ballot measure does not pass, Council will
have to repeal this ordinance because it is based on the ballot measure. It was noted
that this could be a discussion after the election.
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Allen noted that the effective date of Resolution No. 3694 would need to be changed
to reflect the effective date of the ordinance which would be November 20 if the
ordinance is adopted at this meeting.

MOTION was made by Swanson, seconded by Allen, to read Ordinance No. 2071,
establishing a tax on the sale of recreational marijuana and marijuana-infused products
in the City of Newport, by title only, and place for final passage. The motion carried
unanimously in a voice vote. Hawker read the title of Ordinance No. 2071. Voting aye on
the adoption of Ordinance No. 2071 were Allen, Busby, Swanson, Roumagoux, and
Beemer.

MOTION was made by Swanson, seconded by Beemer, to adopt Resolution No.
3694 establishing a tax rate of zero percent on the sale of recreational marijuana and
marijuana-infused products in the City of Newport as amended in Section 2 to reflect an
effective date of November 20, 2014. The motion carried unanimously in a voice vote.

COMMUNICATIONS

From the Business License Work Group - Report on Update to the Business License
and Taxicab License Ordinances. Hawker introduced the agenda item. Nebel reported
that the City Council has established a Business License Work Group to review and
modify, where necessary, the city’s business license and taxi license ordinances.
Councilor Ralph Busby has chaired this effort. He added that the Business License
Work Group thought it would be appropriate to provide an update to the City Council on
efforts to clarify certain provisions of the business license, and to review changes to the
process of issuing a taxicab endorsement.

Nebel noted that the most significant change to the city’s taxi license code is that the
language restructures the process to provide for a taxicab endorsement to be issued
administratively without a hearing before the City Council. He added that the license
process will be more consistent with other business licenses issued by the city, and it
will reduce the burdens for applicants to meet in applying for these licenses. He reported
that the Business License Work Group has made revisions to the draft ordinance
relating to taxicabs, and that if Council is in agreement with these changes, they will be
forwarded to legal counsel for review. He stated that if there are no significant changes,
a hearing on the revised taxi license ordinance could be scheduled on the November
17, 2014 City Council meeting agenda.

Busby stated that Nebel covered the taxicab ordinance revision well, adding this it
contains a reduction of the requirement to go before the City Council on a taxicab
application. He reviewed the business license process including the composition of the
working group and the consensus. He commended Tokos for his efforts with this
revision. He noted that the working group discussed the business license ordinance
thoroughly and came to a consensus on the changes presented tonight. He stated that
there now needs to be public input.

Tokos reviewed the substantive changes, noting that the packet contains a marked
up draft with an explanation of the changes. He added that the changes include
clarification of language; when a license is required; exemptions; fees; not-for-profit
renewal; businesses with multiple locations; how the city communicates with applicants;
timely review and issuance if license; provides for fees to be set by Council resolution;
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eliminates the requirement that administrative rules be prepared; and a new section that
provides that evidence of doing business constitutes doing business.

Busby reported that two Planning Commissioners, Bob Berman and Rod Croteau,
participated in the working group.

A discussion ensued regarding whether to hold public hearings on the business
license and taxicab license ordinances. It was suggested that the ordinances be held for
review by the incoming City Attorney, Steve Rich, when he begins working in December.
It was noted that staff planned to send the ordinances to Speer Hoyt for review. Council
concurred that after Speer Hoyt’s review, Rich will be the final reviewer.

MOTION was made by Allen, seconded by Beemer, to hold public hearings on the
revisions to both ordinances as suggested by the working group, and to make an effort
to reach out to the stakeholders who might be affected by these revisions, including the
current taxicab endorsement holder, and the prior taxicab endorsement applicant. The
motion carried unanimously in a voice vote.

CITY MANAGER REPORT

Authorization to Initiate Proceedings to Withdraw Territory from the Seal Rock Water
District. Hawker introduced the agenda item. Nebel reported that the city has been
meeting with the Seal Rock Water District over the past year to discuss the withdrawal
of land that is currently located in the city, served by city water, but remaining in the Seal
Rock Water District. He stated that in 2007, the city entered into an intergovernmental
agreement with the Seal Rock Water District which provided that the city provide water
service to an area including much of South Beach. He added that this agreement did not
address the withdrawal of properties from the district, and following this agreement, the
Seal Rock Water District funded major improvements to their system with general
obligation bonds in 2011 and 2012. He noted that these improvements have no benefit
to the properties located in the city’s water service area, however, the property owners
are being required to pay this debt, which the district recognizes as unfair. He stated that
the amended agreement does not hold the city or property owners responsible for any
debt issued after 2008 should those properties be withdrawn from the district. He noted
that the city would be responsible for a pro rata share of any debt that existed prior to
2008 for these properties in accordance with the amended agreement.

Nebel reported that ORS 222.520 authorizes the city to withdraw territory from a
service district if it has been annexed to the city. He added that the statute requires that
the governing body hold a public hearing, and following the public hearing, the city may,
by ordinance, declare that properties located within the city be withdrawn from the
district. He noted that this action is subject to a subsequent citizen-initiated referendum

Nebel reported that the agreement between the city and the district provides a
mechanism for repayment of debt issued prior to 2008. He stated that if this withdrawal
is effective July 2015, the city will have an obligation to pay an amount of $55,322.29 to
address debt requirements for the property that is currently part of the city that would be
withdrawn from the Seal Rock Water District.

Nebel reported that the city has the option of not withdrawing the property as a block
and leaving it to the individual property owners to petition the board of county
commissioners seeking a withdrawal pursuant to the provisions contained in ORS 198.
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He added that this would create a piecemeal process that would be more convoluted to
the district, the city, and Lincoln County.

MOTION was made by Swanson, seconded by Beemer, to initiate the withdrawal of
property from the Seal Rock Water District that is located in the city limits of the City of
Newport in South Beach, and set the date, time, and place for the public hearing on this
question for November 17, 2014, at 6 P.M., in the City Council Chambers, located at
169 SW Coast Highway. The motion carried unanimously in a voice vote.

Report and Discussion on Electronic Messaging Sign for City Center. Hawker
introduced the agenda item. Nebel reported that at the second meeting in August, a
presentation was made by the City Center Newport Association to construct a large
messaging sign on the NW corner of Hurbert Street and Highway 101 with the sign
incorporating art deco elements in its design. He stated that following the public hearing
in which there was testimony both for and against this proposed project, the City Council
requested that staff work with the City Center Newport Association board of directors to
review alternatives to the project as submitted. He noted that Council indicated that they
did not necessarily have objections to a messaging sign being located somewhere in
city center, however, the scale and location were problematic. He added that there was
discussion about a much smaller scale project to clean up and green up the northwest
corner of Hurbert Street and Highway 101. Nebel reported that he has since met with
the City Center Newport Association board of directors to discuss the City Council action
taken in August, and a number of alternate sign locations were discussed. He stated
that the committee felt that the most desirable location would be on Highway 101 across
from City Hall where the current clock tower is located. He added that the landscaping in
place for the clock tower would provide an appropriate setting for the messaging sign,
and that the clock could potentially be moved to the northwest corner of Hurbert Street
and Highway 101 to clean up that location. He stated that other alternate locations
include the small area that separates the Chevron station between City Hall and the
Chevron dealership; the east side of Highway 101 at the corner of Abbey Street; and the
corner of the Newport City Hall, which could be completed in conjunction with signage at
City Hall.

Nebel reported that the City Center Newport Association indicated that the
improvement of the northwest corner of Hurbert Street and Highway 101 has been the
subject of various plans for improving the aesthetics of this important intersection. He
stated that the plans included various designs and should be a starting point for
discussions with the adjacent property owners who have been divided on the various
concepts. He noted that the City Center Newport Association also felt that any
improvements to the crosswalk, to be completed by ODOT, need to be considered in
any design processes for this corner.

Nebel reported that he met with Tokos and Gross following this meeting to discuss
these issues. He stated that the preferred location would require coordination with
ODOT since this is state right-of-way. He added that the adjacent property has been
recently acquired with potential plans for redeveloping that area, and that this is
something that would need to be understood in looking at this primary location.

Nebel reported that he plans to schedule a meeting of property owners to discuss
small scale improvements that could occur on that corner. He noted that if the city
establishes a new urban renewal district on the north side of the bridge, there could be
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more significant future projects that could impact the property. He stated that staff
believes a small scale aesthetic improvement would be appropriate in the event that
more significant projects might be contemplated as part of the long-term urban renewal
district.

Nebel reported that he does not have a recommendation for the City Council, at this
point, regarding either the sign or the improvements to the northwest corner of Hurbert
Street and Highway 101. He added that it would be appropriate for the City Council to
share any thoughts, ideas, and concerns they have with the options outlined in this
report.

Nebel reported that $90,000 remains for the potential community event sign and/or
improvements to the northwest corner of Hurbert Street and Highway 101. He stated
that he is planning a meeting to discuss what smaller scale project can be done on that
corner. Allen asked about the timeline for meeting with the area property owners and
sorting out these issues. Nebel stated that he would like to schedule meetings before
the 2015/2016 budget process begins - either in December or January to discuss these
issues. Allen suggested that a Council member attend the meetings with staff as well,
and Nebel noted that this is a good idea. Allen volunteered to be the Council participant.

Discussion on the Announced Closure of the United States Coast Guard Air Facility.
Hawker introduced the agenda item. Nebel reported that on Monday, October 20, the
city, in conjunction with Lincoln County and the Port of Newport, hosted a public forum
to give the public an opportunity to express their views regarding the announcement by
the commander of the 13" Coast Guard district of the closure of the air facility in
Newport, Oregon. He noted that there was an exceptional meeting last night and to hear
the varied services that are dependent upon this service by the community. He thanked
Bob Jacobson who worked on behalf of the county, city, and port to moderate the
meeting. He noted that the important thing to recognize is that Monday’s meeting is not
an end, but a beginning and the various groups need to work together to address the
issue.

Nebel reported that the conveners of the forum (Lincoln County, City of Newport, and
Port of Newport) met earlier today to discuss next steps regarding this matter. He added
that it is appropriate to set the tone of where and how to move forward if Council is in
agreement. He noted that the other unique issue is that Associated Cleaning Services
has agreed to provide five years of free custodial services to the air facility if it remains
in Newport.

Nebel noted that he had prepared several motions for Council consideration. Council
discussed and revised the motions as follows:

MOTION was made by Allen, seconded by Beemer, to authorize the continuation of
a collaborative effort between the City of Newport, Lincoln County, and the Port of
Newport, working with other stakeholders including the current and former members of
the Fishermen’s Wives, and to the extent possible, the Oregon congressional
delegation, Oregon Coastal Caucus, and Oregon governor’s office to continue efforts to
reverse the decision relating to the closure of the air facility in Newport. The motion
carried unanimously in a voice vote.

MOTION was made by Beemer, seconded by Allen, to direct the City Manager to
send a letter to the appropriate federal officials requesting that the closure of the United
States Coast Guard Newport Air Facility be delayed until a proper determination can be
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made relating to the benefits of continued operation of this facility and then further
assess keeping the facility open permanently. The motion carried unanimously in a
voice vote.

MOTION was made by Allen, seconded by Beemer, that a complete package of
information be compiled from the joint meeting of Lincoln County, the City of Newport,
and the Port of Newport with that information being shared with the Oregon
congressional delegation, Commander for the Thirteenth U.S. Coast Guard District, the
Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard, the Vice-Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard,
the U.S. Secretary of Homeland Security, and other federal officials to convey the need
to reverse the decision to close the air facility in Newport. The motion carried
unanimously in a voice vote.

MOTION was made by Beemer, seconded by Allen, to request that the Mayor and
City Manager prepare letters of appreciation to Michelle Longo Eder, Ginny Golbrisch,
Sarah Skamser, Jennifer Stevenson, Carol DeMuth, and others, on behalf of the City
Council, for their advocacy related in working to reverse the decision of the U.S. Coast
Guard to close the Newport Air Facility. The motion carried unanimously in a voice vote.

A brief discussion ensued regarding the offer from Associated Cleaning Services.

Discussion and Possible Appointment of a Council Liaison to the City Emergency
Planning Committee. Hawker introduced the agenda item. Nebel reported that in 2013,
an internal administrative committee was established to develop appropriate responses
to emergencies that could occur in the city. He noted that since the first of the year, this
committee has been meeting on a regular basis and has been making significant
progress on a variety of matters including setting up an emergency operations center in
City Hall. He stated that Swanson has suggested that it may be appropriate for the City
Council to consider appointing a liaison to this administrative committee. He added that
based on the important integration of services during an emergency that would impact
elected officials through providers in the city organization, he believes this would be an
appropriate consideration by Council. He reported that Swanson has expressed an
interest in serving in this capacity. He noted that as an alternative, Swanson also
mentioned that City Council could rotate its service with this committee similar to what is
being done with City Employee Administrative Committee. He stated that the decision
on appointment of a liaison is a Council decision.

MOTION was made by Beemer, seconded by Allen, to establish a Council liaison to
the city’s administrative Emergency Planning Committee. The motion carried
unanimously in a voice vote.

MOTION was made by Beemer, seconded by Allen, to appoint Swanson to serve as
the City Council liaison to the city’s administrative Emergency Planning Committee. The
motion carried unanimously in a voice vote.

Discussion and Possible Approval of a Land Donation from Investors XII. Hawker
introduced the agenda item. Nebel reported that the issue before Council is the
consideration of an agreement with Investors Xll, LLC identifying the portion of their
property that the city is acquiring for right-of-way and easement purposes, along with the
portion that Investors XIll, LLC is donating to the city. He stated that the right-of-way is
needed so that SW Abalone Street can be extended as envisioned in the South Beach
Urban Renewal Plan and proposed plat of Sunset Dunes.
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Nebel reported that the city desires to obtain 30,941 square feet of road right-of-way,
and a 1,836 square foot permanent public utility easement from Investors XlI, LLC, in order
to construct planned transportation improvements in South Beach. He added that the right-
of-way and easement are depicted on the concept map for the plat of Sunset Dunes. He
stated that an appraisal by William E. Adams, MAI, MRICS, dated July 25, 2014,
establishes a value for the right-of-way of $12.00 per square foot and a value for the
easement of $3.60 per square foot.

Nebel reported that the Newport Urban Renewal Agency has authorized a payment to
Investors XII, LLC in the amount of $147,682 for right-of-way and has contracted with the
City of Newport to construct the transportation improvements. He stated that the payment
amount was determined to be the value of the right-of-way and easement being acquired,
less the value of the land Investors XII, LLC gains through the vacation of a portion of SW
Anchor Way.

Nebel reported that on Monday, October 20, 2014, the managing partners of Investors
XIl, LLC indicated that they misunderstood how the compensation package was being
structured. He stated that they would prefer that a value for the land that Investors XII, LLC
will receive as a result of the vacation of a portion of SW Abalone Street not be factored
into the transaction. He stated that as an alternative, they propose that the compensation
amount remain at $147,682 with the city accepting a donation of the balance of the land.
He noted that this may provide Investors Xll, LLC with a tax benefit that they would not
otherwise receive given how the compensation proposal is currently structured.

Nebel reported that this donation agreement has been added to the Council agenda at
this late date because of the timing of when the issue was raised by Investors XII, LLC and
the impact that a delay would have on finalizing the plat of Sunset Dunes. He added the
plat is currently being signed by the three property owners (OMSI, Investors XII, LLC, and
Richard Murry). He noted that funds have been transferred to escrow for right-of-way
payments, all of the conveyance documents have been finalized, and the parties have
prepaid taxes, and therefore, timing is of the essence. He stated that it is also worth
emphasizing that the donation agreement does not change the amount of money Investors
XIl, LLC will receive from the Urban Renewal Agency and city.

MOTION was made by Allen, seconded by Beemer, to enter into the right-of-way
donation agreement with Investors Xll, LLC as included in the attached packet. The
motion carried unanimously in a voice vote.

REPORT FROM MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Allen noted that the effective date for Resolution No. 3694, setting the tax rate for
recreational marijuana and marijuana-infused products should be November 20, 2014.

Roumagoux reported that she gave a welcome speech to the Oregon Coast Chapter
of Military Officers Association of America at its charter meeting.

Roumagoux reported that she performed the ribbon cutting for the Eternal Beauty
Salon which was formerly Jerilyn’s.

Roumagoux reported that she gave the opening remarks, and performed the ribbon
cutting, at the recent rededication of the airport.

Roumagoux reported that she participated in an interview on KXL regarding the
October 20 meeting on the Coast Guard’s announced closure of the air facility in
Newport.
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Roumagoux reported that she attended the October 20 meeting at Oregon Coast
Community College regarding the Coast Guard’s announced closure of the air facility in
Newport. She complimented Nebel for organizing the meeting, and noted that there
were approximately 300 attendees and that testimony went well.

Swanson reported that she attended the rededication of the airport which was very
interesting.

Swanson reported that she attended a recent meeting of the City Employee’s
Committee.

Swanson reported that she attended a recent meeting of the Audit Committee.

Busby reported that he attended the rededication of the airport.

Busby reported that he attended a recent meeting of the Public Arts Committee. He
noted that the group is involved with the One Percent for the Arts Program relative to the
construction of the new municipal swimming pool.

Beemer reported that he attended the airport rededication.

Beemer reported that he attended the October 20 meeting at which the announced
closure of the Coast Guard air facility was discussed.

Beemer reported that the Port had completed much of its needed dredging, but that
there are pylons sticking up from the bottom of the bay that are impeding completion of
the dredging. He noted that the plan is to dig around the pylons and cut them off, and
that the cost for this work could be $500,000.

Allen reported that he attended a FINE meeting on October 7 that was a joint
meeting with the Southern Oregon Ocean Resource Coalition, a group with similar goals
from the south coast. He noted that there was discussion about federal mapping and
developing strategies to collaborate along the coast with respect to federal agencies.

Allen reported that he attended a recent meeting of the Audit Committee. He noted
that the auditors were in attendance and were completing the field work. He reviewed
the timeline for the audit, noting that the audit will be completed and filed on time. He
stated that between the first and second City Council meeting in January, the Audit
Committee will meet and review the audit with Murzynsky and Nebel with the auditors
participating by telephone. He noted that the Audit Committee will be proactive and
review issues and compile a report to present to the City Council on January 20, 2015.
He added that the City Council will accept the audit report after the Audit Committee
presentation to Council.

Allen reported that he attended an OPAC meeting that was held in Newport on
October 16. He noted that the letter, from OPAC, that he read at the Coast Guard
meeting on Monday had been generated at this meeting. He noted that OPAC is
organizing a forum on national marine sanctuaries to be held in Bandon in March or
early April of 2015.

Allen reported that he attended the recent veteran’s lunch at the Senior Center. He
noted that he sat next to a Korean War veteran and the veteran’s daughter who was a
Navy nurse.

Allen reported that he attended the rededication of the airport.

Allen reported that earlier today, he had attended the keynote luncheon speech at a
two-day technology conference organized by John Lavrakas. He added that the
conference is promoting blue technology and blue jobs. He encouraged other
Councilors to attend what they could of this conference.
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Allen reported that he would be going to Florence tomorrow to attend the West Coast
Governor’s Alliance on Ocean Health, and that he would have a report at the next
meeting.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Robert Legree, operations manager for Associated Cleaning Services, stated that
public relations was not the intent of the offer to provide free custodial services to the
Coast Guard if the Newport air facility was retained. He noted that his company would
work through the Coast Guard Auxiliary which would allow this type of donation. He
reiterated that the thought behind the offer was the firm being a leader and not public
relations. He added that the cost was determined from providing services to this facility
in the past.

ADJOURNMENT

Having no further business, the meeting adjourned at 7:40 P.M.

Margaret M. Hawker, City Recorder Sandra N. Roumagoux, Mayor
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October 20, 2014
5:30 P.M.
Newport, Oregon

The City Council of the City of Newport met in a joint meeting with the Lincoln County
Commission and the Port of Newport Commission on the above date in the Oregon Coast
Community College Commons, at the main campus in Newport.

In attendance from the City of Newport: David Allen, Richard Beemer, Laura Swanson,
Sandra Roumagoux, Ralph Busby, and Mark Saelens. Dean Sawyer was excused. Staff
present was City Manager Nebel, City Recorder Hawker, Fire Chief Murphy, and Police
Chief Miranda.

In attendance from Lincoln County: Terry Thompson. Staff in attendance was Wayne
Belmont, County Counsel, Kim Herring, Administrative Assistant, and Casey Miller, Public
Information Officer.

In attendance from the Port of Newport: Walter Chuck, Ken Brown, JoAnn Barton,
Dean Fleck, and David Jincks. Staff in attendance was Kevin Greenwood, General
Manager.

Community members in attendance: Marilyn Greene, Mark Flores, Kelley Retherford,
Sherry Kasper, Mike Sorensen, Vella Sorensen, Sherry Rowland, James Rowland,
Russell Harley, Cynthia Renner, G. Perry, James Burke, Judith Chey, Eugene Law, Sheri
Fixler, Jeremy Powell, Russell Johnson, James Franklin, Chris Burkman, Tom
McNamara, Will Williams, Dennis Bartoldus, Carol DeMuth, Mike Becker, Andy Long,
Stewart Lamerdin, Wendy Engler, Toni Mitchell, Doug Alldridge, Toby Mitchell, Alicia
Billings, John Holt, Alan Baird, Kay Moxness, Barbara Leff, Jay Robinson, Tom Divis, Bev
Divis, Yale Fogarty, Rob Wienert, Barbara Dudley, Wayde Dudley, Marcia Rowley,
Shannon West, Mariah Colmenero, Lynnette Mattes, Katherine Howard, Theresa Wisner,
Don Williams, Jim Lynn, Andrew Bartoldus, Patsy Brookshire, Jan Stevenson, Mary
Coelha, Kemper Mirick, Grant Mirick, Leonard Bruce, Leanne Dordan, Julie Hollen, Bob
Daugherty, Aaron Chappell, Carlos Lazaro, Lorna Davis, Sue Keesee, George Lewis,
Sandy Hayden, Jen Rozewski, Charisa Lockman, Charlotte Carter, Elliott Crowder,
Barbara Burgess, Karen Dunlop, Sammy Butts, Kim Savage, Tia Retherford, Brian
Clancy, Laurie Rau, Laura Syron, Linda Neigebauer, Leslie Brown, Dennis Cannon,
Gretchen Kazebier, Dennis Lloyd, Jan Novak, Mark Cholewinski, Nina Crites, Kimberly
Jones, Rick Bronw, David Enyeart, Carol Ritchey, Duane Barnhart, Wes Gromlich, Jim
Kusz, Janet Wood, Richard Wood, Susan Sturm, Kelly Greer, Samui Payment, Carol
Fisher, Pat Lewis, Gretchen Nelson, Marcia Tharp, Paul Stangeland, Gary Lahman, Jill
Marks, Mark Marks, Marion Moir, Randy Butts, Cindy McConnell, Mark McConnell, Stan
Parker, Teresa Rippy, Josh Erwin, Mary Larkin, Doug Kerr, James Oeden, Kurtis Hair,
Ray Woodruff, Glen Butler, Amanda Clendenin, Mike Eastman, Ralph Grutzmacher,
Kerry Kemp, Dorthea Derickson, Craig Putman, Judie Germain, Nancy Fitzpatrick, Pahl
Scharping, Margaret Mortimer, Joe Joncas, Joan Haines, John Haines, Cathy Devereaux,
Brad Feammelli, Dan Hellin, Mike de Sosa, Janet Louise Voss, John Ray, Elizabeth Atly,
Pamela Garland, Eric Wedel, Storm Wedel, Karen Naill, Sam Naill, Karen Rozewski, Taya
Keesee, Bruce Wellaw, Sue Martin, Robert Brittsman, Frances Clause, Amanda Reeves,
Jo Byriel, Barbara Berge, Sally Carr, Jeff Pridgeon, Kristine Castillo, Olivia Brown, Cheryl
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Davis, Kay Skaggs, Robert Bierwirth, Michelle Branam, Stephen Lovin, Sara Fixler,
Joshua Burter, Jason Eibner, Julie Hanrahan, Mark Hanrahan, Joseph Huff, Susan
Andersen, Briane Greene, Lars Robison, LeOra Johnson, Debra Smith, James
Hanselman, Joann Ronzio, Rod Doubleday, Heather Hessler, Lori Galvan, Johnny Law,
Greg Krutzikowsky, Barbara Frye, Sally Lockyear, Bette Perman, Jeff Hollen, Christie
Burns, Elinor deSosa, Jacque de Sosa, Marvin Sannes, Brian Hudson, Kate Heasley,
Sara Skamser, Jhn McKinney, Roberta Baxter, Janet Jackson, Glen Butler, Yale Fogarty,
Jay Bozievich, Eric Sherman, Kinder Cottrell, Robert Keller, Rhonda Harman, Dennis
Bishop, John Garland, Bekki Wagner, Sylvia Pauly, Alan Holzapfel, Lindsay Clark, Terry
Obteshka, Eileen Obteshka, Mike Pettis, Bruce Mate, Dac Wilde, Bill Bain, Wessel Lewis,
JoDana Bright Taylor, Jesse Burrows, Joshua Williams, Jennifer Stevenson, Jim
Geisinger, Jim Gohlsdorf, Don Baker, William Mortimer, Charlie Plybon, Deborah Boone,
Bud Shoemake, Jan Power, Tracy Shaw, Rob Murphy, and Robert Waddell.

CALL TO ORDER - BOB JACOBSON

Bob Jacobson stated that two hours have been allotted for what could be a very long
program tonight. He welcomed everyone in attendance. He stated that the topic of
tonight’s meeting is perhaps the most important topic in a while as it is a matter of life and
death for mariners - both commercial and recreational. He added that he hopes through
public comment and the petitions that Carol DeMuth has collected with over 15,000
signatures, that the Coast Guard will reverse this important decision. He stated that the
purpose of this meeting is to offer testimony regarding the closure of the U.S. Coast Guard
Air Facility in Newport.

Jacobson read the testimony guidelines. He noted that this meeting is being taped and
a copy of the tape would be made available to the U.S. Coast Guard and the
Congressional delegation in Washington, D.C.

Jacobson recognized Carol DeMuth, the organizer of a petition that contains upwards
of 15,000 signatures in support of retaining the U.S. Coast Guard Air Facility in Newport.

Jacobson made introductions including the three entities who organized the meeting:
Terry Thompson, Commissioner, and Wayne Belmont, County Counsel from Lincoln
County, Kevin Greenwood from the Port of Newport, and Spencer Nebel, City Manager
of the City of Newport. He introduced Kaety Jacobson and Ruby Moon, from the Extension
Office, who were instrumental in organizing this meeting. Jacobson also introduced U. S.
Congressman Kurt Schrader, Kate Gauthier, representing Senator Jeff Merkley’s office,
Fritz Graham, representing Senator Ron Wyden’s office, Senator Arnie Roblan, and
Representative David Gomberg, and Representative Debra Boone from Clatsop County.

U.S. CONGRESSMAN SCHRADER INTRODUCES REAR ADMIRAL RICHARD T.
GROMLICH, COMMANDER OF THE THIRTEENTH U.S. COAST DISTRICT

Congressman Kurt Schrader stated that he appreciated everyone showing up for this
meeting, and the Admiral agreeing to attend. He noted that he was glad that the D.C.
Coast Guard had changed its attitude toward participation in this meeting. He stated that
he and Admiral Gromlich have to leave at approximately 7:30 P.M., but that
representatives from their offices will stay and hear testimony. He added that if
participants do not get a chance to speak, or would like to leave written testimony, that
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this information be given to Jacobson so that we can try to convince D.C. of the need for
the air facility to remain open. He asked that if someone has specific questions, that they
be given to Jacobson so that they can be researched and hopefully get the Coast Guard
to change the situation.

Schrader introduced Admiral Richard Gromlich. He reported that Gromlich has served
in North Bend and also at the Charleston, South Carolina location where they are also
looking at budget cuts. He stated that Gromlich graduated from Coast Guard Academy in
1983, worked his way through the ranks, and is a respected member of the Coast Guard.
He noted that Gromlich is responsible for the Pacific Northwest which is a large and tough
area, and that he has experience with weather and other conditions in Oregon. He
welcomed Gromlich.

Admiral Richard Gromlich thanked the Oregon congressional delegation and state and
local officials who had offered a personal invitation to him to attend this meeting. He
thanked everyone for their continued support of the Coast Guard. He thanked the City of
Newport for being a Coast Guard City - one of only 16 in the country. He noted that the
city has shown support for military members and their families, and stated that he
appreciates how much that means in communities along the Oregon and Washington
coasts. He stated that he was fortunate to have been stationed at North Bend from 1990
to 1994. He added that he was in North Bend when the air facility in Newport was located
in an “old, beat up trailer,” and in 1994 when the new facility was built and the Coast Guard
began to stand 24-hour, seven days per week watches. He stated that he lived in North
Bend and understands the coastal storms, sneaker waves, and rogue waves. He added
that he understands the environment on the Oregon and Washington coasts and is
committed to ensuring that the Coast Guard, whatever happens, is able to respond and
do what it does best. He stated that the decision to close of the air facility in Newport was
a part of the budget submission for fiscal year 2014 that was submitted by the President.
He added that the Coast Guard is authorized to close the two facilities as a part of its
appropriations bill for last year. He emphasized that this is a tough environment with
sequestration, continuing resolutions, and declining budgets. He stated the Coast Guard
constantly has to make very difficult decisions that are hard and personal, but that those
tough decisions are made at the highest levels of the organization, and the final decision
to close these air facilities was made by the Commandant of the Coast Guard. He stated
that the air facility in Newport will close on November 30, 2014, and, even at his level of
the Coast Guard, he cannot do anything about it as far as that closure date or offer to
delay the closure. He added that he must carry out the closure. He noted that he expects
that many people in attendance had probably come expecting to hear something different,
and he apologized that he is unable to tell attendees anything different. He stated that the
Coast Guard followed its processes in the closure of this facility, and that he regrets that
the process broke down particularly in dealing with state and local citizens. He reiterated
that the process was followed, and the process attendees are involved in now is to make
concerns heard so that officials higher up the chain can hear those concerns understand
the impact of the decisions that have been made. He stated that there are some people
who do not think that he should be standing here tonight, but he emphasized that he needs
to hear the concerns and comments, and he assured attendees that he was listening. He
added that since the decision to close the air facilities was announced, he has listened to
the news; read the newspapers; monitored websites; monitored blogs; looked at the
petition; and attended the stakeholder meeting. He stated that “we are listening and will
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continue to listen.” He introduced the local Coast Guard officers in attendance, including:
Todd Trimpet of U.S. Coast Guard Station North Bend; Ryan O’Meara of U.S. Coast
Guard Station Yaquina Bay; and Carlos Hessler of U.S. Coast Guard Station Depoe Bay.
Gromlich stated that regardless of what happens, these Coast Guard members will
continue to serve, and the Coast Guard will be there to answer the call.

U.S. CONGRESSMAN SCHRADER INTRODUCES GINNY GOBLIRSCH WHO WILL
PROVIDE THE HISTORY OF, AND REASONS FOR, THE UNITED STEATES COAST
GUARD AIR FACILITY AT THE NEWPORT MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

Ginny Goblirsch read the following statement:

‘I have been asked to address the history of our air station and its importance to our
community.

First, | want to be very clear that our remarks tonight are not in any directed toward
local and district USCG personnel. They are the epitome of professionalism, service, and
sacrifice. They provide outstanding service to our communities and are the reason why
the Coast Guard is held in such regard by the public. We will fight hard to keep them. Our
comments are directed solely to you, Admiral Zukunft, USCG Commandant, Washington,
D.C., as the person who made the decision to close the Newport USCG air station.

We are frustrated. Your own personnel would tell you closing the Newport air station
is a mistake. They know the conditions here. While they, of course, will continue to
respond to emergencies at sea, they will do so knowing full well they do not have the
backup from a quick response helicopter. We have asked you to keep the station open;
yet you remain silent. We meet here tonight to express our concerns, but you are absent.

In 1985, after a series of accidents, the capsizing of the F/V Lasseigne with the loss of
all three crewmembers ignited this community. We said enough and demanded that a
USCG quick response helicopter unit be stationed at the Newport airport. Sidney
Lasseigne and Newport Fishermen’s Wives with widespread community support and the
support of our congressional delegation were ultimately successful. The capsizing of the
F/V Lasseigne was a clear example of why an immediate response USCG helicopter was
needed on the central Oregon Coast. I'd like to share just a little bit of the final report from
that accident with you.

At 7:24 A.M., on November 15, 1985, the Coast Guard received an emergency call
from Kenneth Lasseigne, skipper of the F/V Lasseigne. It was clear that the skipper
understood he was in a serious crisis situation as he was taking on water and listing. Four
minutes later at 7:28 A.M., he reported that he could not get into the fish hold to fine where
the water was coming from. He reported his correct location as 20 miles off Siletz Bay,
north of Newport. The Coast Guard told him to have everyone put on life jackets and he
replied, “Got ‘em on.” This was the last transmission from the vessel. Multiple assets were
launched - helicopters from Astoria and North Bend, and lifeboats from Stations Depoe
Bay and Newport. The Astoria helicopter arrived on scene first at 8:38 A.M,, slightly over
one hour after the first transmission. They found the vessel capsized and two men -
Kenneth Lasseigne and Randy Bacon floating nearby. Randy appeared to still be alive
and was flown to North Lincoln Hospital which has a unit specializing in the treatment of
hypothermia. Doctors and nurses tried for three hours to revive him but were
unsuccessful. Kenneth had slipped below the water with one arm still attached to his life
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jacket. He was retrieved by the lifeboat from Depoe Bay and was deceased. The third
person, Jean Yves Guinsbourg, was never found.

The official report concluded that at the time of the capsizing, the seas were of the
type to be expected and overcome off the Oregon coast in November. Cause of death -
hypothermia and drowning. This is a classic case of sudden capsizing with little or no time
to properly don survival gear. Had the helicopter been on scene quicker, there was an
excellent chance that those young men could have been saved.

Accidental cold water immersion is not limited to the commercial fishing fleet - it
includes anybody on or near the water. Quick response and rescue are key to surviving
cold water immersion. The Newport-based helicopter has saved many lives over the
years.

During the 1986 campaign, the Commandant told us that we were not eligible for this
service because we did not fit the national standard for placement of SAR helicopter air
bases. That national standard is two hours for a search and rescue helicopter to arrive on
scene. Thirty years later, it remains the same. It is way past time to change the standard
to reflect real conditions particularly when considering response times in cold versus
warm waters. The Coast Guard’s own research and actual accidents have shown time
and time again, one hour is too long for our region - never mind two. The standard called
for here where the water is very cold, the sea very rough, and the coastline very rocky
should be 30 minutes at most. Yet, you use that old standard to justify the closure of the
air station today.

The USCG, like any of the rest of us, will always have budgetary issues. In 1986, our
Congressional delegation led by Representative Les Aucoin, and later Senator Mark
Hatfield, went to work passing an act of congress appropriating 15 million dollars to the
Coast Guard so they could construct and operate the air base in Newport. The city and
county donated services and land and we worked together to realize a satisfactory
solution for our needs. Today, we again ask that you work with us and our representatives
in congress to keep the air station open and address the issues which threaten its
continued operation.

So, what is so different now that justifies the closure? A lot and nothing. Accidents
continue to happen - people end up in the water and people die in the water if they are
not rescued quickly - minutes count around here. We have not grown thicker skins. Last
week, five tourists, trapped on the rocks with an incoming tide, were successfully rescued
because the helicopter arrived on scene in 20 minutes. Had they been out there longer,
the rising tide and rough seas would have swept them away to almost certain death.

The central Oregon coast continues to grow. There are more fishermen, more visitors,
more boaters. The recreational fleet is venturing even further out to sea for albacore tuna
and halibut. People flock to our beaches which, while beautiful, are rife with hidden
dangers - rocky shores, sneaker waves, strong winds, and brutal currents. The NOAA
western Pacific fleet now calls Newport its homeport, our international terminal has been
rebuilt and soon will begin maritime commerce operations. We are a major deep-water
port for our region.

You blame congress for having to show consolidation of assets yet remain silent about
the ramifications of the air station closure. You say search and rescue missions are a
Coast Guard priority while you gut basic services.
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We’ve reviewed your budget documents; looked at your research regarding cold water
survival; and revisited your fundamental core mission for which you are known and are
undoubtedly and deservedly most proud. You exist first and foremost to “Protect those on
the sea, and rescue those in distress.” I'll bet most of the fine men and women who enlist
in the Coast Guard do so because they want to save lives - not pluck the dead from the
sea.

The language in the budget justification presented to congress is misleading at best.
You say, “The budget requests $6.75 billion to operate and maintain Coast Guard assets
and sustain essential front-line operations.” Further, “Operational efficiencies that scale
cutter, boat, and aircraft hours will reduce resources required for fuel and variable
maintenance with no anticipated impact to operation. Safety of life (search and rescue),
urgent security activities, and operational hours dedicated to meet minimum proficiency
standards will be preserved.” Hogwash. Air stations Newport and Charleston are
specifically line itemed for cuts that you say will save $6 million between the two. So
what’s that - $3 million for Newport? Your budget cuts Coast Guard lifesaving services in
half for the entire Oregon coast with direct impacts to northern California and southern
Washington. Your decision guts local police, fire, and search and rescue operations all
along the coast.

Transferring the two helicopters from here to another region simply moves the costs
of flying and maintaining the helicopters from here to there. It saves you nothing and costs
us everything. Is this what you mean by “consolidation of assets?”

We have the right to be heard. Thousands of people have asked that the decision be
reversed. Stakeholders and the public need to have a place at the table when your ability
to perform lifesaving missions is jeopardized. We understand the issues facing the Coast
Guard are complex and challenging. Don’t make the situation worse by simply closing the
air station. Work with us instead of against us to address your basic service challenges.
We are the U.S. Coast Guard’s strongest supporters. We want to be your partner; not
your adversary. By working together, we can ensure the Coast Guard’s next 30 years are
the best yet in meeting your lifesaving mission.

Thank you.”

Goblirsch asked that the Coast Guard reverse its decision and allow the
Congressional delegation, stakeholders, and members of the public, the opportunity to
meet with the highest ranking Coast Guard members to discuss these issues so they can
understand what it is really like on the ground. She stated that if the Coast Guard will not
listen to its Admiral in the Thirteenth District and the Captains in North Bend, she asked
what stakeholders can do. She added that she is disturbed as to how this issue has been
handled. She stated that she has gone through the budget and justification and there was
never a discussion about impacts at the local levels in cold water areas. She noted that
Congress was reassured that assets would be able to fill in the gap and there would be
no disruption to service. She added that this is not just right. She stated that is not honest
and cannot be tolerated for the Coast Guard’s basic service. She asked the Coast Guard
to serve the public along the coast.

COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC OFFICIALS

Senator Arnie Roblan stated that he grew up in Port Angeles, and lived in Coos Bay,
and both communities are heavily dependent on the fishing and timber industries. He
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added that these two dangerous occupations depended on the Coast Guard to rescue
people. He stated that North Bend will also be losing helicopters, and that he hopes the
Coast Guard can arrive at a better conclusion.

Representative David Gomberg stated that the federal delegation is being asked to
carry the message to Washington, D.C. He thanked everyone for attending. He noted that
Newport is home to the largest commercial fishing fleet in Oregon; the larger charter fleet
in Oregon; and the destination of many tourists who encounter sneaker waves, rocks, and
currents. He added that he has not seen any tourists in survival suits. He stated that the
first responders are concerned about the lack of Coast Guard assistance. He reported
that the Newport Airport is the only airport of the three (including North Bend and Astoria)
that is above the tsunami inundation zone. He noted that logic suggests that the air station
be located at the Newport Airport - out of the tsunami inundation zone. He urged the Coast
Guard to delay this decision and to ultimately overturn what will ultimately be a bad
decision.

Representative Debra Boone, from Tillamook, thanked the Coast Guard. She stated
that she supports the mission of maintaining the Coast Guard Air Facility at the Newport
Airport. She asked that a strong message be sent that this facility remain in Newport.

PUBLIC COMMENT

David Jincks read the following letter, written by Heather Mann, Executive Director, of
the Midwater Trawlers Cooperative, into the record:

‘Dear Commandant Zukunft:

Please accept these comments on behalf of the Midwater Trawlers Cooperative
(MTC). MTC represents 23 midwater trawl catcher vessels that participate in several
fisheries including both the at-sea and shoreside whiting and traditional bottom trawl
fisheries on the west coast, and Pollock, cod, and other groundfish fisheries in the Bering
Sea and Gulf of Alaska.

On behalf of the MTC member vessel owners, skippers, crew, and their families, | am
writing to strongly urge you to reverse your decision to eliminate the Coast Guard’s air
rescue helicopter station currently located in Newport. This is simply a matter of life or
death for our fishermen, and | am convinced that lives will be lost if you remove this critical
service in our area.

As you are more than well aware, the water temperatures in the Pacific Ocean off of
Oregon are extremely cold. The average temperature in January is 49 degrees. The
difference between fifteen minutes in the ocean for a human being and one hour in the
water is basically the difference between a search and rescue mission and a search and
recovery mission.

All of the compelling reasons to originally site the station in Newport not only still exist,
they are even greater. Newport is home to a large and diverse commercial and
recreational fishing fleet. While | appreciate that technological advances have improved
the search capabilities of the Coast Guard, there is still no better way to find a person in
the water than human eyes on the scene from a helicopter. Mariners who end up in the
water can be quickly separated from their vessel due to currents and other factors.
Technological electronic advances are virtually meaningless in these situations.
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Over the last century, we have lost well over 100 commercial fishermen from Lincoln
County. Please do not put our community in the position where more lives will be lost.
Especially not to save money - surely there must be some other area where the budget
could be trimmed. How much is one human life worth? To add insult to injury, | am stunned
that you made the decision to cease helicopter operations on the first day of the crab
season. Thisis a slap in the face to not just those going out on the water for this dangerous
fishery, but to their families and community as well.

On December 11, 2001, we lost a vessel on the opening day of the Dungeness crab
fishery. Four souls were lost that day. As a board member of the Newport Fisherman’s
Wives, | personally spent individual time with each of the families that lost a loved one.
To this day, | am haunted by the overwhelming grief that those families faced then and
even now. | do not want families to be in that position - especially when there are things
that can be done to prevent these tragedies. | pray no one ever has to look into the eyes
of a grieving wife and her children and tell them the chopper just did not make it in time.”

Jincks stated that he has been a mariner for 48 years, and spent his whole life on the
ocean as a commercial seaman, commercial fisherman, and recreational fisherman. He
reported that he has personally experienced the loss of vessels and crew. He added that
he lost a vessel in the best of conditions where the entire crew donned survival suits and
stepped off the vessel into a life raft and all survived; and noted that even in the best of
conditions this is tough. He added that this is the ideal situation, but noted that very
seldom, in maritime tragedies, do you see the ideal situation. He reported that most of the
time, maritime tragedies occur in severe weather, heavy weather, where vessels are
stressed, the crew is stressed, and the captain is stressed. He added that he has
experienced one of these losses too. He reported that there were three people on board,
and two crew were recovered in their survival suits in which they had drowned. He noted
that the survival suit is not the tremendous safety factor that people think it is, but it is the
best thing that mariners have going for them. He added that there are many variables with
the survival suits. He noted that in this tragic accident, the crew entered the water rapidly;
their vessel failed; it was cold water, and the captain’s suit was empty. He reported that
he told their families that they were not coming home. He added that the captain of the
vessel were not recovered, and he told the family, noting that it was a tough one because
his mom and dad were my mom and dad.

Jennifer Stevenson, President of the Newport Fisherman’s Wives read the following
into the record:

“I would like to thank our federal, state, county, and city representatives for attending
this important town hall meeting, as well as the Port of Newport. | am pleased that the
USCG reconsidered sending Rear Admiral Gromlich, and we hope you will send our
message back to the Commandant in D.C.

Our community has shown their disapproval of this hasty decision to close our Newport
Air Station. Our online petition is now over 15,000 signatures and hundreds more have
signed our paper petition.

As a second generation member of the Newport Fishermen’s Wives, my mother was
on the “original” board that spearheaded the placement of the Newport Air Station and
fundraised for placement of the hospital helicopter pad. To this day, whenever the
helicopter flies over, | recognize Newport Fishermen’s Wives efforts and the unneeded
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loss of life that had to occur before placement of the Air Station in Newport. Since then,
numerous air rescues have been attributed to saving lives. We are lucky to have such
brave Coast Guard service men and women serving here in Newport, a “Coast Guard
City.” The Newport air unit gives needed support to our Coast Guard cutters during water
rescues and is backup to our local responders. | can say the City of Newport and the
Newport Fishermen’s Wives are very proud of our Coast Guard.

Having grown up in a proud fishing family, we are aware of the dangers accompanying
this livelihood. My mother carried on with family affairs during my father’s fishing absence.
This is typical in most fishing families. The “what if’ scenario was never talked about. |
continue by her example and feel lucky that my generation of fishing families have the
support of the Newport Coast Guard air unit. | can only imagine the insecurity that will be
caused by its absence. While our fishing fleet has embraced new technologies and fishing
methods to enhance safety, and even though the Coast Guard has improved response
time, the technology is still not available to give us the kind of coverage we need without
a local helicopter.

The Oregon coast will always be an unsafe and unforgiving environment that requires
the deepest respect. A respect established early in my youth with the loss of Ken
Lasseigne, the uncle of my close friend. Their family’s pain was evident to me even as a
child, as | watched this family continue on the best they could, but nothing could replace
their son, a husband, a father. Our small fishing community rallied around the family as
Sydney Lasseigne poured her grief into campaigning for the Newport Air Station. She
never blamed anyone for their loss, but never wanted anyone else to experience the same
overwhelming pain.

Timing of the Coast Guard Air Station closure, one day before the start of the
Dungeness crab season, identified as one of the most dangerous fisheries in the nation
is ill-advised and a gamble with human lives. It is very common for high surf and bar
closures to occur during this time, all the more reason for the Newport air station not to be
closed.

This year, as the boats cast their lines, their farewells will be felt a little longer, with the
knowledge that our Newport Coast Guard helicopter air station is empty.

We are but servants to the sea, allowed to make a decent living for our families in
hopes to watch them grow. As president of the Newport Fishermen’s Wives, the hardest
part of my job is placing another name on our memorial, writing a check of support, and
greeting another grieving family at our annual Blessing of the Fleet.

| would like to close with a Fishermen’s prayer, God grant that | may live to fish; Until
my dying day. And when it comes to my last cast, | then most humbly pray, When in the
Lord’s safe landing net; | am peacefully asleep. That in His mercy | be judged; As big
enough to keep.

On behalf of the Newport Fishermen’s Wives, | would present the signatures of 18,000
petition signers, and numerous letters of support. Admiral Gromlich could you please
assure these petitions are presented to the Commandant in Washington, D.C.?”

Michele Longo Eder read the following statement into the record:

“To Admiral Zukunft: My name is Michele Longo Eder.

People from all walks of life enjoy the central coast. Ocean kayakers and surfers ride
the waves. Families stroll the sands. Hundreds of recreational fishermen, in individual or
charter vessels, make thousands of trips across the bar, going miles offshore, in search

November 3, 2014 21



of that halibut or tuna. We’re home to NOAA'’s Pacific Fleet. Government scientists and
Oregon State University students ply our waters.

All these ocean-going groups have been served by the presence of Newport’s rescue
helicopter. Of significance to me is the crucial importance of the helicopter to the safety
of our commercial fishing fleet. My husband and son and our crew fish for Dungeness
crab and sablefish out of Newport. Over 250 commercial fishing vessels call Newport
home, and twice that many vessels, from California to Alaska, travel the seas and come
to Newport to deliver fish.

Still, the Coast Guard has slated Newport’s helicopter for elimination, effective the first
day of Dungeness crab season, a fishery recognized by both the Coast Guard and the
National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health, as one of the deadliest in the nation.

In justifying the cut, the Coast Guard stated that the helicopter in North Bend will only
be an hour’s flight time away, and that is within the “national standards.” May be for the
Gulf of Mexico. But certainly not for the frigid waters of the Pacific Northwest. And that
hour of flight time - it will be longer than that after incident verification, asset allocation,
and pre-flights checks.

What happens when you are overboard in the waters of the Pacific? You might have
30-6- minutes of “useful consciousness.” Hypothermia sets in almost immediately. Your
arms and legs are no longer of any use to you. Unless timely rescued, you die a tortuous
death. Fighting for your life in panic, you gulp salt water into your lungs, causing spasms,
which cuts off air supply, and buildup of lactic acid occurs. You experience severe burning
pain. Convulsions ensue. Heart failure occurs. And, all that time - you know you are going
to die.

In 2001, our son Ben Eder and three of our crew members, Rob Thompson, Jared
Hamrick, and Steve Langlot, died at sea when our crab vessel capsized on the first day
of the season. They were in the ocean for an hour before their overturned boat was
discovered by another fishing vessel and the Coast Guard notified. Our men had been in
the freezing waters too long to survive. Please stop - STOP- telling people that arriving in
an hour will be fine.

Admiral, we urge you to restore funding in your budget for this essential life-saving
flight. Your budget document? Yes, I've skimmed the 500 pages or so. It's been publically
stated by the Coast Guard that it will save six million dollars and 27 personnel if the
Newport rescue facility is closed. Really? That’s not accurate. The budget document itself
states that the six million purportedly saved is for both the Charleston and Newport air
facilities. And that’s just one example of misrepresentations made to the public by the
Coast Guard’s administration. And in case the Admiral says he cannot find room in his
budget to fund our air facility, let me make a few suggestions: Admiral - Maybe the Coast
Guard doesn’t need to build a new small arms shooting range in Virginia that is in your
budget for 2015, and will cost over eight million dollars. Maybe, just maybe, the Senior
Executive Service personnel you employ and already pay $242,000 annually - maybe
they don’t need that raise this year that you have included in your budget. Maybe one of
those many defense contractors - like Booz Allen - hired to build multimillion dollar assets,
just maybe you could trim them back a bit - certainly enough to fund our air facility. Oh,
and that “Motion Picture and TV office - maybe that could be cut back, too. Don't tell me
Congress has forced the closure of the Newport Air Facility by cutting your budget - tell
me instead that funding the Coast Guard’s core mission of search and rescue is of the
highest priority to you.
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As Ginny Goblirsch has done previously, | served as a member of the Coast Guard’s
very own National Commercial Fishing Vessel Safety Advisory Committee. Dan Hardin,
the 13! District Safety Examiner, Ken Lawrenson, Mike Rudolph, Curt Farrell - we have
opened our homes, our boats, and our hearts to them because we trust they, and you,
would walk with us to help improve safety at sea. And, when things go wrong out there,
as they sometimes do, we trust that the rescue helicopter will be there in minutes.

The commercial fishing industry has made significant advances in safety. We have
survival suits and life rafts. EPIRBs to locate vessels. We take safety classes. We train
and we drill. We voluntarily have our vessels examined for safety. But nothing replaces a
swift rescue.

In closing, let me say that we are very grateful for the Yaquina Bay Station’s Coast
Guard presence and service in our community. In fulfilling your mission of search and
rescue, your risk your own lives to try and save a stranger. That is the highest calling. But
we need, and you need, to take the message to the Admiral that he must give you the
tools with which to carry out your life saving missions.”

Josh Williams, Chief, Depoe Bay Fire Department made the following statement:

“Closing the Newport Air Facility is a mistake. | believe this closure will ultimately cost
someone their life. | do not understand how the USCG can be happy with a one hour
response time, especially when our communities have response times that are much
faster.

How will your national standards be compared for the non-mariner? What about the
people stranded in coves with an incoming tide; what about the person who is clinging to
the side of a cliff; and what about the people stranded on rocks? Faster helicopters and
improved beacons will not help in these instances.

The rescue that occurred on October 11 in Depoe Bay is a prime example of why this
USCG helo must stay. You can state all the facts you want about two hour standards, but
| can tell you from an emergency responder who was on scene, that two hours would have
been far too long.

The helicopter from Newport was on scene quickly enough to save these people’s
lives. Now you are asking the local public, and fire/rescue agencies to simply stand idle
for an hour plus response. | refuse to stand idle and watch our resources be redistributed.

How am | to feel as a coastal Fire Chief knowing that when | have someone in the
water, my local Coast Guard unit will come to the scene, but has not been trained or
equipped to enter the water to effect a rescue. | have been told that the risk is too great to
enter the surf around here, and that you can only train someone to be really good at so
many things. This is how | feel about our local fire and rescue personnel. We cannot do
more!

There are only a handful of fire agencies in Lincoln County that enter the water, and
as we have learned at least one of these agencies may be rethinking their deployment
practices, knowing that the USCG is so far away.

As a coastal Fire Chief, the USCG helicopter is my Plan A, and unfortunately, there is
no Plan B in my playbook.

Admiral, do you know why | do not allow Depoe Bay firefighters in the water? Other
than the obvious danger factor, | don’t have to because | know the USCG will be on scene
soon. Please do not change that. The public and local rescuers are depending on your
quick response.”

November 3, 2014 23



Williams submitted the following letter, to Admiral Zukunft, for the record:

“Please reverse your decision to close the USCG Air Station Newport, Oregon. There
must be another way for the USCG to save money without placing lives in danger. The
closure of this Air Station will increase response time on the central Oregon coast from
approximately 15 minutes to 60 minutes or more. In my line of work, we do what we can
to reduce response times, not increase them.

| am not a polished politician, | am not a metropolitan Fire Chief, | am not used to
writing letters to Congressmen, State Representatives, and especially the Admiral of the
United States Coast Guard, but this is a cause worth fighting for. The people of this Fire
District and this part of the Oregon coast need the assets of the USCG.

The Depoe Bay Fire District serves a small coastal town which caters to tourists. We
are protected by volunteer firefighters supplemented by a small career staff. We fight fires,
respond to medical calls, car accidents, and often to homes where people just may need
some companionship. We are not equipped for - nor are we trained for - water rescue. We
rely on the USCG for that and they do a fantastic job.

We were notified on October 2, 2014 that the Air Station in Newport, Oregon would be
closed effective November 30, 2014. Now fast forward to a little over a week later, October
11, 2014. My fire district was dispatched to a report of eight people stuck on the rocks just
north of Depoe Bay, Oregon.

As it turns out, there were six people on the rocks when the fire district arrived. Several
of the individuals decided to jump into the water and struggled to swim to shore. Luckily,
they made it. Unfortunately, one young victim was pulled from the surf unconscious, to be
given rescue breaths by a caring bystander.

This is where your decision impacts the rubber meeting the proverbial “road.” Upon
dispatch, | immediately requested assets in the form of a USCG helicopter. | did this first
because | know my area and these people were in serious danger - incoming tide, 15-foot
waves, and very cold water. Secondly, | know that time is of the essence, and visitors to
the coast are not often prepared for the dangerous surf condition we often experience and
hypothermia is a likely possibility.

We arrived to find six individuals trapped by an incoming tide and large waves. One
young man decided to jump into the ocean rather than wait for rescue. He was lucky. Had
the current swept him out, there were 18-foot breakers waiting to greet him with the power
of destruction that would have been no match for a human body. Our Assistant Chief led
the operation, dealing with the victims who were pulled from the surf, as our firefighters
assessed the victims on the rocks. Luckily, | had requested a USCG helicopter, and
luckily, they were in Newport.

Within ten to fifteen minutes of my arrival, the USCG was saving these people from an
uncertain future. They were scared, and could not climb any higher on the rocks. We were
thirty minutes from a full tide with 18-foot breakers. This was a dangerous situation and
one we face often. | believe the outcome would have been very different if the response
time was one hour, versus fifteen minutes.

Years ago, the Newport Fishermen’s Wives worked hard to get the helicopter here
because they understood the need. They will work just as hard, or harder, to keep it here
now. The impact on us will be significant; it will often be painful, and it will be felt often.

There has been a lot of emphasis on saving the mariner, and the USCG insistence
that emergency locator beacons make it easier to find vessels in distress. It was stated
that the helicopters are faster, and the national standard of two hours will be met. With all
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due respect, those arguments do not hold water when it comes to the tourist or resident
at the central Oregon coast. One hour in our water could mean death. Our water is too
cold and too rough for the surfer in distress or the summertime visitor who does not know
our ocean, or the people climbing rocks during high tide.

Please do not remove the USCG helicopter and the fine men and women who make
these rescues possible. We hold the United States Coast Guard in the highest regard. We
respect what you and your men and women do on a daily basis, but we cannot support
this move. As of this past Saturday, you can bet there are five grateful citizens who would
agree.”

Jim Geisinger, Executive Vice President, Associated Oregon Loggers, Inc. read the
following letter into the record:

“On behalf of the Associated Oregon Loggers (AOL), we would like to express our
strong opposition to the Coast Guard plans on closing the air base and moving the
chopper back to North Bend on November 30, 2014. It means the closest air rescue
support would be nearly an hour from Newport.

Our Association represents approximately 1,000 companies that harvest and manage
Oregon’s 30 million acres of forestland. Our sole purpose is doing everything within our
power to assist members in their quest for success. We believe success requires a well-
planned safety/health program that includes effective, timely rescue if needed.

The missions of Group/Air Station North Bend include maritime search and rescue,
enforcement of laws and treaties, providing aids to navigation, and marine environmental
protection. In addition, the air station frequently assists federal, state, and county
agencies by responding to calls for assistance with inland searches and medical
evacuations of injured loggers. Coast Guard officials say it was a tough decision to close
the air station, but say it’s the result of an appropriations act in Congress.

The fishermen’s wives first brought the helicopter with its four-person crew to Newport
after a series of fishing tragedies in the 1980s. If the helicopter is moved, Coast Guard
boats and crews will remain in Newport, but without the chopper. Emergency response
times to far out locations will be much more challenging. With no helicopter stationed in
Newport, it will cut off all inland rescues. These calls will have to be performed by other
rescue personnel, costing valuable time. If a patient has a life threatening injury, they can
be transported to a Level One Trauma Center within an hour after the injury their odds of
survival is increased. It is also important to know that the rescue helicopter is equipped
with a higher level of care than land ambulances. A logger can contact the helicopter
company directly or through the 911 system.

Logger rescued by Coast Guard. . .A U.S. Coast Guard helicopter crew made a
dramatic rescue of a logging accident victim in western Oregon on July 15, 2013. . .The
Coast Guard and firefighters executed a complicated rescue of an injured logger near
Gales Creek. The logger was working in the bottom of a ravine when he suffered two
broken legs after a long log hit him. After getting the 6 A.M. call, fire crews were able to
reach him about 800 feet down the steep ravine. The Newport stationed Coast Guard also
responded. The helicopter crew lowered a stretcher to the scene of the accident, and then
lifted the victim to safety. The tall trees surrounding the accident made for a complicated
rescue, but the Coast Guard helicopter with its hoisting capability rushed the victim to
Oregon Health and Sciences University Hospital.

Thanks for letting AOL provide this written and oral testimony.”
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Jim Gahlsdorf, Gahlsdorf Logging, Inc., read the following into the record:

‘I am representing my own interests as an owner and an employer. | am representing
other loggers and their employees along with our logging association as an active past
president of Associated Oregon Loggers. | am also representing my fellow members of
the Oregon OSHA Forest Activities Advisory Committee (FAAC). The committee is made
up of consultants, engineers, educators, labor contractors, public agency and timberland
owner’s representatives, and loggers. The FAAC meets quarterly with Oregon OSHA to
discuss and advise on issues and regulations affecting forest workers in Oregon.

We are all very concerned about the effects of re-positioning of the Newport
helicopters. We believe the decision will result in decreased availability and increased
response time for getting immediate medical attention to injured forest workers when all
of our efforts were not enough to prevent a worker from getting seriously injured. Coast
Guard helicopters provide a very unique service that commercial air ambulance services
do not. Primarily hoist capability for lifting but also marginal weather and night flight
operation.

My company is based in Rickreall, just west of Salem. | have thirty employees and
have been in business since 1985. We may have another 10 to 20 subcontractors working
as fallers and independent truckers. Our operations are a mix of cable and ground based
systems and we operate on both industrial private and public timberlands in the Cascade
and Coast Ranges. Currently, we have two cable logging operations operating west of
Dallas, thirty miles northeast of Newport. On any given day, there would be up to thirty
people on these two sites including truck drivers and timber fallers.

Slopes on these two projects are moderate to steep - 30 to 100 percent. Some of the
ground is very brushy and includes rock bluffs. The distance from a road is up to 1,500
feet. On some projects, it would not be unusual for workers to be one-half mile from the
nearest road with a 1,500 foot drop in elevation.

We have been involved in six situations that necessitated the use of helicopter
evacuations due to the remote location of our projects and either the long response time
for ground medical providers or the rapid transport of the injured worker. One of these
required hoist capability due to the slope, brush, and distance from the nearest road. The
Coast Guard was requested but was almost two hours out. We needed to use alternative
methods that were higher risk for the victim and the rescuers.

When hoist capability, night time or marginal weather operation is required, there are
only two providers - the Coast Guard and the National Guard. The National Guard is not
on standby or active patrol as is the Coast Guard. If the National Guard is conducting flight
operations training, then they are readily available. Otherwise, it may be up to a two hour
delay on call out if the crew and helicopter are not operating and must be called in and
pre-flight done. Coast Guard is set up for immediate response, similar to a municipal fire
station.

The coverage zone of the Newport station is roughly from Florence to Pacific City,
about 85 miles, and east to the I-5 corridor, 45 miles. Steeper slopes generally only extend
east about 36 miles. That area is approximately 3,000 square miles or two million acres.
There are estimated to be 100 cable logging operations in this zone, operating in
conditions previously described. Along with the loggers and timber fallers, there are other
forest workers right alongside. These include tree planters, thinning crews, and foresters.
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There are easily 2,000 workers in this area, out on remote often steep ground, and up to
2,500 feet from the nearest road.

I, and the people | am representing, strongly urge reconsideration on the decision to
move the helicopters. Certainly the service and aid to maritime workers and recreationists
is well known and greatly appreciated. With regard to thousands of forest workers, there
is no substitute for the capabilities and availability of the Coast Guard helicopters
stationed in Newport.”

Brian Hudson, a member of the Salmon and Trout Advisory Committee, reported that
he serves a representative for the mid-coast, a territory that ranges from Florence to
Lincoln City. He noted that he is a retired member of the military and has an understanding
of how the military processes work. He added that part of his work is to bring fishermen
to the coast. He stated that there is nothing positive in the decision to close the Coast
Guard’s Newport Air Facility. He emphasized that the decision was made without the
benefit of public input.

Kate Heasley, representing private recreational users, reported that her husband
found himself stranded on a sand bar in Alsea Bay with an incoming tide. She stated that
the Coast Guard was alerted to the water rescue at 1:30 P.M., and the helicopter arrived
at 2:02 P.M. from North Bend. She reported that this was ten minutes too late to rescue
her husband. She stated that the proposed closure of the Coast Guard Air Facility in
Newport guarantees that her story will be the story of countless other families, and she
urged reconsideration of the decision to close the facility.

Sara Skamser read the following statement into the record:

“‘My name is Sara Skamser. | am a former commercial fisherman; past president of
the Newport Fishermen’s Wives and co-owner of Foulweather Trawl.

We are all here tonight to show our congressional delegation, the governor’s office,
and the Coast Guard commanders that we deserve to be a part of this conversation.

We are asking for a delay to carrying out the orders to close the air facility in Newport
so this can be revisited with the participation of local and regional representation.

It boggles the mind that the United States Coast Guard has done an about face on the
safety of our fishermen and the greater maritime community in Oregon.

We have come to rely on the air facility in Newport which has been manned
courageously and professionally for almost 30 years.

In the same 30 years, the fishing fleet has worked at increasing the quality of vessel
equipment, crew safety, and survival training, and first aid while also leading the way in
innovations in harvesting wild caught seafood sustainably for consumption throughout the
globe.

All the growth and innovations in our maritime community here in Newport has come
from strong leadership within the fishing, research, governmental, and higher education
communities working in collaboration and by having open conversations with each other.

You may say | am a dreamer. . . .

But my hope is that future headlines read: “Newport Fishermen, ocean users, and
federal government work together to overcome sequester budget cuts to keep helicopter

facility in Newport”.
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Willie Mortimer, representing the American Red Cross, spoke in support of keeping
the air facility in Newport. He stated that his organization is unable to serve unless the
Coast Guard can get people to shore.

Don Baker, Fire Chief, North Lincoln County Fire and Rescue District, submitted the
following letter for the record:

“As Chief of a fire district whose water rescue team relies largely upon the assistance
of USCG air support, | was greatly concerned to learn of the proposed removal of their
helicopter from Newport. As well as greatly reducing the potential ocean hazards to our
local fleet of fishermen and residents and visitors to the coast who enjoy boating and
water recreation, we as a department depend upon them to assist our efforts. Their flight
crew has a much greater vantage point from which to spot victims in the open water, and
coordinating their efforts with ours leads to more frequent and successful rescues. It is
also our policy not to launch rescue water craft in high surf conditions and/or severe
weather until we have visual confirmation of the victim from the USCG helicopter.

We’'ve trained with the Coast Guard and have come to rely upon our USCG partners
to be our guardians and factor into our risk assessment prior to engaging a rescue. This
vital air resource assist in our determination to complete our mission in water rescue and
often aids in areas that surface teams or water rescue personnel cannot reach in coves,
rocks, or beyond our safe operational reach.

The helicopter also assists us with land search and rescue efforts, steep angle cliff
rescues, and/or locating seriously injured people in difficult terrain and transporting them
to safety.

The Coast Guard’s air support in Newport plays a critical role in the preservation of life
along this geographically hazardous coastline, and | would not like to see the lives of local
residents and visitors be put in jeopardy with its removal.”

Baker stated that his department deploys water rescue swimmers on a model that was
put together with the Coast Guard. He noted that the fastest boat out of Depoe Bay is
about forty minutes out. He added that he does not believe that the Coast Guard has
thought out the impact on local resources. He stated that locating victims is best done by
helicopter due to the shorter operational time to arrive on scene. He encouraged the Coast
Guard to consider how their resources impact other local rescue resources, and reverse
its decision to remove the air facility from Newport.

Charlie Plybon, Oregon Policy Manager for the Surfrider Foundation, read the
following letter into the record:

“For the record, my name is Charlie Plybon, and I'm the Oregon Policy Manager for
the Surfrider Foundation. We are a non-profit organization dedicated to the protection and
enjoyment of oceans, waves, and beaches, and I'm here tonight on behalf of our Newport,
Siuslaw, and Portland Chapters in strong opposition to the Coast Guard decision to close
the air facility and helicopter service in Newport. As an organization, we feel that this
closure will put many ocean recreational users, visitors, and beach-goers at a greater risk
along the central coast. While we stand by our local ports and fishing community in
opposition to this decision, we feel that the ocean recreational community, beach-goers,
and visitors to the central Oregon coast have not been appropriately factored into the
Coast Guard’s analysis for closing the Newport air operations and consolidating its
resources in North Bend.

November 3, 2014 28



Surfrider Foundation participated in the stakeholder meeting on October 15 where the
Coast Guard provided an overview and partial analysis for the decision. Surfrider finds
two fundamental flaws in this analysis that we feel need to be addressed prior to any move
of the Coast Guard air operations from Newport.

1.

A downward trend in USCG search and rescue operations was detailed on a
national and west coast-wide scale that we do not believe translates locally and
more importantly is not reflective of high priority rescues of the shoreside and non-
boater recreational users. If we were to remove at-sea boater rescues and analyze
this statistic for shoreside recreational rescues, we believe that trend is actually
going up, creating a greater demand for these resources on the central coast.
Anecdotally, we heard from all of our local fire and rescue that these types of
recreational rescues are trending up. Further, in speaking with Commander Mark
Hiigel of USCG following last week’s meeting, he also confirmed that he believed
the number of these types of recreational and visitor rescue events are increasing.
Surfrider Foundation conducted a Recreational Ocean Use Study for the state’s
Territorial Sea Planning process and found that the highest concentrations of
recreational use occur within Lincoln County when comparing beach and ocean
activities amongst other coastal regions. Further supporting this concentration of
recreational use are the Oregon Parks and Recreation visitor counts, which
demonstrate Lincoln County as highest in coastal park visitation. Surfrider
Foundation formally requests that these statistics be provided as they relate to
shoreside and non-boater recreational rescues and appropriately factored into risk
analysis for closing air facility operations in Newport.

The nature of non-boater and shoreside recreational rescues are such that they do
not align with risk analysis associated with cold water exposure and hypothermia.
The case was demonstrated in crystal clear high definition news coverage just two
weeks ago at Fogarty Creek State Park. | don’t believe we need to recount those
events, but it’s an all too common occurrence where a good time at the beach turns
deadly in a matter of minutes; not an hour; and certainly not two. These individuals
are not equipped with radios, immersion suits, and likely have no cold-water
survival training. We ask that a further analysis of cold water survival be examined
and considered for recreational users in these extreme shoreside and surf
conditions.

In summary, Surfrider Foundation is deeply concerned with the risk analysis and
assessment of non-boater recreational ocean and beach users and feels that this has
been completely left out of this decision making process. We stand by our local ports and
fishing community in their concerns for the closing of the Newport air operations, as it puts
those lives in danger. As the general trend of search and rescue increases for non-boater
recreational users, loss of these resources would not only put these users at a greater
risk in the area of highest concentration of use on the Oregon Coast, but it would also put
the lives of other local emergency responders at risk that depend on helicopter operations
support.”

John McKinney spoke in opposition to the closure of the USCG air facility in Newport.

He read the following:

“‘My name is John Boehner
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And | come from Ohio.

| am the King of Congress.

Watch me rollin’ in the dough.

I’m worshipped down on K Street.

| keep the stuff here moving S-L-O-W.

I've got a friend in Mitch McConnell
In case you didn’t know

We kid, and call him “Turtle.”
Watch us rollin’ in the dough.

My crew here in the Congress

Line their pockets of silk with gold.

They don’t care for you, or me! (It seems).
Watch ‘em rollin’ in the dough.

| can’t rule this place alone
There’s a split in the G.O.P.
We’ve got an unruly herd of cats
In a party they call TEA.

They too, we pray, are wanted
Down on K Street and on C.
They don’t go along or get along.
But on one thing we agree. . .
There’s just one percent of us
Worth rollin’ in the dough.

We said we’d break Obama

But it seems that he won’t go.

We lost sight of our mission.
Oops, we were rollin’ in the dough.

Now I’'m not wanted by the Country
Nor by most of Ohio

For forgettin’ about the People,

But there’s one thing you should know,
It's not my fault, we got “Occupied.”
Rollin’ in the dough.”

Roberta Baxter spoke in opposition to the announced closure of the U.S.C.G. Air
Facility in Newport. She noted that the closure of this facility will have a negative impact

on tourism in Lincoln County.

Glen Butler spoke in opposition to the announced closure of the U.S.C.G. Air Facility
in Newport. He noted that the closure of this facility means that response time will be more
than simply an hour as there is on-scene time that needs to be factored into the

calculation.
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David Allen, Newport City Council and Vice Chair of the Oregon Ocean Policy
Advisory Council, read the following letter into the record:

“The Oregon Ocean Policy Advisory Council (OPAC) is the state’s legislatively
mandated marine policy advisory body to the Governor, state agencies, and local
governments. Although we are not an advisory body to the federal government, we do
want to provide comments on the proposal to close the helicopter Air Facility at Newport,
Oregon. This is not just a local issue - it has statewide and regional implications.

Fishermen from all along the coast, residents and visitors alike, fish off the central
Oregon coast. This includes commercial as well as charter, sport, and recreational
fisheries. Citizens from throughout the state and elsewhere recreate on the central
Oregon coast. This includes activities such as surfing, kayaking, and others. In addition,
a growing ocean research fleet, both federal and state vessels, has a significant presence
on the central Oregon coast.

Closing the Air Facility at Newport could result in loss of life due to the slower response
time resulting from deploying a helicopter from the remaining Air Stations at either Astoria,
Oregon or North Bend, Oregon. The Air Facility at Newport was opened to fill a gap in
quick response coverage on the Oregon coast. Closing this facility would result in longer
transit times to marine casualties or accidents on the central Oregon coast, and greatly
reduced search times once the helicopter does arrive. The water temperatures off the
Oregon coast are generally between 50-59° Fahrenheit year round. At these
temperatures, a victim’s survival time in the ocean is measured in minutes. Adding an
additional 45 minutes in response time could change a USCG flight from a lifesaving
mission to one of recovering bodies.

In the ports of Newport and Depoe Bay, charter boat operators carry hundreds of
passengers each day. As a practical matter, it would be difficult if not impossible to equip
boats and educate passengers in the use of cold-water immersion suits. As such,
response time is critical and remains a huge issue.

Moreover, Lincoln County is host to the most visited coastal state park in Oregon,
serving over one million visitors annually. As the general trend of search and rescue
increases for non-boater recreational users, closing the Air Facility at Newport would not
only put these users at greater risk in the area of highest concentration of use on the
Oregon coast, but it would also put the lives of other local emergency responders at risk
that depend on helicopter operations support.

Furthermore, closing the Air Facility at Newport would impact other USCG stations in
the region, putting at risk both rescuers and victims alike. And unlike Astoria and North
Bend, the Air Facility at Newport is outside the tsunami inundation zone in the event of a
major earthquake. That alone should be reason enough to retain the Air Facility at
Newport.

We understand that with the additional responsibilities for homeland security, the
USCG has had to stretch its budget. Please let us know what can be done to encourage
Congress to fully fund the search and rescue needs of the USCG.

The USCG’s national standard for helicopter on-scene response time is two hours.
This standard is applied nationwide. Survival rates are variable with cold-water immersion
being the most likely scenario where loss of life occurs in an hour or less, depending on
conditions. We ask that informed stakeholders have the opportunity to review this
standard and work in partnership with the USCG to further refine response-time standards
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based, at least in part, on average water temperatures - cold versus warm - in each USCG
district.

As Admiral Zukunft states in his COMMANDANT’'S DIRECTION 2014 document,
which can be found at
http://www.uscg.mil/seniorledership/DOCS/CCG Direction 2014.pdf, the U.S. Coast
Guard will ensure readiness for all missions, maintain operational focus on prevention
and response, and pursue excellence in mission execution and support.

With that said, OPAC unanimously supported at its October 16, 2014 meeting that
USCG readiness for missions continue to include the helicopter Air Facility in Newport,
Oregon.”

Bud Shoemake, General Manager of the Port of Toledo, spoke in opposition to the
announced closure of the U.S.C.G. Air Facility in Newport. He stated that the closure of
this facility will cost lives.

Jan Power, Vice Chair of the Port of Alsea Commission, spoke in opposition to the
announced closure of the U.S.C.G. Air Facility in Newport. She read the following letter
from the Port of Alsea Board of Commissioners:

“The Port of Alsea Board of Commissioners strongly opposes the closure of the
Newport Coast Guard Helicopter Base.

The Port of Alsea District includes most all of south Lincoln County. Recreational
tourism is the backbone of our economy. There are a multitude of federal and state parks,
with access to miles of ocean beaches, which draw people from across the county and
around the world. Alsea Bay alone supports 50,000 boater use days per year. Although
we have good support from the Central Oregon Coast Fire and Rescue District inside
Alsea Bay, there is no faster response to an accident or disaster outside of the bay and
along our beaches than the Coast Guard helicopter. Many lives have been saved because
of the location of the Newport Coast Guard Helicopter Base.

We urge you to reconsider this closure. A closure of this magnitude would have a
significant impact on our community.”

Yale Fogarty spoke in opposition to the announced closure of the U.S.C.G. Air Facility
in Newport. He reported that there has been a big investment in the international terminal,
and the shipping business is about to ramp up, and this is an inopportune time to close
this important facility.

Eric Sherman reported that he is a local electrician who decided to attend this meeting
because he is confused. He asked why, if the budget is a concern, the Coast Guard is
refurbishing a facility that will be closed.

Fritz Graham, from Senator Wyden'’s office, stated that the delegation had written a
letter asking the Commandant to reverse the decision to close the base. He read the
following letter into the record:

“In light of the United States Coast Guard’s (USCG) recent decision to close the Air
Facility in Newport, Oregon, effective December 2014, we are writing to formally invite
you to attend the public meeting scheduled for Monday, October 20, from 5:30 P.M. to
7:30 P.M. at the Oregon Coast Community College in Newport, Oregon. If you are not
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able to attend, we ask that you send a senior representative from the Seattle district office
in your place that can address the public as well as relay their concerns to you.

The coastal community felt denied any kind of opportunity to express an opinion on
the closure. Rightfully so, there is anxiety over the impact on response times that this
decision will produce. At a briefing held on Friday, October 10, 2014 in Washington, D.C.
senior members of the USCG assured Oregon delegation staff that a senior member of
the USCG Seattle district office would be participating in the public meeting to be held in
Newport on Monday, October 20. We appreciate the commitment by the USCG to have
senior staff from the district office present in order to provide the community with much
needed information on the decision to close the Newport Air Facility and to explain the
capabilities of the remaining USCG assets located in Newport and North Bend.

Newport is a “Coast Guard City” and we join the community in our respect for the work
that the USCG does to protect mariners and public safety. However, we believe that the
relationship between the USCG and the community of Newport is a partnership that
should also be valued. Toward that end, we respectfully urge you to consider this invitation
and the opportunity it provides for a discussion with concerned community members.”

Katie Gauthier, from Representative Merkley’s Office, reported that this office had
conversations with the Commandant about safety. She reported that Representative
Merkley will continue to work with Schrader and Wyden. She noted that Representative
Merkley plans to be in Newport later this week.

Jackie Mikalonis, representing Governor Kitzhaber’s office, read the following letter,
from Governor Kitzhaber, into the record:

‘| learned recently that within a matter of weeks the United States Coast Guard
(USCQG) intends to close its Air Facility in Newport, Oregon. The USCG deemed aerial
search and rescue capability from Newport to be a priority when the facility was approved
in 1986, and the range and volume of maritime uses from that port have expanded
dramatically since that time. | am very concerned this proposed November 30 closure
could seriously compromise life safety off Newport in Oregon’s cold and often treacherous
waters.

Newport’s importance as a commercial fishing port equals that of Coos Bay and
Astoria, where USCG intends to maintain aerial operations. This closure would take effect
on the cusp of the opening of Oregon’s Dungeness crab season, the state’s top value
fishery, which the federal government has recognized as among the highest risk
occupations. Newport launches thousands of recreational fishing trips, among them the
recreational halibut fishery that can draw upwards of 500 boats in a single day, ranging
30 miles offshore. Similarly, the rapidly growing recreational albacore fishery sees boats
traveling 20 to 70 miles offshore. When you add the home porting of the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration and Oregon State University research fleets, the
reopening of the international shipping terminal, and the many non-fishing recreational
visitors drawn to waters off Newport, | am compelled to urge you to reconsider this
decision that effectively cuts search and rescue capabilities.

The State of Oregon enjoys a strong and collaborative working relationship with the
USCG, and we value your agency’s vital role in ensuring we have safe and vibrant coastal
communities. Maintaining a rapid response capability from the Port of Newport is an
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important part of that role. Please contact my staff, Gabriela Goldfarb at 503.387.5232 or
gabriela.goldfarb@oregon.gov regarding this matter.”

Representative Schrader stated that he was impressed with the testimony that he has
heard this evening. He reported that the delegation believes that what it is seeing is totally
unacceptable. He added that this is about lives. He stated that the USCG standards
across the country are difficult to understand. He added that it is credible for the USCG to
place an air facility outside the tsunami inundation zone. He noted that the issue extends
beyond fishing and recreation, but also to the timber industry. He requested a shoreside
data breakdown. He added that the delegation is going to ask the USCG to delay the
closure of this air facility due to a lack of communication and inadequate information on
which to base a closure of this nature. He emphasized that the USCG does not have
sufficient information to effect this closure in December. He asked that the USCG keep
money in its budget so that the Admiral can make a better informed decision to keep the
helicopter in Newport. He noted that he needs community support, and asked that letters
and petitions continue to be sent to the delegation and Admiral Zukunft.

A short break was taken at approximately 7:30 P.M., and Congressman Schrader and
Admiral Gromlich departed.

Following the break, Bob Jacobson called the meeting back to order and served as
moderator.

When the meeting resumed, Ginny Goblirsch reported that it is unclear whether the
six million dollar savings covers both Newport and Charleston, South Carolina, or simply
Newport. She stated that the two helicopters stationed in Newport are moving elsewhere,
and that one will be held in storage. She stated that the budget savings do not translate if
the helicopters will be responding to this area from somewhere else.

“The city donated land,” Golbirsch said. “The fire truck was deployed for every take-
off and landing. The community did whatever it needed to do to accommodate them.”
There’s another word for what this community is feeling - deceived. As recently as April,
the community was assured that closure of the air station was off the table. And then,
without so much as a warning, no public meeting, no input from the community, surprise...

Of course, now that thousands from over the U.S. have signed a petition to keep the
air station open, how that our Congressional delegation, state legislators, county and city
officials are raising hell, suddenly they want to hold a meeting - no doubt to sell us on the
idea that this move to save six million dollars annually really is a reasonable idea.

I’d say, save your breath. It's ignorant, it’s insulting and it seems to ignore the fact that
every year, the helicopter crew saves half a dozen or more lives and on an average is
dispatched close to 50 times.

Tracy Shaw, representing the Seal Rock Fire District, spoke in opposition to the
announced closure of the U.S.C.G. Air Facility in Newport. He submitted the following
letter, addressed to Rear Admiral Gromlich, for the record:

“This letter is a request for reconsideration on the Coast Guard’s decision to remove
the rescue helicopter stationed in Newport, Oregon.
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| am the Fire Chief of Seal Rock Rural Fire Protection District, a position which the
citizens of Seal Rock continue to rely on for their safety. Every year, thousands of tourists
travel our section of the Oregon coast, enjoying the scenic views, playing on the shores
of the Pacific Ocean, fishing from charter fishing vessels, and utilizing their own watercraft
for various other activities along the coast. As you are well aware, it takes teamwork to
keep our citizens safe. The team that is in place on the coast to help maintain their safety
includes a variety of dedicated and trained personnel, my District’s jet-skis, your ships,
and your rescue helicopter. Eliminating the helicopter breaks an important part of that
chain and puts my personnel at increased risk of injury or death. That increased risk forces
us to rethink our rescue protocols, perhaps resulting in increased water-related deaths.

Our water rescue mission is accomplished with personal watercraft. We rescue victims
from the surf line to deep water; places where your ships cannot navigate. We count on
our US Coast Guard partners as backup when we are in the water. In a rescue situation,
we have two personal watercraft and two or three trained firefighters in the water. This is
risky work. They rely on your helicopter being there should they have any problems or
need assistance to affect a rescue. For example, we had a recent mission to rescue four
individuals on a sailboat that ran aground. This call was at dusk and without the lighting
from your helicopter, we would have not been able to safely rescue those people from the
vessel. In other cases, people frequently venture onto rocks in the surf, places we cannot
reach by rope or personal watercraft. The only way to rescue those people is with the
helicopter. Just like many in boats, these people are not usually dressed appropriately for
cold water and wet weather, so hypothermia sets in within minutes. Having your helicopter
stationed close by permits their rescue before they succumb to the cold.

Although the number of rescues in this area appear to be small (18 in the last year), in
the grand scheme of things how insignificant is one life saved. This aircraft is
irreplaceable. A fire protection district funded by 1,600 residents does not have the
resources to fund a similar service that highly trained U.S. Coast Guard personnel and
this aircraft currently provide.

The Fire Service’s mission is to save lives and protect property. We thought the U.S.
Coast Guard’s mission was complementary to our own.

If there is anything we can do to help reverse this decision, do not hesitate to contact
us.

| thank you for your dedication and service to our country.”

Rob Murphy, Fire Chief for the City of Newport, spoke in opposition to the announced
closure of the U.S. Coast Guard Air Facility in Newport. He reported that the Newport Fire
Department is also comprised of rescuers, but that it is primarily responsible for the local
area. He noted that the department prioritizes public safety as its number one mission,
and does not understand why the federal government does not prioritize in this manner
as well. He asked how much a life is worth.

Murphy submitted the following letter, to Rear Admiral Gromlich, into the record:

‘Il am asking you to reconsider your agency’s decision to remove the rescue helicopter
stationed in Newport, Oregon. To be blunt, this decision will greatly increase the chances
of loss of life, despite still meeting the national response criteria of two hours. The added
hour of response time to fly from Astoria or North Bend will translate directly into delayed
medical care for the seriously injured, increased hypothermia for those who are rescued
alive, and for many who can’t survive the extra hour in our frigid waters, they shall perish.

November 3, 2014 35



The USCG rescue helicopter and the fine men and women trained to operate it
represent a unique and irreplaceable emergency resource. There is simply nothing local
emergency agencies can do to replace that resource that will soon be over an hour away.
As you well know, in the business of emergency response, time is critical. A delayed
response can decrease survival rates exponentially. Our agency responds with the Coast
Guard dozens of time in an average year. This year, we have responded with the Coast
Guard 18 times. Since 2004, we have responded with the Coast Guard 87 times; most of
those responses have involved the helicopter from Newport. The responders of Station
Yaquina Bay and the Newport Airport Coast Guard aircrew are a valuable part of the local
emergency response community. There are some victims that we cannot access by foot
or rope, and the station boats can’t get in close enough to shore. There have been several
incidents where we have used the helicopter to rescue victims on the ends of the jetty.
Often this is the only means to remove these victims due to the dangers of having to move
an injured victim over the rocks of the outer jetties. Their lives rest in the hands of a Coast
Guard aircrew who can reach them before the tide, hypothermia, or increased injury can.

It should be noted that aside from assisting in surf rescues, cliff rescues, missing
diver/hiker/swimmer events, and marine emergencies, the rescue helicopter has another
important function: they are often the only ones capable of rescuing our responders
should something go horribly wrong. The Station Yaquina Bay boat and beach crews, our
firefighters, local and state police, all rely on knowing there is a nearby and timely
helicopter rescue response available. The decision to move this resource further away
adds considerable risk for local responders from all agencies and may result in a lower
level of response from local responders due to safety concerns resulting from this closure.

Those of us on the ground here know that having the helicopter stationed in Newport
has saved lives; we have seen it with our own eyes, time and time again. We are
understandably stunned by this decision, and respectfully request that you reconsider it.
No one wants to rewrite this request each time a life is lost that we know could have been
saved if the helicopter would have arrived in 15 minutes instead of over an hour.

| have spoken with several Fire Chiefs in Lincoln County and they all share my view,
including Chief Tracy Shaw of Seal Rock Fire District, and Chief Don Baker of North
Lincoln Fire and Rescue in Lincoln City. They have also written letters opposed to the
removal of the Newport Helicopter. | sincerely hope you reconsider your decision to close
the U.S. Coast Guard Air Station at Newport, Oregon. | would welcome the opportunity to
discuss this matter further with you. Thank you for your consideration.”

Robert Waddell, representing Tradewinds Charters, spoke in opposition to the
decision to remove the U.S.C.G. Air Facility from Newport. He reported that this company
serves more than 10,000 customers annually. He stated that additionally, there are more
than 100,000 recreational and sport fishing customers annually. He reported that
Newport is the largest commercial port in Oregon and that the numbers should speak for
themselves.

Mark Marks, a research biologist, spoke in opposition to the decision to remove the
U.S.C.G. Air Facility from Newport. He reported that in addition to commercial, sport, and
recreational fishing, and beach-goers, there is a large scientific community that depends
on the U.S.C.G. helicopter. He stated that there need to be rescue assets on the ground
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here, and the he cannot fathom the logic in removing the helicopter from Newport. He
urged the decision be overturned.

Kinder Cottrell, a commercial fisherman, spoke in opposition to the decision to remove
the U.S.C.G. Air Facility from Newport. He stated that the helicopter is what saves
fishermen on the water and urged that it be kept in Newport. He reported that in the early
1980’s, the loss of life in the Bering Sea led to the implementation of rules and regulations
for fishermen, including requirements for EPIRBS, personal flotation devices, life rafts,
survival suits, and additional training. He stated that what is the easiest is not always the
best. He added that everyone is willing to help look for a solution, but asked that the
situation be remedied.

Dennis Bishop spoke in opposition to the decision to remove the U.S.C.G. Air Facility
from Newport. He stated that the Coast Guard helicopter is a must. He added that survival
time at sea is at best 30 to 45 minutes, and response time is the difference between
survival and recovery. He noted that the government has regulated many safety issues
for boats, and the removal of the helicopter would be the removal of the only safety net
that is proven and tested. He stated that commercial fishermen have training in safety,
gear, and knowledge, but sport boats have no such training, and virtually no equipment
to survive once in the water. He added that there are better places to cut costs rather than
cutting the chances of survival of someone trying to make a living in an industry that
already has its share of hazardous conditions. He cited as an example, the people who
had to be rescued at Fogarty Creek last week. He stated that the closure of the air facility
is a death sentence to many people.

Sylvia Pauley, a groundfish observer out of Newport, stated that in her profession, she
has a personal bias in keeping the air facility open. She suggested that in addition to the
obvious lifesaving capabilities provided by the helicopter, it is also a benefit to homeland
security and fisheries enforcement. She urged the Coast Guard to find the funding to keep
the air station open.

Alan Holzapfel stated that he and his wife are residents of Cascade Head Ranch
overlooking the Salmon River bar. He stated that they have personally witnessed several
rescues from Cascade Head and the Three Rocks area. He added that the Salmon River
estuary is heavily used by fishermen, crabbers, kayakers, boaters, and other recreational
water craft, and many are using the Knight Park County boat ramp for access to the ocean.
He apologized to the local Coast Guard personnel who are actually responsible for
providing the all-important lifesaving mission, to have to bear the brunt of public outrage
over the proposed closure of the Newport air facility. He asked, other than Admiral
Gromlich, where the Coast Guard staffers are who put this ill-conceived idea together. He
stated that they are the people who should hear this testimony and take into account the
results of their proposed action. He added that, as a former search and rescue helicopter
pilot, he would be pleased to take issue with the budget data supporting this proposed
action. He stated that even without having access to it, he could state with certainty that
the increased response time to Cascade Head Ranch, Three Rocks, and Newport, from
either North Bend or Astoria would not only increase fuel costs for each response, but
would provide a much reduced time on station for any rescue attempts. He stated that he

November 3, 2014 37



fully supports Ms. Eder’s suggested budget review items. He added that the whole issue
has already been most eloquently set forth by Lori Tobias in the October 17 issue of the
Oregon Coast Today which he would like to enter into the written testimony a copy of here
article which says, in part, “with regard to trying to convince the local citizens of the
estimated six million dollar savings, Ms. Tobias says, “I'd say, save your breath. It's
ignorant, it’s insulting, and it seems to ignore the fact that every year, the helicopter crew
saves half a dozen or move lives and on average is dispatched close to 50 times.”

The article from Oregon Coast Today, written by Lori Tobias, and entitled “Up in the
Air” which was entered into the record by Alan Holzapfel follows:

“There were four of us on the little plane flying back from a press trip to an island off
the coast of Australia.

The pilot sat in front of me. Arlyn, a writer from the James Beard Foundation, was
beside me and behind us was a woman from China who had given herself the American
moniker Belinda Sunshine. It was growing dark, nothing but water below us. Suddenly,
Arlyn grabbed my arm and turning to me, demanded in her New Yorkese, “Whatsa matta
with the pilot?”

“What do you mean, what'’s the matter with the pilot,” | asked.

“He’s slumped over the wheel,” she said.

| leaned forward and sure enough, it appeared she was right. In that instant, | felt a
terror like I'd never known as | grasped the reality that there was no one going to walk on
that plane and rescue us.

We were on our own. Me, Arlyn and Belinda Sunshine. | have never felt so helpless in
my life.

Helpless. It's a good word to describe how many are feeling on the Central Oregon
Coast these days since the U.S. Coast Guard announced it will close down the Newport
Air Station Nov. 30 - the day before the start of crabbing season, a season that often sees
the loss of at least one fishing vessel and the call to rescue others.

With the closure, helicopter help will be at least an hour away. By then, it will likely be
recovery operation rather than a rescue.

And it’s not just the fishing fleet that will be imperiled. Barely a week after the
announcement, the helicopter crew plucked five tourists from the rock at Fogarty Creek.
If they’d had to wait an hour, the surf no doubt would have already washed them away.

And consider this note posted on Facebook from a man who identified himself as a
retired Coast Guard helicopter rescue swimmer: “. . .I've spent many nights at that facility,
responded to boaters in distress, pulled men with broken bones out of the surrounding
forests and at the base of cliffs. | have friends that have been lowered into Devil’'s
Punchbowl to rescue a surfer that couldn’t have held on the time it would take to respond
from North Bend. I've looked into the faces of family members of victims that may have
been survivors if | had gotten there sooner.”

The air station in Newport opened in 1987 - thanks to the Newport Fishermen’s Wives
and others in the community. That effort came after three fishermen died when the F/V
Lasseigne went down. Ginny Goblirsch, former president of the Newport Fishermen’s
Wives, told me the call for help came at 7:33 A.M. By the time the helicopter arrived, it
was 8:33 A.M. Two men were dead of hypothermia; the third was never found.

It took an Act of Congress in 1986 to open the air station.

| was lucky that evening in Australia. Reacting purely on instinct, | grabbed the pilot’s
shoulder and demanded, “What’s the matter with you?”
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He turned slowly in his sea, “| was writing in my log book,” he said, none too happily.
We landed safely with a nervous laugh and a story to tell.

| like to think this story, too, will end on an up note, and in the future we’ll share our
own tale of the little town that could - and did.

On the other hand, nearly 30 years ago, it took an Act of Congress.

Works for me.”

Lindsay Clark spoke in opposition to the announced closure of the U.S. Coast Guard
Air Facility in Newport. She stated that she has lived in Newport for 63 years and has
personally withessed the helicopter rescuing a tourist. She noted that her grandfather was
a commercial fisherman, and her son has been a commercial fisherman for 19 years here
and in Alaska. She stated that we need to maintain the helicopter in Newport, adding that
the logging community also uses the helicopter for serious accidents. She noted that when
she walks down the Fishermen’s Walk, she hopes that no more names will be added due
to the lack of a helicopter.

Terry Obteshka spoke in opposition to the announced closure of the U.S. Coast Guard
Air Facility in Newport. He expressed thanks for the opportunity to express his concerns
about the Coast Guard’s decision to close down its Newport air rescue facility. He stated
that he is a Newport resident, commercial fisherman, sport fisherman, and small business
owner. He noted that those who depend on the Coast Guard are his friends and
neighbors. He added that he served 18 months on the Coast Guard Cutter Storis out of
Kodiak, Alaska. He stated that he participated in search and rescue and medivac missions
on the Bering Sea. He noted that he is a strong advocate of the Coast Guard and its
mission to saving lives and property at sea. He stated that his concern is that this is the
first time that he has personally witnessed budgetary concerns trumping public safety. He
added that closing down the air rescue facility is shortsighted and ignorant to the facts
and will probably result in loss of life. He encouraged the Coast Guard to step back and
research the success stories resulting from the quick response by the local helicopter. He
stated that Newport is home to Oregon’s largest offshore commercial fishing fleet;
thousands of sport boats fishing out of Newport during the summer, many of which go up
to 60 miles offshore for tuna; and other ocean users including surfers, beachcombers, and
visitors playing in the water. He noted, in closing, that Newport has had a great
relationship with the Coast Guard; Newport is a Coast Guard City; and six million dollars
is pocket change. He asked that on behalf of Newport’s hardworking commercial
fishermen, sport fishermen, surfers, and other ocean users that the Coast Guard rescind
its decision to close Newport’s air rescue facility. He stated that this is a safety issue; not
a budget issue.

Mike Pettis stated that he comes from a commercial fishing family. He reported that
commercial fishermen have updated equipment for a better chance of survival; they
participate in classes and drills; and have their vessels boarded by the Coast Guard for
compliance checks. He asked that the Coast Guard reconsider its decision to remove the
helicopter as this is the best chance of survival.

Bruce Mate, Director of the Marine Mammal Institute at the Hatfield Marine Science
Center, spoke in opposition to the announced closure of the U.S. Coast Guard Air Facility
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in Newport. He stated that he has researchers and students going to sea in OSU’s 85 foot
vessel, Pacific Storm. He added that this summer, the boat responded to a mayday
message from a 75 foot fiberglass vessel just 1.5 miles away in Southern California, and
reached three folks as their vessel burned to the water line in eight minutes. He stated
that he is also an instrument-rated pilot who flies over the ocean looking for small and
large mammals at sea, so he is aware of some of the challenges of spotting. He reported
that students are trained with a head-sized object to show how fast such things disappear.
He stated that time is the enemy. Mate reported that his wife is a retired intensive care
nurse who has told him many times that a potential victim is not dead until they are “warm
and dead.” He emphasized that getting potential victims to our hospital, via helicopter, is
part of the critical link of changing the outcome. He added that it is fair to say that the way
the federal (or President’s) budget gets made is that agencies offer up the programs that
they least value. He stated that he is aware that the Coast Guard representatives in
attendance were not those who made such value decisions, but that some folks
“‘upstream” have made that judgment. He noted that this is not a partisan issue, it is a
safety and humanitarian issue. He reported that OMSI is building a facility, in Newport, to
educate kids about the sea. He added that OSU is developing a Marine Studies Initiative
to bring 500 of our sons and daughters to Newport to learn about the ocean. He stated
that some of these kids will be too naive and will be at risk. He added that as an ocean
user, an employer who sends folks to sea, and a friend and neighbor of central coast
fishermen, the Coast Guard finds the means to keep the helicopters in in Newport where
it is needed and respected.

Dac Wilde spoke in opposition to the announced closure of the U.S. Coast Guard Air
Facility in Newport. He stated that the Coast Guard is an integral part of existence on the
central Oregon coast, and is appreciated.

Wessel Lewis spoke in opposition to the announced closure of the U.S. Coast Guard
Air Facility in Newport. He stated that he is a fisherman and a deckhand on a boat. He
stated that he is one of those saved by the Coast Guard and noted that closing the air
facility means a death sentence.

Marvin Sannas spoke in opposition to the announced closure of the U.S. Coast Guard
Air Facility in Newport. He stated that he is a sailor, and that the Coast Guard has lost
sight of its mission.

Terry Thompson, Lincoln County Commissioner and commercial fisherman,
recommended that the Coast Guard not get in a fight with the community, but rather to
same time, money, and grief, because the community will win this.

Jessie Burrows spoke in opposition to the announced closure of the U.S. Coast Guard
Air Facility in Newport. She read the following from a plaque located at the seawall in
Depoe Bay, “To the sons and daughters of Depoe Bay: The courage to succeed. The sea
is dangerous and the storms terrible, but the obstacles have never been sufficient reason
to remain ashore. It is with an iron will that they embark on the most daring of all
endeavors. To meet the shadowy future without fear and conquer the unknown. In
memory of Richard Staunten.” Burrows stated that she feels that fishing has been our
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proud heritage. She noted that the longstanding tradition of bringing in sustenance
through commercial fishing is at the cost of our fellow man. She added that we never know
if these people will come home, but we go on with courage and with pride. She stated that
knowing the traditions and commerce outweigh the risks. She added that we give our lives
to provide the products people enjoy in local restaurants and beyond. She reported that
she saw three men going down who were pulled from the freezing winter waters by the
helicopter. She added that they were hypothermic and had only minutes to live. She stated
that Depoe Bay is one of the most dangerous channels to pass through. She noted, in
closing, that besides unwitting visitors who don’t understand our treacherous waters, we
stand to lose so many more husbands, sons, daughters, and wives.

Bob Jacobson stated that he fished commercially for forty years in the Bering Sea,
Oregon, and Washington, and the toughest thing to deal with are the accidental deaths in
the industry. He added that fishermen are very competitive, but when it comes to safety,
will help a fellow fisherman. He stated that they expect the same of the Coast Guard. He
reiterated that the Coast Guard helicopter offers the best chance for survival in event of
an accident. He stated that there were outstanding presentations this evening, and urged
everyone to keep the e-mails and other communications coming to continue the
awareness of the concern regarding the closure of the Coast Guard Air Facility in
Newport.

WRITTEN COMMENTS SUBMITTED DURING THE MEETING

The following written comments were received at the meeting:
From the Tillamook County Fire Defense Board:

“It is the position of the Tillamook County Fire Defense Board that we express our
concern and disapproval with the decision to remove the USCG rescue helicopter from
Newport, Oregon.

The question or concern is how many lives may be sacrificed due to this decision?

The removal of the rescue helicopter from Newport will have an effect on public safety
for the entire central coast of Oregon. With helicopters from Astoria and North Bend now
required to cover the central coast, adequacy of coverage will decrease while response
times increase. Increased areas of responsibility will increase response time, inevitably
contributing to potential loss of human life.

Tillamook County is well experienced as Lincoln County, in the number of incidents
annually requiring the assistance of the USCG. Their response and resources come from
various locations adequately spaced along the Oregon coast to ensure the highest level
of service for the preservation of human life.

Please reconsider this decision and look for alternative areas to save budget dollars
without risking the lives of Oregonians.”

From Jim Kusz, District Captain, North Lincoln Fire and Rescue District #1:

“The USCG helicopter in Newport gives me, as District Safety Officer and former

Water Rescue Team Leader “peace of mind;” the absence of a local air asset not only
may greatly increase the potential for death to exposure with our fleet of fishermen, surfers
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and recreational ocean-going tourists; it puts all our coastal rescuers at higher risk. This
change (if it occurs) will spark discussion with our operations I’'m sure; since it is part of
our protocol to contact the Coast Guard whenever we launch our Surf Rescue PWC’s
(Personal Water Craft) Kawasaki “Jet Skis” for a rescue. We’ve trained with the Coast
Guard and have come to expect our USCG partners to be our guardians and lifeguards
so that we can safely and more aggressively complete our mission in water rescue and
often assist in areas that surface teams or water rescue personnel cannot reach in areas
in coves or rocks. More importantly may be the rapid response we’ve had with non-water
rescues; search and rescue of lost hunters; steep angle cliff rescues; and extraction of
seriously injured loggers in difficult terrain.

There is no greater tool for spotting a victim in the water or on land than the USCG
helicopter, through coordinated efforts the USCG air operations have greatly aided our
agency and other fire districts along the coast.

Finally, itis North Lincoln Fire and Rescue’s policy in high surf conditions and in severe
weather NOT to launch a rescue PWC until we have confirmed visually the location of the
victim or victims, from the shore (usually high vantage point) or from the air in
communications with the USCG HH-65 helicopter. A PWC in the open ocean can be
within feet of a victim and never even see them, even in small ocean swells. District
Thirteen is an extremely dangerous geographic part of the USCG nationwide mission and
their aid to our efforts and our rescuers safety is “mission critical.”

We hope that the USCG air support remains on the central Oregon coast!”

From Laurel Kincl:

“As a private citizen, | urge you to do the right thing and provide appropriate rescue
services for Newport. As a health and safety professional, | work with the fishermen to
protect and prevent injuries and fatalities. As they do their part to prevent disasters, they
still need the service to rescue them. Please reconsider and keep the helo in Newport.”

From Laura Syron:

“As a public health professional, | believe the decision to close the air station will harm
the community. Please reconsider.”

From: William D. Bain:

As an active duty Naval officer, | was supply officer of the USS Walker based at Long
Beach, and subsequently assistant supply and fiscal officer at the Naval Postgraduate
School at Monterey. | continued my service for 25 years more, retiring in 1990 at the rank
of SC Captain, and was often involved in budgeting and service delivery, including
training, readiness, and support of the U.S. Navy and reserve components.

Budgetary decisions in normal times are never fun. In tight times, they are near
impossible, but still must be made. There are always “trade-offs” - and it is unthinkable to
have a trade-off of lost lives of mariners to effect a “saving” in closing the Newport Coast
Guard Air Facility. For that matter, there are other means at hand to rebalance the funds,
as additional flight hours will be absolutely required, with even fewer aircraft, and
stretched personnel, putting all at risk, not just the threatened mariners who can be putin
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harm’s way all too easily. The net savings simply cannot be the final number! If desired, |
would be happy to take a “recall” to duty to assist the USCG leadership in finding solutions
to these challenges.”

From Gretchen Kazebier:

“I work at the Yaquina head Outstanding Natural Area BLM and can tell you if it weren’t
for the helo, | don’'t know how the surfers that frequently get stranded on the rocks off of
Yaquina Head would have been rescued. These are cliffs with rocky edges that create
large waves inaccessible to swimmer and boat rescue.”

ADJOURNMENT

Having no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:37 P.M.
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Agenda ltem # VIA.
Meeting Date November 3, 2014

OREGON

CiTY oOF NEWPORT AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
City Of Newport, Oregon

Issue/Agenda Title: Resolution No. 3693 providing for a supplemental budget and making appropriations
increases and changes including appropriation decreases for the Fiscal Year 2014-15

Prepared By: Gazewood Dept Head Approval: City Mgr Approval:

Issue Before the Council: The purpose of this resolution is to adopt a supplemental budget to make
and/or increase appropriations in the General, Parks and Recreation, Streets, Water and Room Tax
funds and to decrease appropriations in the Proprietary Capital Projects Fund, specifically, the Water
Projects Activity 602-6210. This supplemental budget requests appropriation authority in excess of 10
percent of the estimated expenditures in the Room Tax Fund compared to the adopted budget for that
fund and establishes a new appropriation line-item within the capital outlay category of expense in the
Proprietary Capital Projects Fund for the water construction activity account. Pursuant to Oregon Local
Budget Law, a public hearing is required for this Supplemental Budget.

Key Facts and Information Summary: ORS 294.473 requires a supplemental budget with a public
hearing when the estimated expenditures differ by more than 10 percent from the expenditures from
the most recent amended budget prior to the supplemental budget and/or the supplemental budget will
create a new fund or a new appropriation category. The hearing must be published not less than five
days before the meeting. Such publication appeared in the October 29, 2014 edition of the Newport
News Times. The budgeted fund issues subjected to ORS 294.473 are summarized as follows:

1. Additional appropriation authority is requested in the Room Tax Fund and the estimated
expenditures within the Fund differ by more than 10 percent with the proposed budget
adjustment; and

2. A new appropriation line-item within the capital outlay category of expense is being established
in the Proprietary Capital Projects Fund within the Water Projects Activity (602-6210).

Fiscal Notes: (1) The General Fund proposed appropriation increase totals $192,687 of which
$177,687 provides for a transfer of funds from the Room Tax Fund with the offset appropriated to the
contingency account. The FY 2013-14 room tax revenues exceeded projections by $329,050 with 54%
of these revenues allocable to the General Fund. This supplemental budget provides for the eligible
share of room tax monies to be transferred to the General Fund. In addition, appropriations are
increased by $15,000 due to receipts of grant funds from Lincoln County and the Oregon DLCD to
complete the City and County joint study on additional Oregon State Student Housing in the Newport
area. (2) The Parks and Recreation Fund requires a $4,700 appropriation increase to complete the
purchase of furniture which crosses fiscal years and funded by excess beginning fund balance. (3) The
Streets Fund requires an appropriation change of $27,000 to provide funding of a fence at the City
Public Works Shop and Water Tanks site in order to curtail vandalism and theft of City property. This
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amount is the Streets Fund share of total estimated costs of $54,000 and the $27,000 budget increase
is offset by a corresponding decrease in the contingency account. The net effect of this appropriation
transfer is zero; (4) The Water Fund proposed appropriation increase totals $332,569 of which (a)
$176,154 provides for the transfer of unexpended FY 2013-14 construction projects within the Water
Fund to finance the projects allocated to the Proprietary Capital Projects Fund - Water Projects Activity
602-6210; (b) increase of $27,000 is the Water Fund share of the total estimated costs of $54,000 for
the installation of fencing at the City Public Works Shop and Water Tanks site; and (c) the remaining
amount of $129,415 is allocated to the contingency account. Such appropriation increases totaling
$332,569 are supported by actual beginning fund balance in excess of the FY 2014-15 budgeted
beginning fund balance. (5) The Room Tax Fund proposed appropriation increase totals $441,481 of
which (a) $129,873 provides for the unexpended FY 2013-14 City grant funding for OCCA/PAC; (b)
increase of $177,687 provides for a transfer to the General Fund as noted in Item (1) above; and (c) the
remaining amount of $133,921 is allocated to the contingency account. Such appropriation increase
totaling $441,481 are supported by actual beginning fund balance in excess of the FY 2014-15
budgeted beginning fund balance. (6) The Proprietary Capital Projects Fund reflects a proposed net
appropriation decrease of $(8,151) within the Water Projects Activity (602-6210) and subject to the
changes detailed as follows:

(a) Line-item appropriation decreases totaling $(488,790) for two Capital Outlay projects due to
unexpended carryover balances below appropriated levels for FY 2014-15 for the two projects
(Big Creek Dam Assessment and NE 71st St. Water Tank/Pump Station);

(b) Line-item appropriation increases totaling $132,140 for two Capital Outlay projects due to
unexpended carryover balances above appropriated levels for FY 2014-15 for the two projects
(Lakewood Hills Pump Station Replacement and Water Rights Revisions);

(c) Line-item appropriation decrease of $(400,000) for a Capital Outlay project budgeted at
$500,000 that was replaced by the Candletree Pump Station Replacement project with estimated
cost of $100,000;

(d) New line-item appropriation of $140,000 in Capital Outlay for the Water Treatment Plant
unexpended carryover project;

(e) Provide for additional appropriation authority of $22,667 in Materials & Services for the Strategic
Grant Consulting Services contract previously underfunded; and

(f) Shift freed-up Water Bond budgeted funds totaling $585,802 from specific projects above to
unallocated and other eligible Water Bond projects designation.

Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends the adoption of the supplemental budget and making
appropriation changes in the six funds as detailed on Attachment “A” to Resolution No. 3693.

Proposed Motion: | move to adopt Resolution No. 3693 with Attachment “A”, a resolution adopting a
supplemental budget for fiscal year 2014-15 and making appropriations and changes.

Exhibit - 1: Amended Budget Pursuant to Resolution No. 3693
Exhibit - 2: Adjusted Funding of Proprietary Capital Projects - Water Projects Activity 602-6210
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Agenda ltem # VIA.
Meeting Date November 3, 2014

CiTY OF NEWPORT AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
City Of Newport, Oregon

Issue/Agenda Title: Resolution No. 3693 providing for a supplemental budget and making appropriations
increases and changes including appropriation decreases for the Fiscal Year 2014-15

Prepared By: Gazewood Dept Head Approval: City Mgr Approval:

Issue Before the Council: The purpose of this resolution is to adopt a supplemental budget to make
and/or increase appropriations in the General, Parks and Recreation, Streets, Water and Room Tax
funds and to decrease appropriations in the Proprietary Capital Projects Fund, specifically, the Water
Projects Activity 602-6210. This supplemental budget requests appropriation authority in excess of 10
percent of the estimated expenditures in the Room Tax Fund compared to the adopted budget for that
fund and establishes a new appropriation line-item within the capital outlay category of expense in the
Proprietary Capital Projects Fund for the water construction activity account. Pursuant to Oregon Local
Budget Law, a public hearing is required for this Supplemental Budget.

Key Facts and Information Summary: ORS 294.473 requires a supplemental budget with a public
hearing when the estimated expenditures differ by more than 10 percent from the expenditures from
the most recent amended budget prior to the supplemental budget and/or the supplemental budget will
create a new fund or a new appropriation category. The hearing must be published not less than five
days before the meeting. Such publication appeared in the October 29, 2014 edition of the Newport
News Times. The budgeted fund issues subjected to ORS 294.473 are summarized as follows:

1. Additional appropriation authority is requested in the Room Tax Fund and the estimated
expenditures within the Fund differ by more than 10 percent with the proposed budget
adjustment; and

2. A new appropriation line-item within the capital outlay category of expense is being established
in the Proprietary Capital Projects Fund within the Water Projects Activity (602-6210).

Fiscal Notes: (1) The General Fund proposed appropriation increase totals $192,687 of which
$177,687 provides for a transfer of funds from the Room Tax Fund with the offset appropriated to the
contingency account. The FY 2013-14 room tax revenues exceeded projections by $329,050 with 54%
of these revenues allocable to the General Fund. This supplemental budget provides for the eligible
share of room tax monies to be transferred to the General Fund. In addition, appropriations are
increased by $15,000 due to receipts of grant funds from Lincoln County and the Oregon DLCD to
complete the City and County joint study on additional Oregon State Student Housing in the Newport
area. (2) The Parks and Recreation Fund requires a $4,700 appropriation increase to complete the
purchase of furniture which crosses fiscal years and funded by excess beginning fund balance. (3) The
Streets Fund requires an appropriation change of $27,000 to provide funding of a fence at the City
Public Works Shop and Water Tanks site in order to curtail vandalism and theft of City property. This
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amount is the Streets Fund share of total estimated costs of $54,000 and the $27,000 budget increase
is offset by a corresponding decrease in the contingency account. The net effect of this appropriation
transfer is zero; (4) The Water Fund proposed appropriation increase totals $332,569 of which (a)
$176,154 provides for the transfer of unexpended FY 2013-14 construction projects within the Water
Fund to finance the projects allocated to the Proprietary Capital Projects Fund - Water Projects Activity
602-6210; (b) increase of $27,000 is the Water Fund share of the total estimated costs of $54,000 for
the installation of fencing at the City Public Works Shop and Water Tanks site; and (c) the remaining
amount of $129,415 is allocated to the contingency account. Such appropriation increases totaling
$332,569 are supported by actual beginning fund balance in excess of the FY 2014-15 budgeted
beginning fund balance. (5) The Room Tax Fund proposed appropriation increase totals $441,481 of
which (a) $129,873 provides for the unexpended FY 2013-14 City grant funding for OCCA/PAC; (b)
increase of $177,687 provides for a transfer to the General Fund as noted in Item (1) above; and (c) the
remaining amount of $133,921 is allocated to the contingency account. Such appropriation increase
totaling $441,481 are supported by actual beginning fund balance in excess of the FY 2014-15
budgeted beginning fund balance. (6) The Proprietary Capital Projects Fund reflects a proposed net
appropriation decrease of $(8,151) within the Water Projects Activity (602-6210) and subject to the
changes detailed as follows:

(a) Line-item appropriation decreases totaling $(488,790) for two Capital Outlay projects due to
unexpended carryover balances below appropriated levels for FY 2014-15 for the two projects
(Big Creek Dam Assessment and NE 71st St. Water Tank/Pump Station);

(b) Line-item appropriation increases totaling $132,140 for two Capital Outlay projects due to
unexpended carryover balances above appropriated levels for FY 2014-15 for the two projects
(Lakewood Hills Pump Station Replacement and Water Rights Revisions);

(c) Line-item appropriation decrease of $(400,000) for a Capital Outlay project budgeted at
$500,000 that was replaced by the Candletree Pump Station Replacement project with estimated
cost of $100,000;

(d) New line-item appropriation of $140,000 in Capital Outlay for the Water Treatment Plant
unexpended carryover project;

(e) Provide for additional appropriation authority of $22,667 in Materials & Services for the Strategic
Grant Consulting Services contract previously underfunded; and

(f) Shift freed-up Water Bond budgeted funds totaling $585,802 from specific projects above to
unallocated and other eligible Water Bond projects designation.

Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends the adoption of the supplemental budget and making
appropriation changes in the six funds as detailed on Attachment “A” to Resolution No. 3693.

Proposed Motion: | move to adopt Resolution No. 3693 with Attachment “A”, a resolution adopting a
supplemental budget for fiscal year 2014-15 and making appropriations and changes.

Exhibit - 1: Amended Budget Pursuant to Resolution No. 3693
Exhibit - 2: Adjusted Funding of Proprietary Capital Projects - Water Projects Activity 602-6210
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CITY OF NEWPORT

AMENDED BUDGET PURSUANT TO ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION NO. 3693

EXHIBIT-1

Adopted Amended
Budget Resolution Budget
FY 2014-15 No. 3693 FY 2014-15
GENERAL FUND - 101
Community Development Department 292,367 15,000 307,367
Other Departments 9,800,118 - 9,800,118
Transfers to Other Funds 1,382,782 - 1,382,782
Contingency 489,605 177,687 667,292
Total Appropriation 11,964,872 192,687 12,157,559
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance 1,230,249 - 1,230,249
Total Requirements 13,195,121 192,687 13,387,808
STREETS FUND - 302
Street Maintenance 677,452 27,000 704,452
Storm Drain Maintenance 665,321 - 665,321
Transfers to Other Funds 62,190 - 62,190
Contingency 130,613 (27,000) 103,613
Total Appropriation 1,535,576 - 1,535,576
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance 164,427 - 164,427
Total Requirements 1,700,003 - 1,700,003
WATER FUND - 303
Water Distribution 938,246 27,000 965,246
Other Departmens 1,639,315 - 1,639,315
Transfers to Other Funds 955,658 176,154 1,131,812
Contingency 175,000 129,415 304,415
Total Appropriation 3,708,219 332,569 4,040,788
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance 244 315 - 244,315
Total Requirements 3,952,534 332,569 4,285,103
PARKS & RECREATION FUND - 401
Administration 151,152 4,700 155,852
Other Departments/Programs 1,207,297 - 1,207,297
Contingency 128,763 - 128,763
Total Appropriation 1,487,212 4,700 1,491,912
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance - - -
Total Requirements 1,487,212 4,700 1,491,912
ROOM TAX FUND - 403
Materials & Services 965,020 - 965,020
Capital Outlay 200,000 129,873 329,873
Transfers to Other Funds 352,316 177,687 530,003
Contingency 56,950 133,921 190,871
Total Appropriation 1,574,286 441,481 2,015,767
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance 45,388 - 45,388
Total Requirements 1,619,674 441,481 2,061,155
PROPRIETARY CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND - 602
Proprietary Water Projects 5,274,869 (8,151) 5,266,718
Proprietary Wastewater Projects 3,473,225 - 3,473,225
Contingency 1,000 - 1,000
Total Appropriation 8,749,094 (8,151) 8,740,943
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance % = =
Total Requirements 8,749,094 (8,151) 8,740,943
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CITY OF NEWPORT

ADJUSTED FUNDING OF PROPRIETARY CAPITAL PROJECTS - WATER PROJECTS ACTIVITY 602-6210

EXHIBIT - 2

Transfer Transfer Transfer
FY 2014-15  FY 2014-15  FY 2014-15 From From OWRD From
Adopted Approp Adjusted Water Capital Water Supply Water GOB Interest
WATER PROJECTS Budget Adjustment Approp Fund Projects Bond Grant Debt Service  Earnings
PPI 13011 Strategic Grant Consulting Services - Chase Park Grants 26,433 22,667 49,100 49,100
Revenue Bond Issuance Costs 80,000 - 80,000 80,000
SC1 14011 2014 Water SCADA System Implementation Project 94,000 94,000 94,000
W2 11025 Big Creek Dam Assessment {Phase Il & IIl 401,890 (7,759) 394,131 44,016 250,000 100,115
W3 11018 NE 71st Street Water Tank and Pump Station - Phase 2 1,747,586 (481,001) 1,266,585 1,166,585 100,000
W4 12013  Lakewood Hills Pump Station Replacement 525,911 118,653 644,564 644,564
W5 13014 Water Rights Revisions (Rocky Creek and Big Creek) . 13,487 13,487 13,487
W7 13029 Fixed-based Metering System (Year 1 of 3) 500,000 - 500,000 500,000
W9 14013  WTF Hallway Expansion 30,000 30,000 20,926 9,074
W10 14014 Old WTF Demolition/construction of Storage Gargage 200,000 200,000 200,000
W11 14015 Water Distribution System Flushing Plan 40,000 - 40,000 40,000
W12 14016 Candletree Pump Sttion Relacement (Design) 500,000 {400,000) 100,000 100,000
14017 Calgon Carbon Garnulate Activated Carbon Vessel Model 12-30 283,000 - 283,000 283,000
14018 Emergency Generator 326,250 . 326,250 326,250
10010 Water Treatment Plant . 140,000 140,000 140,000
Unallotted Projects for Water Bond Funding 519,799 585,802 1,105,601 1,105,601
| water Projects - Appropriation 5,274,869 | (8,151)] 5,266,718 263,513 | 44,016 | 4,500,000 250000 109,189 100,000
RECONCILIATION OF PROPRIETARY CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND
Water Projects 5,274,869 (8,151) 5,266,718
Wastewater Projects plus Contingency of $1,000 3,474,225 - 3,474,225
Total Fund Appropriation 8,749,094 (8,151) 8,740,943
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CITY OF NEWPORT
RESOLUTION NO. 3693

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014-15,
MAKING APPROPRIATIONS AND CHANGES

WHEREAS, the City of Newport's 2014-15 budget requires the making and changes of
appropriations including appropriation increases, decreases and transfers for specific funds; and

WHEREAS, under the provisions of Oregon Local Budget law, fund accounts are required
to reflect sufficient authorized appropriations consistent with available resources; and

WHEREAS, the General Fund and Parks & Recreation Fund are the recipients of
additional revenues and an increase in appropriations are requested; and

WHEREAS, a transfer of appropriations is necessary for the Streets Fund for fencing of
facilities; and

WHEREAS, the Water Fund and Room Tax Fund has actual beginning fund balance in
excess of budgeted fund balances and such excess is needed to be appropriated for unexpended
FY 2013-14 carryover projects funding for the same fund or provision for other funds and to
provide for fencing of water related facilities; and

WHEREAS, the Room Tax Fund appropriation request exceeds 10 percent; and

WHEREAS, the Proprietary Capital Projects Fund for Water capital project activities
requires changes in appropriation increases and decreases, including a new line-item project
requiring appropriation, and such line-item projects are detailed in Attachment “A”, incorporated
herewith, and resulting in a net appropriation decrease of $(8,151); and

WHEREAS, ORS 294.473 requires a supplemental budget with public hearing when the
estimated expenditures differ by more than 10 percent, and/or will create a new fund or a new
appropriation category; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held in accordance with ORS 294.473;

THE CITY OF NEWPORT RESOLVES AS FOLLOW: that this supplemental budget is
hereby adopted and hereby provides for (1) appropriation authority increases of $192,687 for the
General Fund and amends the budget to $13,387,808; (2) appropriation authority increases of
$4,700 for the Parks and Recreation Fund and amends the budget to $1,491,912; (3) transfer of
appropriation authority of $27,000 for the Streets Fund and makes no change in total budget
requirements of $1,700,003; (4) appropriation authority increases of $332,569 for the Water Fund
amends the budget to $4,285,103; (5) appropriation authority increases of $441,481 for the Room
Tax Fund and amends the budget to 2,061,155; and (6) appropriation changes of increased
appropriation for certain specified construction projects with decreased appropriation for certain
specified construction projects resulting in a net appropriation decrease of $(8,151) for the
Proprietary Capital Projects Fund - Water Projects Activity Account and amends the fund budget

Resolution No. 3693 Page 1 of4
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to $8,740,943. Attachment “A” sets forth the supplemental budget requirements for the six funds
and such Attachment “A” is incorporated herein..

This resolution will become effective immediately upon passage.

Adopted by the Newport City Council on November 3, 2014.

Sandra Roumagoux, Mayor

Attest:

Margaret M. Hawker, City Recorder

Resolution No. No. 3693 Pa%a 2of4
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CITY OF NEWPORT, OREGON

ATTACHMENT "A" - RESOLUTION No. 3693 ADOPTING A SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET
MAKING APPROPRIATIONS AND CHANGES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014-15

General Fund
Resource Amount Expenditure Amount
Transfer from Room Tax Fund 177,687 | |Contingency 177,687
Revised Total Resources 13,372,808 | |Revised Total Requirements 13,372,808

Comments: To increase General Fund appropriation by $177,687 for transfer of funds from the Room Tax Fund with the offset
appropriated to Contingency. The FY 2013-14 room tax revenues exceeded projections by $329,050 with 54% of these revenues
allocable to the General Fund. This supplemental Budget provides for the eligible share of room tax monies to be transferred

to the General Fund.

General Fund

Resource Amount Expenditure Amount

Department of Land Conservation &

Development (DLCD) Grant 7,500 | |Professional contract 15,000
Lincoln County Contribution 7,500
Revised Total Resources 13,387,808 | |Revised Total Requirements 13,387,808

Comments: To increase General Fund appropriations by $15,000 for receipt of funds from Lincoln County and DLCD to complete
the City and County joint study on additional Oregon State Student housing in the Newport area.

Parks and Recreation Fund
Resource Amount Expenditure Amount
Beginning Fund Balance 4,700 | |Furniture 4,700
|Revised Total Resources 1,491,912 | |Revised Total Requirements 1,491,912

Comments: To increase Parks & Recreation appropriations by 54,700 to complete purchase of furniture which crossed fiscal years.

Streets Fund
Resource Amount Expenditure Amount
Capital Qutlay 27,000
Contingency (27,000)
Revised Total Resources 1,700,003 | |Revised Total Requirements 1,700,003

Comments: To transfer contingency in order to provide the capital to install a fence at the City Public Works Shop and Water
tanks in order to curtail vandalism and the continued theft of City property.

Resolution No. 3693 - Attachment "A" Page 3 of4
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Attachment "A"

Water Fund
Resource Amount Expenditure Amount
Beginning Fund Balance 332,569 | |Transfer to Prop CP Fund - Water (602-6210) 176,154
Capital Outlay 27,000
Contingency 129,415
Revised Total Resources 4,285,103 | |Revised Total Requirements 4,285,103

Comments: To Increase Water Fund appropriation by $176,154 to provide for the transfer of unexpended FY 2013-14 construction
projects within the Water fund to finance the projects allocated to the Proprietary Capital Projects Fund - Water Projects activity.
Such transfer is supported by actual beginning fund balance in excess of FY 2014-15 budgeted beginning fund balance. An additional
$27,000 of the beginning fund balance will be transferred to capital in order to provide for the installation of fencing at the City Public
Works Shops and Water Tanks. Additionally, $129,415 of the excess beginning fund balance is applied to increasing the contingency

account appropriation.

Room Tax Fund

Resource Amount Expenditure Amount
Beginning Fund Balance 441,481 | |Other Capital Expenses - OCCA/PAC 129,873
Transfer to General fund 177,687
Contingency 133,921
|Revised Total Resources 2,061,155 | |Revised Total Requirements 2,061,155

Comments: To increase Room Tax Fund appropriation by $441,481 to provide for FY 2014-15 budget authorization of $129,873 in
unexpended FY 2013-14 city grant funding for OCCA/PAC. An addition appropriation authority is provided for a transfer to the
General Fund due to FY 2013-14 room tax revenues in excess of budgeted revenues by $329,050. The General Fund is entitled

to 54% of this excess revenue and this supplemental budget provides for that transfer to the General Fund. Additionally,
$133,921 of the excess beginning fund balance is applied to increasing the contingency account appropriation.

Proprietary Capital Projects Fund

Resource Amount Expenditure Amount
Water Capital Projects - 6210 Water Capital Projects - 6210

OWRD Water Supply Grant 250,000 Capital Outlay - Construction Projects
FEMA Grant (250,000) 11025 - Big Creek Dam Assessment (7,759)
Transfer from Water Fund 176,154 11018 - NE 71st St Water Tank/Pump Stat (481,001)
Transfer from Capital Projects (184,305) 12013 -Lakewood Hills Pump Stat. Replac 118,653
13014 - Water Rights Revisions 13,487
Total Water Capital Projects - 6210 (8,151) 14016 - Candletree Pump Station Replace (400,000)
10010 - Water Treatment Plant 140,000
13011 - Strategic Grant Consulting Svcs 22,667
Other Eligible Water Bond Projects 585,802
Total Water Capital Projects - 6210 (8,151)
|Revised Total Resources 8,740,943 | |Revised Total Requirements 8,740,943

Comments: To adjust appropriations in the Proprietary Capitai Projects Fund for the Water Capital Projects activity by a net
reduction of $8,151. Such appropriation adjustments provide for FY 2013-14 unexpended construction projects to be carried over
to FY 2014-15 for appropriation and to adjust previously appropriated projects to reflect adjusted unexpended project cost levels.
Specific grant funding sources are corrected and in certain instances Water Bond funding replaces transfers from the capital

projects fund where necessary.

Resolution No. 36393 - Attachment "A"
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CITY OF NEWPORT

AMENDED BUDGET PURSUANT TO ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION NO. 3693

EXHIBIT - 1

Adopted Amended
Budget Resolution Budget
FY 2014-15 No. 3693 FY 2014-15
GENERAL FUND - 101
Community Development Department 292,367 15,000 307,367
Other Departments 9,800,118 - 9,800,118
Transfers to Other Funds 1,382,782 - 1,382,782
Contingency 489,605 177,687 667,292
Total Appropriation 11,964,872 192,687 12,157,559
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance 1,230,249 - 1,230,249
Total Requirements 13,195,121 192,687 13,387,808
STREETS FUND - 302
Street Maintenance 677,452 27,000 704,452
Storm Drain Maintenance 665,321 - 665,321
Transfers to Other Funds 62,190 - 62,190
Contingency 130,613 (27,000) 103,613
Total Appropriation 1,535,576 - 1,535,576
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance 164,427 - 164,427
Total Requirements 1,700,003 - 1,700,003
WATER FUND - 303
Water Distribution 938,246 27,000 965,246
Other Departmens 1,639,315 - 1,639,315
Transfers to Other Funds 955,658 176,154 1,131,812
Contingency 175,000 129,415 304,415
Total Appropriation 3,708,219 332,569 4,040,788
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance 244,315 - 244,315
Total Requirements 3,952,534 332,569 4,285,103
PARKS & RECREATION FUND - 401
Administration 151,152 4,700 155,852
Other Departments/Programs 1,207,297 - 1,207,297
Contingency 128,763 - 128,763
Total Appropriation 1,487,212 4,700 1,491,912
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance - - -
Total Requirements 1,487,212 4,700 1,491,912
ROOM TAX FUND - 403
Materials & Services 965,020 - 965,020
Capital Outlay 200,000 129,873 329,873
Transfers to Other Funds 352,316 177,687 530,003
Contingency 56,950 133,921 190,871
Total Appropriation 1,574,286 441,481 2,015,767
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance 45,388 - 45,388
Total Requirements 1,619,674 441,481 2,061,155
PROPRIETARY CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND - 602
Proprietary Water Projects 5,274,869 (8,151) 5,266,718
Proprietary Wastewater Projects 3,473,225 - 3,473,225
Contingency 1,000 - 1,000
Total Appropriation 8,749,094 (8,151) 8,740,943
Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance - - -
Total Requirements 8,749,094 (8,151) 8,740,943
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CITY OF NEWPORT

ADJUSTED FUNDING OF PROPRIETARY CAPITAL PROJECTS - WATER PROJECTS ACTIVITY 602-6210

EXHIBIT - 2

Transfer Transfer Transfer
FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 From From OWRD From
Adopted Approp Adjusted Water Capital Water Supply Water GOB Interest
WATER PROJECTS Budget Adjustment Approp Fund Projects Bond Grant Debt Service  Earnings
I PPI 13011 Strategic Grant Consulting Services - Chase Park Grants 26,433 22,667 49,100 49,100
Revenue Bond Issuance Costs 80,000 - 80,000 80,000
SC1 14011 2014 Water SCADA System Implementation Project 94,000 - 94,000 94,000 -
W2 11025 Big Creek Dam Assessment (Phase Il & IlI 401,890 (7,759) 394,131 44,016 250,000 100,115
w3 11018 NE 71st Street Water Tank and Pump Station - Phase 2 1,747,586 (481,001) 1,266,585 1,166,585 100,000
w4 12013 Lakewood Hills Pump Station Replacement 525,911 118,653 644,564 644,564
W5 13014 Water Rights Revisions (Rocky Creek and Big Creek) - 13,487 13,487 13,487
W7 13029 Fixed-based Metering System (Year 1 of 3) 500,000 - 500,000 500,000
W9 14013 WTF Hallway Expansion 30,000 - 30,000 20,926 9,074
W10 14014 Old WTF Demolition/construction of Storage Gargage 200,000 - 200,000 200,000
W11 14015 Water Distribution System Flushing Plan 40,000 - 40,000 40,000
W12 14016 Candletree Pump Sttion Relacement (Design) 500,000 (400,000) 100,000 100,000
14017 Calgon Carbon Garnulate Activated Carbon Vessel Model 12-30 283,000 - 283,000 283,000
14018 Emergency Generator 326,250 - 326,250 326,250
10010 Water Treatment Plant - 140,000 140,000 140,000
Unallotted Projects for Water Bond Funding 519,799 585,802 1,105,601 1,105,601
| water Projects - Appropriation 5,274,869 | (8,151)] 5,266,718 | 263,513 | 44,016 | 4,500,000 | 250,000] 109,189 | 100,000
RECONCILIATION OF PROPRIETARY CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND
Water Projects 5,274,869 (8,151) 5,266,718
Wastewater Projects plus Contingency of $1,000 3,474,225 - 3,474,225
Total Fund Appropriation 8,749,094 (8,151) 8,740,943
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CITY MANAGER’S REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Agenda #: VII.A.
Meeting Date: November 3, 2014

Agenda ltem:
Report from VAC Steering Committee - Request for an Extension in Time to Complete
the Report to the City Council on VAC Operations

Background:

Councilor Mark Saelens and | have been meeting regularly with the Visual Arts Center (VAC) Steering
Committee to work through the three priorities that Council had requested in a future report from the
Committee. The Committee originally had indicated that the report would be provided to the City
Council in December 2014. The Steering Committee is requesting an extension to complete the report
in February 2015, with it beginning presented to the Council at the March 2, 2015, Council meeting.
Overall, the VAC Steering Committee has taken its responsibilities very seriously, including the
preparation of this report. The Steering Committee has developed a governance model which will be
part of the report presented to both the OCCA and the City Council. The Committee is continuing to
work on the financial model for more sustainability of the VAC building and activities. The Committee
is also working on operational plans that will increasing the usage of the facility with corresponding
increase in rent payments to offset expenses for this facility. Councilor Saelens and | met with the
VAC Steering Committee on October 28, with a recommendation from me to the Steering Committee
that the Committee request an extension to complete this report in February 2015 for presentation to
the City Council in March 2015. One of the primary reasons for doing this is that we have had delays
from a city staff standpoint in providing some key financial information necessary for this effort.
Finance Director Mike Murzynsky is deep into various issues relating to his first audit of the city. Mike
needs to play a role in this process and will have some time to do that this next month (November).
Furthermore, | have been helping the Committee with several concepts and | owe them a report which
was delayed in part because of the efforts required in retaining the US Coast Guard Air Facility at the
Newport Municipal Airport which has taken me away from some of the other work that | wanted to do
on behalf of the VAC Steering Committee.

| have been very encouraged by the constructive nature of these meetings. | believe that the end
result will be good for the VAC and the City of Newport. | also believe that it is better for the VAC
Steering Committee to get the issues right rather than get a premature report to the City Council. The
Steering Committee was in agreement with my suggestion for requesting an extension in providing
this report to the Council.

Recommended Action:

| recommend that the City Council approve the following motion:

| move that the request for an extension by the Visual Arts Steering Committee to submit a report to
the City Council be extended with the report being completed in February 2015, and presented to the
City Council at the March 2, 2015, City Council meeting.

Fiscal Effects:

The submission of the report at this time will be will in advance of the City Council’s consideration of
budgetary issues for the 2015-16 fiscal year.

1
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Alternatives:
None recommended.

Respectfully Supmittéd

o L ,/"’;(’/.-

Spencer R. Nebel, City Manager
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OREGON COAST COUNCIL FOR THE ARTS

Newport Visual Arts Center
733 NW Beach Dr., Newport, OR 97365

October 28, 2014

To: Mayor and City Council:

As you are aware, a Steering Committee has been working closely with City Manager Spencer
Nebel and Council Liaison Mark Saelens to develop a Strategic Plan that will redefine the way
in which the City of Newport Visual Arts Center will function in years to come.

The Committee will be recommending the creation of a governing committee that will help
OCCA and the City Council address, with one voice, the concerns and issues that occur with
the operations of this important community asset.

The Committee is currently discussing financial issues that will help make the VAC more self-
sustaining over time and will expand the usage of the spaces within the facility in order to both
maximize the use of the building and increase revenue generation for maintenance and
program growth at the VAC.

Due to the City completing its own audit with a new Finance Director and with unexpected
demands on the City Manager’s time we will not have the necessary data to adequately
complete this work for presentation to the City Council in December.

We would respectfully request an extension in time to complete the operational plan in February
2015 for presentation to the City Council at the first meeting in March. This timing will provide
this data in advance of the development of the City's 2015-16 fiscal year budget.

We appreciate the support that the City Council has given to the VAC and we are eager to
complete this important task.

Respectfully Submitted,

[ JV‘}"'”"“

(e

Chair VAC Steering Committee

Cc:. OCCA
Spencer Nebel, City Manager
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CITY MANAGER’S REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Agenda #: VII.B
Meeting Date: November 3, 2014

Agenda ltem:
From Salmon for Oregon - Appeal of Tourism Facilities Grant Denial

Background:

As you may recall, the appeal by Salmon for Oregon was originally scheduled to take place on Monday,
October 6, 2014. At this meeting Salmon for Oregon was not present and in reviewing our emails with
Jim Wright we did not specifically notify him that this matter was going to take place at this meeting. As
a result, the item was rescheduled for the October 20, 2014 meeting. Furthermore, with the joint meeting
between the City, Lincoln County and Port of Newport on the US Coast Guard announced closure of
the air facility taking place on this date, the regular City Council meeting was moved to Tuesday,
October 21, 2014. In discussing this with Mr. Wright he indicated that he would prefer that this matter
be considered on November 3, 2014, since he had a conflict with the 21st. As a result, we have
scheduled this appeal for the November 3 City Council meeting. On behalf of Jim Wright and Margaret
Dailey, the task force representative that has been at the previous Council meetings to represent the
Tourism Facilities Grant Task Force, we apologize for the confusion regarding the scheduling this
appeal.

The Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force met on July 14, 2014, and reviewed four applications
for funding including an application from Salmon For Oregon Association, Inc. for the Spring Chinook
program in Yaquina Bay. The task force recommended against funding the Salmon for Oregon project
due to the vagueness of the proposal, no solid revenue source to continue funding this program in out
years, this project was not a perfect fit for this funding, and the application was incomplete. In reviewing
each of the proposals for funding. The task force identified a series of questions relating to each
proposal. The task force indicated that answers were not given to all questions requested by the task
force from Salmon for Oregon regarding their proposal. There were concerns with their proposal
including that permits had not yet been obtained, a question on whether net pens would qualify as real
property under the State law, and there was no demonstrated support for continued operation of the net
pens. Certain information was requested and was not provided in the form requested by the task force.

The task force concluded that Salmon for Oregon had significant omissions in their responses to
questions asked and as a result the task force did not recommend funding for this request.

The recommendation from the task force went before the City Council on September 2, 2014. Three
grants were awarded, and the Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc. grant was not awarded by the City
Council. Jim Wright, Executive Director for Salmon for Oregon Association had submitted a letter
indicating that they would like to appeal the recommendation fof the task force. In his letter of appeal.
Mr. Wright focused on the legal questions of whether Room Tax Funds could be spent for this purpose.
Mr. Wright indicated that the task force applied a very narrow definition in relations to tourism facilities
and he cites the 2008 Oregon Department of Justice opinion OP—2008-3 by indicating the following:
“Parsing the words, the relevant definition of “improve” is to “increase the value of (land or property) by
bringing under cultivation, reclaiming for agriculture or stock raising, erecting buildings or other
structures, laying out streets, or installing utilities (as Sewers).”

In reviewing the minutes from the task force, the fit of the project as meeting a tourism facility was only
one item of several that the task force expressed concerns about. A subsequent request was made to

1
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Mr. Wright to respond to the specific task force questions as part of his appeal of the City Council’s
previous decision.

The City Council has been supportive of the Spring Chinook project for Yaquina Bay and has provided
previous financial support in the amount of $5,000 to Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc. for the
administration of the implementation of this project.

In reviewing the recent responses from Jim Wright to the questions from the task force, there are several
specific things that remain outstanding issues that need to be addressed prior to recommending any
grant award for this project. Question #2 from the task force report was not adequately responded to
outlining what relationships Salmon for Oregon would have with state agencies in the operation of this
facility. While it was indicated that ODFW is supportive of this initiative, the specific role of ODFW with
Salmon for Oregon is not clearly defined with the response. In addition, there is a statement that the
annual operating costs is $55,000 but there is no breakdown of what those coast would be. Question
#9 has not been adequately addressed since the Port of Newport has not entered into any agreement
with Salmon for Oregon regarding the placement of pens on the Port of Newport property. Question
#10 relates to water quality issues for the purpose of rearing Salmon in the pens in Yaquina Bay. There
is no indication that any analysis has been done to determine whether the fish will experience any
problems at a port location. Question #15 asks about the long-term sustainability of this project as well
as long-term revenue sources to cover the funding of $55,000 in annual operating expenses. It is
inferred that state legislation is going to be introduced to fund these types of projects, however short of
that legislation being introduced and passed by the state legislature, there are no other indications
about how this operation would be sustained over time. Another issue requiring further explanation is
that the financial report seems to show the overall total of income is resulting in a deficient of $2,418.
Does Salmon for Oregon have an operational plan to keep the organization financially viable to maintain
this operation of the fish rearing pens over the next ten years? Finally, the tax information that was
submitted seems to indicate several issues with the 2013 filing and page 2 of schedule A form 990
appears to not be included with the submitted material.

There is a legal question that the City Council may want to request a legal opinion on whether there are
any impediments for the city using the Room Tax for the purchase of rearing pens. In reviewing the
information submitted by Jim Wright, | believe that this would be an eligible expense for Room Tax
revenues. | will also indicate that | am not an attorney versed in municipal law and it may be appropriate
to request a specific opinion on this specific question, should the Council wish to go forward with this
project.

The City Council has several potential actions that they could take, including denying the appeal for
Salmon for Oregon. If this is done the City Council could schedule one last round of applications for the
remaining $26,000 in the Tourism Facility Grant funds sometime in the first part of 2015 which Salmon
for Oregon could be invited to reapply. The City Council could grant the request for funding as requested
in the appeal from Salmon for Oregon and provide the $25,000 in Tourism Facility Grant funds, directing
the City Manager to develop a grant agreement for the disbursement of these funds. It is my opinion
that the best scenario would be to accept the letter of appeal from Salmon for Oregon but hold off on
making a decision on granting the funds to Salmon for Oregon. This would give them an opportunity to
fully respond to the information that may be requested by the City Council, and hold $25,000 in funding
to allow Salmon for Oregon to comply with the request for information by no later than April 30, 2015. If
Salmon for Oregon is unable to satisfy the City Council by adequately responding to the questions
posed by the City Council then the Council could create one last round of Tourism Facility Grant Funds
if the project is ultimately denied.
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| do believe that the task force did an excellent job in fully vetting the proposals for funding that were
subsequently approved by the City Council. | am also in agreement with the task force that at this time
the Salmon for Oregon proposal was not ready for consideration for approval. The proposal does
provide a great opportunity to enhance the spring sports fishery on Yaquina Bay that could draw tourist
to the City of Newport during the off-season for the Chinook Salmon run. This is a good project that is
not ready to receive a funding commitment of Room Tax dollars from the City of Newport.

Recommended Action:
| recommend the City Council consider the following motion:

| move to retain the remaining $26,000 in Tourism Facilities Grant funds through April 30, 2015 to allow
the Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc. to provide the following information regarding their proposal
for the placement of fish rearing pens in the Yaquina Bay. 1. Demonstrate the financial sustainability of
the fish rearing program of a ten year period by showing a detailed estimate of operational costs and
supporting revenue to financially sustain this operation; 2. Describe what organizations would be
responsible for future maintenance and operation of the rearing facilities and what specific role Salmon
for Oregon will play with this effort; 3. Secure specific authority and a location from the Port of Newport
for the rearing facilities on port property and demonstrate that the water quality issues at this location
will meet the rearing requirements for Salmon; 4. Describe required permitting and obtain authorization
from any regulatory agencies that will be necessary for the rearing pens in Yaquina Bay; with the above
information being provided to the City Council on or before April 30, 2015.

Fiscal Effects:
$26,000 remains of the original $1 million that was made available for tourism facilities in the City of
Newport.

Alternatives:

Deny the appeal of Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc. for Tourism Facilities Grant funds for the
acquisition and installation of two net pens for use in the Spring Chinook program in the Yaquina Bay
and proceed with a final round of grants in 2015, or Uphold the appeal and grant the request to
Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc. for $25,000 in Tourism Facilities Grant funds acquisition and
installation of two nets pens for use in the Spring Chinook program in the Yaquina Bay and direct the
City Manager to develop a grant agreement for the disbursement of this funds.

Respectfully Submitted,

Spencer R. Nebel
City Manager
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CiTy COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

Agenda ltem # VILB.

Meeting Date  11/3/14

City Of Newport, Oregon

Issue/Agenda Title: Hearing on the Appeal of Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force
Recommendation by the Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc.

Prepared By: Hawker Dept Head Approval: ph City Mgr Approval:

Issue Before the Council: The issue before Council is consideration of an appeal by the
Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc., of the City Council's decision of September 2, 2014,
to uphold the recommendation of the Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force, which
was not to fund the request from the Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc. for $25,000 in
tourism facilities grant funding.

Staff Recommendation: This is a City Council decision.

Proposed Motions: Potential motions include:

To Uphold the Appeal and Grant the Request: | move to uphold the appeal of the Salmon
for Oregon Association, Inc., and grant the Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc., $25,000
from tourism facility grant funds for the acquisition and installation of two net pens for use
in its Spring Chinook program in Yaquina Bay, and direct the City Manager to develop a
grant agreement for the disbursement of these funds.

To Deny the Appeal: | move to deny the appeal of the Salmon for Oregon Association,
Inc., for tourism facility grant funds for the acquisition and installation of two net pens for
use in its Spring Chinook program in Yaquina Bay.

To Consider at a Future Date: | move to retain the remaining $26,000 in Tourism Facility
Grant funds, for one year, and encourage the Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc., to
reapply for funding in the amount of $25,000 when further progress has been made toward
bringing the project to fruition. | further move that if this project fails to obtain approval for
funding, from the City Council, within one year, a decision be made by the City Council
on the further use of these funds.

Key Facts and Information Summary: The Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force
met on July 15, 2014 and reviewed four applications for funding, including that of the
Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc. The Task Force, based on the hardcopies of the
application submitted by the applicant, developed the following list of questions for the
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Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc. that it requested responses to at its August 5, 2014
meeting:

1. Please provide a breakdown on the $124,000 that you are showing as having
already been spent.

2. |s this project proposed by a government agency? Please clarify the relationship of

Salmon for Oregon with state agencies.

How many pens are being planned and what is the cost of each pen?

Please describe how the pens qualify as real property. Are they permanent

fixtures?

What will the $55,000 annual operating costs cover? Staff salaries, fish food, etc.?

Please explain the reference that one fish equals $400 to the local economy.

How long will the pens last? Are they permanent fixtures?

If the project fails within ten years, who would own the pens? Or would the pens be

removed?

9. Do you have an agreement with the Port of Newport to allow placement of the pens
on Port property?

10.Have you water tested?

11.If the pens only need to be in the water for six weeks, are they removed from the
water after six weeks?

12.Please thoroughly describe the economic impact of the project. The numbers do not
have references.

13.Please provide empirical data from ODF&W?

14.If possible, provide numbers from the similar project at Winchester Bay.

15.Explain how this project is economically viable. What is the long-term revenue
source?

16.Please provide a balance sheet, profit and loss statement, and a recently filed
990.

oo L8 R

Jim Wright, appeared on behalf of the Salmon for Oregon Association grant application,
at the August 5, 2014 meeting of the Task Force. He explained the request for $25,000 to
purchase two net pens for this project. He reviewed the status of the project and
responded to Task Force questions. Discussion included: permits not yet obtained,
whether net pens would qualify as real property under state statute; concerns over out-
year revenue sources; copy of 990 and other financial documents were not provided; and
other agency support. It was the unanimous consensus of the Task Force that the Salmon
for Oregon Association, Inc. was nonresponsive to questions and requests for data; and
concern regarding whether the request was for real property with a life of ten years or
more. The Task Force did not recommend funding this request.

The City Council upheld the recommendations of the Task Force, and on September 2,
2014, did not recommend funding of this grant application for the Salmon for Oregon
Association, Inc. Subsequently, the Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc., appealed the
City Council's decision not to fund the request. The hearing on the appeal is tonight.
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Subsequently, Jim Wright appealed the denial of funding and Council was scheduled to
hear the appeal on October 6, 2014, There was a miscommunication, and the appeal date
was continued to this evening.

The grant application stated as follows: “The applicant should respond in 12-point, single-
spaced text. Ten double-sided hard copies of the complete application and one electronic
copy on a flash drive must be delivered to the City Manager's Office by 5:00 P.M., on
Monday, June 30, 2014, In reviewing the flash drive, it was found to contain the following
documents: income/expense report; articles of incorporation; bylaws; and the quote from
Ferguson Industrial Plastics Division for the net pens. This information, with the exception
of the Ferguson quote, was not included in the hard copies required to be submitted in
the application. It had been presumed that the electronic copy of the application matched
the hard copy of the application.

Subsequently, Jim Wright has provided some additional information that is part of this
packet including his responses to the Task Force questions, and additional information
that he deemed pertinent to the application and appeal of the denial.

Other Alternatives Considered: None.

City Council Goals: None.

Attachment List:

1. Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc. Letter of Appeal

2. Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc. Application for Funding to the Tourism Facilities
Grant Review Task Force

3. Letter to Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc., dated September 3, 2014 Relative to
Appealing the City Council's Decision Regarding Funding of the Tourism Facilities
Grant Application Submitted by the Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc.

4. Tourism Facility Grant Program Information

5. Tourism Facilities Grant Instructions and Application

6. Staff Report for September 2, 2014 City Council Meeting with Recommendations for
Funding from the Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force

7. Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force Minutes of Meetings of July 15, 2014
and August 5, 2014

8. Response to Task Force Questions Received October 29, 2014

9. IRS Determination Letter Regarding Tax Exempt Status

10. Salmon for Oregon Articles of Incorporation

Fiscal Notes: There is currently $26,000 of tourism facility grant funds remaining from the

original allocation of $1,000,000. If this grant is awarded, the funds will be reduced to
$1,000.
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SALMON FOR OREGON ASSOCIATION, INC.

APPEAL OF RECOMMENDATION BY
TOURISM FACILITIES GRANT REVIEW TASK FORCE
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SALMON FOR OREGON
ASSOCIATION, INC.

Sept. 4, 2014

Spencer Nebel, City Manager
City Of Newport

169 SW Coast Hwy
Mewport, OR 97365

Dear Spencer,

In regards to notification of Salmon For Oregon Assoc., Inc. that the Newport Tourism Facilities
Grant Review Task Force has not recommended an award of $ 25,000 the Spring Chinook/
Yaguina Bay program, this letter is to inform you of our intent to appeal that recommendation.

We believe that the committee did not fully grasp the significance of this project and applied a
very narrow definition in relation to tourism facilities and did not consider the 2008 Oregon
Department of Justice opinion OP-2008-3 relating to Other Improved Real Property contained on
page 5 and 6 of that opinion. I have provided a copy of that opinion with this letter for review.

Quoting from page 5 of the opinion, The first criterion is that the facility be “other improved real
property,” “Other"obviously means “other than" conference centers, convention centers and
visitor information centers that fit within the categorical statutory definitions. Turning to
“improved real property,” there is no common definition of that phrase.

Parsing the words, the relevant definition of “improve” is “to increase the value of (land or

property) by bringing under cultivation, reclaiming for agriculture or stock raising, erecting
buildings or other structures, laying out streets, or installing wtilities (as sewers).”

Continuing on page 6, The last criterion — that the property has “a substantial purpose of
supporting tourism or goconunodating tourist activities” — is the linchpin of the definition, being
the one that makes the property “rtourism-related.” Each of the terms in this criterion requires
careful consideration, beginning with “substantial purpose.”

With 100,000 spring chinook smolts being acclimated and released into the bay, we fully
anticipate, based on past experience that 5,000 of them will return. Based on 2007 study of the
Rouge River system, each caught salmon represented $267 dollars (in 2014 dollars) to the local
economy. 5,000 caught spring Chinook, at 267 dollars a salmon, at 4 minimum represents
$1,335,000 dollars to the local spring economy where non exists a this time.

We believe our request falls well within the opinions relating to Tourism Facilities Grants based
on the definitions provided in the DOJ Opinion Request OP-2008-3.

James F Wright (Jim)
Executive Director

Salmon For Oregon, Assoc. Inc. a 501¢(3)
503-749-1150

Salmon For Oregon Assoc. Inc, PO Box 746 Lyons, OR 97358 Tiso374o-u50  Fisoy-8sg-q107
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SALMON FOR OREGON ASSOCIATION, INC.

APPLICATION FOR FUNDING TO THE
TOURISM FACILITIES GRANT REVIEW TASK FORCE
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CITY OF NEWPORT
TOURISM FACILITIES GRANT APPLICATION

Hame of Applicant/Organization . Saimon For Oregon Association, Inc
Mailing Address & City PO Box 746, Lyons, OR 97358

Comact Person:  James F Wiight

Contact Phone No.. 503-748-1150 Contact Fax No.: 371-304-6690
Contact E-Mail Address:  jamestwright@mac com

Name of Project.  Spring Chinook Project/Yaquina Bay

Total Project Budget $55.000 per year for 5 years.

Amount Requested: $25,000 for one year.

Authorization Signature: James F Wrigh!

Title: Executive Direclar

Yes X No
Is_mmmmm“mmw Yes oX No
m.smrs lufhalﬂadbr#m&agm Dmummnfﬁ:ﬂ'randwma and Saimon for Oregon

Association, Inc. a desgnaied 501(c)3 is a stakehoider providing local communily mlgraction,
grassroots suppon. operalional capaciy, and volunleers for the profect.

Yes X No
Yes x No

Is the reason the project encourades visitors due 1o

gne or more of the lollowing? (Check all that apply).

Business

Pleasure X

Recreation X

Arts

Herntage

Culture

Are you requesting funding for improved real property with a Yes X No

with a useful life of al least ten years?
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Froject Description

Summary descapuon of the projedt  The prefect itsetl is 1o support ecal sconomic favelcpmen! and gravih
through the establishimeni of a robus! new salmon run where none exists at the presani time. This
proyect has been approved by the Oregon Fish Caommission an June ath 2014 in Safem, as part ol the
sgger ODFY Coaslal Mansgement Plar lar Salmon and Steslhead  Owr imtial project proposes o
acchmate 100 000 spring Chinook salmon ingerkings lor six \weeks i nel pens In a place chaosen by
OOFW sgmewherz in lower Yaquing Bay very Iikaly the Fort fachities Onge acclimaled, the fish will be
‘leasad (0 maiaie 10 ocean fesding grounds  and retum @ tarminal recreatenal ishenias as caichable
aduits Ths important new fishery will hava wiriually na impact (foolprnt) on in-siream Rabatat, with the
goal of glowing both sport and commeraal fishing & tremendeus jump of three monlhs on the cumenlly
cdlendared opening for exisiing salmon seasons  For (rose wha migh! nat ungeérstand this established
saimon manggeman| pracice ()15 akin o stockanyg 2 iake with rout foe oyl fishermen and the
poanamy and IS currenily being used i gther areas of Oregon by OOFW  Requirad for this proyect (s
“nel pens T speoifically desrgned (6 accommadate ine “smals® duning thelr scolimation process. Thail
Process (akes aboul 610 7 weeks  These pens are a vary impoariani part of the profact, and curreént pen
desgns Are more ecologically inendly than past desgns. 1 s the pens thal we are asking the city [0
pay lor Thisis a an= jime cost as the pens will (851 1en years or mor,

Business Plan gnd Bugget (25 points)

it cost of ¢ rgect? S275.000 over five years
558,000 par vear in operalion after one g start Lp costs of Nel Pen purehass, peripharals, and
install. install will Da contibuted by volunfears  Dock sips (spaces] Wil by donoted by Por
dpon agresment afineaticon

What is the amount tequested lrarm the Cliiy? 25,000 one lime pagment
525,000 will pay for lwo new Stafe-ol-the ant ecologically [nendly acchmalion pens. Sse e
bl print design attached as provided by Fergusen fndusiiial out of Washouvgal, WA

What is the rabio of the request 1o tha wolal cost? Abour g1t

What lunds have slieady been rgised lor e project?

Since o's foundineg in January of 2012, Salmion For Orecon bas raised approvmately 3123 000 m funds
frmim masily prvate bul some public sourcas  Some dondls include the Asyna'its Famidy £20 000, T
Bechar or Family 540,000, U Da Man §12,.500, Lincoln Gouniy 35,000, Ciiy of Newpart 5 600,
Shiphund Manne 53500, Slacker Foresls 53,000, Cvegon Cosasi Eank 53,000, Frares Lumber £2500,
faguine Baw Ecotome Founidalion S2500, 81h Jacobson 508 Tem Curry 300 Undersea Gardens A5
Bob Wener! 300 Anonymtus 85000 el These monies were used aver (wo years IDwams grasanwils
commiuiity eiiresch on the coas! and oovernment affans in Salem  Working with DDFW and ine
Lepslaivre, el o bang this orogegt home for Yaoguina Bay,

Whigt funds remain 10 by rased for the projesct?  $275 000 ior 5 yaars cporalional axpenses
How gite the remalning lunds 1o be raised?
Thrawizh assislance fram Senator Roblan's office with the legstaiure andd with tolizry lunds,

ana through conlinued grant wrillng with Meyar Memarzl Trusi, Qregon Community
Frundation, in atfditiys 10 privale indusiny-and individuals
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r L provide a service thal the cil Yes Mo x

currently funds?

Does the project require continued support lrom Yes No X
the city? |F yes, explain.

When do you anlicipate completion of the project?

We anticipale final preparations to be compleled by spring 2015, with permils issued
and broad slock (eggs) taken, and the first acchimation of smolls to happen in the spring
ol 2016.

| rali ver - iod?
This is a five year pilot program administered through ODFW with support from Salmon for
Oregon and it's volunteers through an MOU and a STEP agreement. Salmon For Oregon will
participate in the management of the project. Bob Jacobson, formally of OSU Oraegon Sea
Grant will be our liaison with the local ODFW biologists to deal with the scienlific aspects of the
project.

H t | te financial ility?
Through supporf from the Oragon Stale Legislature, Lottery funds, NOAA, and coninibutions
from eslablished Oregon foundations, private industry, and individual donations

This project 1s cansisten! with established acclimation programs already n operation by ODFW
statewide using STEP organizations & volunteers. One of the most prominent is the spring
Chinook project al Youngs Bay. One that we will model in many ways. Also, the Governor's
massive spring Chinook profect on the Columbia River.

Economic Impact” (20 poinis)

Are project funds to be spent locally on,

Planning Yes oX No o

Design Yes uX No o

Construchon Yes X Ne =no

Post-Complelion Yes No o
w rojecl ¢ local j in ?

The work fo be done on the infrastructure/nel pens will be averseen and complated by
an all valunteer group including members af the U Da Man group. the Longview Hills
Fistung Club, and other inferested parties yat to be determined. Thal same group of
valunteers will also me involved in the monitonng aspects of the project from year to year

What is the projected economic impact?

The spring Chinogk is a highly prized and well sought after fish. On any given year, a “spnnger” can
bring up to $25 par pound on the market and is one of the mos! popular salman for sportsmen fo calch
and eal.. This nely "spring salman run" will provide a fremendous additional confribution (o our local
coastal economy liwough the value of fish captured, fishing trips and related gear. Positive
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scondmic growth will happen through increased lounsmiosdaing/guide serviceschartars, Spar ana
commercial fishing, gear purchases, and thar subsequent roiloul dollar smparcis.

It has been sa, “A sprngar in ihe bay bangs saiman fistung i May.” With thal, specilc Sives have
concluttes each springer caught represents from 5200 o S200 doflars 10 ihe local economy. increasing
Tshing apporuly days® demonsirales an econormc boost as each anghér with a rod reprasents 587
collars @ day 0 the oca econamy  The socwl and proncime penelts from the ;o yact will bolsier the
Ervnomy of ihe community i the near huture, and intrease as the profect is improved trough
‘garming and refinament aver ime The prowect il be conduciad (o bms or eéméinate et Salmor
miteraction with he nsiural salmon spawreng n our coasial slreams, (heray simullanaously sunpomng
and crmpismEnt—g af ssimon resiovittun elfocts wisle roveli= gesal bshiss ocpor o Dls

el the: proged) create spin-off businesses?

1 very Skaly could, with new guioe Soneces aomng (o iown 2= wail as fish 3 Dail $Iras aguipmani
supply. el The proyec will mast defindely enhance seaty exasting Sports tounsm busmesses such as
hoteds, moisls, restaurants, sealpod processing facises. marnne supply S10:6s, Gas stobans, 8-

Tuunem Spending. (15 points)

How does the project encoufage noreased spending at local businesses’

How does the project ncrease the capaciy for tourism?

As anglers plan their spring lrips 10 Yaquinag Bay in future years lor spring Chinopk lishing,
holels will raceive requests for reservalions al a time al year that is usually stow for lourism,
Arriving the night befure a big day or days ol lishing, familles accompganylng them will spend
time fishing as well, or in lown al sites (ke Ihe Oregon Coast Aquartum, the Haltfield Science
Cenlar, and the new OMSIL Restaurants will banelil from the spring fishing lourfsm boosl as .
well @s gas stalfons, convergnce markels, grocery sleres, manne supply stores, elc. This
naw fishery will establish Newgort and Yaquina Bay as THE “spring salman hishing spoi” an

the cenlral Oregon coasl,
Faciity Usage (Check all that apply) (10 points)
IS the projeci open year round Yes Mo x
It the project seasonal. Yes X No
is ihe proyect off-season: Yes oX No

The sprng Chunook season goes 7 days a week from iaiz2 Aonl to early July

Whao s Ine 1argeied 1ounst? (Check all that Bpply)

Famiwes x
Arjults 21+ X
Semory x
Groups X
Pieasure X
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Wil the project atiract repeal vists:
Yes. Daily far three months.

What is the potental for repegl business”?
Ouring this spnng Chinook threa month listung season, sportsmen will come (o lown, and
tacals will fish as often as their ODFW permils allow them o, A successful tnp for a
sparspersan and his or her family or group, can be a real plus for the reluming lisherman.
Newpart offers so much elsa, this can truly be a yearly excursion for the fishing sports lournists
dand thew familkes and or giroups.

Whal |5 he regularity oi usage”
The project will provide mulliple ooporurnmes lor sports lounsm in the spnng months from Agni

i the end of June and inlo July. There are daily fishing ogportunities dunng (hat three
and a hall month window for both spords and commercial lishing

Dioes the project aliow for multiple activities of uses? Stale size and lypes of events
Yes. As the spning Chinook fishery takes hold and eslablishes itsell over lima, spang
recreafiopnal and cornmarcial fishing wilf become a reality in Yaquina Bay. The multiple
oppartunilres fo establish evenis as well as indvidus! fishing will be exciling. Rioht now there
i5 8 tournamen! sponsorad by U Oa Man Group the liest weekend in Oclober for lall Chinook
That tournamen! alfracts paricipanis from all ovay the stale and aumbers in the 100's altena
Like tha greal Bass fishing derbies of the South, as the new fishery astablisnes ilseflf, no douby
spring Chinook lournaments will be come a reality. The U Da Man Group is already
discussing such a tournament in coaperalion with the Longview Hiiis Fishing Glub and othar
inlerasted parfies.

Iri adaition fo potential fournaments in the spring, with the proximily of the Hatlield Marine
Sciance Canler, the project will allract scientific discussion and evenlually annual evenls of an
academic nature will bacome estabiished. In Coos Bay the Salmon Summit was recenlly
established with the cooperation of the Coquille Tribe and inlerested parties from acrass the
commitnily. We sees thal same tvpe of annual event, altracling ecademic lounsm (o Newport
as wall lo pariicipaie in educatonal forums and the esizblishing of an educational elems=ni 1D
the commumiy as to the science and monitoring o! the project,

i there o particular new demographic that the project is intended ta teach?

Wheo does the project atiract?
The demogeaphic is the sparispersonfandgier, whech crosses all gender, athmic, and racial
toundanes I you love o fish in the spning lor salmon, the ceniral Oregon coas! and
Mewpart will ba the place 1o oo

Cither (5 poinls)

Hiw does the jocalion relate 1o the curien! toutsm hubs?
it is anhicipatad hal the nel pen acchimalbion ang smoll ralease will happan somawhere in the
fower bay, most ikely amound the por lacility It is common (o house nal pens n astablished
oort ships as s done al Salmon Harbor in Winchester Bay for fagll Chingak . Ag Iha sgence els
s after reiease of the-smiclis 10 (he oeean Teading qroundds, theic ifg cyols winds downs and thay raium
i tver pont of thair acelimation, and swim in a clrcle until thay are caught or g
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With the acchmation ooinl someawners in ihe porl dock sysiem, these adull spnngers will Siay in tHe
iwar bay and will be easily calchable. close lo the mam tounsm hubs, the Bay Shore and
Zauih Beach

For thase wha remember isming 25 years 3g0 n Yaguina Bay. the hshing was so good thal

oneé could go fish off the dock or the along the sharshine on a lunch break irom work and calch thesr
gvening meal Thaiis not an exaggeraton  This new spang Ciunook hishery will narken many

ong lrme Lociis back (o that rme, with exciiement o= the luiure ol spnng fishirg opponumnes in the
iowar bay

How is Ihe project energy efficent gr environmientalty friendiy?
Plannad as larminal fisheries, tis project is alsa desanad (o mut the ilerachion of project fish vath the
salman in the upstream sysiem, thus conlriibuting fa the goals of prlecing nahural octinng saimen
and the resources they depend upan in tocal coastal streams, while shill providing catchable fish for
recrealianal and commarig! fishermen and women

YWhat is the effect of the project on kecal livabitty componeats?
As mentoned previously, mes! salmon sporispersons prefer to eal therr cateh  For the opparfunity to
cast i a kne amd reel in a sprng Chinook ot a lutuie imealis & big companant, providing nutrtian
because spring Chinogk is very high in Omegal Falty acids. One of the best sources for thal

I5 there any addiional information (hat you would like (he committee to consider’
The key objective of our efforts i3 to slimulate the economy of the Yaquina Bay by improving
salmon fisheties in the lowaer bay and the near shore ocean. This Salman lor Oregon project will
Incraase fishing Licenses soid, calchabla fish, ishing opporiumities for local fishers sna lourisis, and
gengrale numerous coastal business benelits from the S3ie of fishing squipman! and senices, 1o
increasing mola! stays dnd reslalrant wisits,

W have made every affort to include local commurnilies, researchears, fishenes managers, and oiher
concarned citizen groups in pur profect planming process. and will continue o work with bsh biciogists,
aenelicisis, and 0cean resOUrces scientists o desgn and develgp s project 10 grow tshing
opporiunies while simulianeousiy protecting and resioring existing lacal salmon resources Our eforis
o beirny all paries iogether to ophrmize these complimentary goals will continue in ordee 1 accomplish
suslmnable programmahc abjeciives and fesulls

When salmin ars being cauqhl, the gnlira commungy bensliis. Using the natural resatireess ol the
central Oregun coas! 10 benafil =gl comimunines 15 the obvious thima lo do - The iechno iy axist, it is
proven both saenldically, and economcaly We are =t propasing samelhing new. we are winking aa
samething that has preven time and ime again in other pans of Dregon and in many parts of the vworkt
io tengdit the lishery and the citizenry  We thark the City of Newpont for ther susront and éncourage
Ihe commities o racomimenyd an gean! of 523 000 1 the puwposes sidled above

Allachmenis

iRS determination letter for 501(c)3 included

Finantial history overview included in namaliva of the projeci

Execulive Bummary overview of the concept for the project, and budge! ingludad in narrative
Timehame lor fundralsing: 12 months (o 1each goal of 2016 release

Timeframe for projec! conslruction/completion same as above.
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fengiass grating, and & bofing hnfdwim

|
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TAN [ 2233333533333 333
[SFECIAL (NS TRUC TIONS

Pleaso call with any questrons or commants  Thanhs Ralnh

———
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e punpas= of pricing sy ard & o eematn skocly confaienlin) We gre pleases 1o provedae
I i 21T 0oL

D 1T W ey (DLl
fiResRonSa. Lo your ieconl My They guitalon s nal an oliar and contom no ot gl BioaimEnsg L any [
i gueid shot e subyaet iy changl wethou! nolics and prasurtey gl wmics o
carddicrin whnth mhil gyl
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LETTER TO SALMON FOR OREGON ASSOCIATION, INC.
DATED SEPTEMBER 3, 2014
RELATIVE TO APPEALING THE CITY COUNCIL'S DECISION
REGARDING FUNDING OF THE
TOURISM FACILITIES GRANT APPLICATION
SUBMITTED BY SALMON FOR OREGON ASSOCIATION, INC.
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September 3, 2014

Salmon for Oregon Association, Inc.
James F. Wright

P.O. Box 746

Lyons, Cregon 97358

Dear Jim:

As you are aware, the City of Newport's Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force did

not recommend that the City Council fund your request for $25,000 for the Spring Chinook

Project/Yaquina Bay. The City Council, at its regular meeting of September 3, 2014,

affirmed the recommendations of the Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force.

Following is the appeal process if you wish to appeal the denial of the grant request:

1. If the Tourism Facilities Task Force or the City Council denies a grant application,
the applicant may appeal the denial to the City Council by submitting a written
notice of appeal to the City Manager's office within five business days of the receipt
of the denial.

2. Within 20 calendar days of the city's receipt of the written appeal, the City Council
will review the denial on the record of the application. No new information will be
accepted for review.

3. The applicant is not entitled to an appeal hearing.

4. The City Council's decision on the appeal is final.

B, The City Council's decision regarding the appeal will be transmitted to the
applicant at the address provided in the application, by first class mail.

Please let me know if you have questions. | will be e-mailing this letter to you, and sending
a hardcopy in the mail.

Very truly yours,

Peggy Hawker
City Recorder/Special Projects Director
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TOURISM FACILITIES GRANT PROGRAM

Purpose

This policy is intended to guide the City of Newport in accepting applications and
considering grant proposals for funding under the Tourism Fadilities Grant Program
established by the Newport City Council. The Tourism Facilities Grant Program is
funded by local transient room tax revenues, so state law controls the types of projects
to which grants may be provided. If a project cannot meet legal requirements, it will not
be awarded a grant.

Title

The provisions adopted by this Resolution shall be known as the “Tourism Facilities
Grant Program Rules.”

Policy

It is the policy of the City to make Grant Funds available to qualified Applicants without
regard to race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation, national origin, marital status, age,
disability or familial status.

Definitions
(1) “Applicant” means any 501(c) organization or government entity may apply for a
grant from the Tourism Grant Program.

(2) "City" means the City of Newport.

(3) "City Manager™ means the City Manager of the City of Newport or the City Manager's
designee.

(4) "Council” means the City Council of the City of Newport.

(5) "Grant Agreement” is the legally binding contract between the City and the grant
recipient. The Grant Agreement consists of the conditions specified in these rules,
special conditions enumerated in the agreement, if applicable, and the grant application
approved by the Council.

(6) “Grant Funds™ means the funds requested by an Applicant and/or the funds delivered
to a grantee through the Tourism Facilities Grant Program.

(7) "Match” is any contribution to a project made up of funds other than Grant Funds.
Match may include:
(a) Cash on hand or cash that is pledged to be on hand prior to commencement

of the project;
Page 1of6
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(b) Secured funding commitments from other sources; or
(c) Pending or potential commitments of funding from other sources. In such
instances, Tourism Grant Program funding will not be released prior to secured
commitment of the other funds. Pending commitments of the funding must be
secured within the time provided in the Grant Agreement.

(8) "Tourism Facilities Task Force" is a Task Force, consisting of 7 members, appointed
by the Council in accordance with Resolution 3553.

Definitions for "Tourism-Related Facilities”

{1) “Conference center” means a facility that:
(a) Is owned or partially owned by a unit of local government, a governmental
agency or a nonprofit organization; and
(b) Meets the current membership criteria of the International Association of
Conference Centers.

(2) “"Convention center” means a new or improved facility that:
(a) |s capable of attracting and accommodating conventions and trade shows
from international, national and regional markets requiring exhibition space,
ballroom space, meeting rooms and any other associated space, including but
not limited to banquet facilities, loading areas and lobby and registration areas;
(b) Has a total meeting room and ballroom space between one-third and one-half
of the total size of the center's exhibition space;
(c) Generates a majority of its business income from tourists;
(d) Has a room-block relationship with the local lodging industry; and
(e) Is owned by a unit of local government, a governmental agency or a nonprofit
arganization.

(3) "“Tourism" means economic activity resulting from tourists.

(4) "Tourism-related facility™
(a) Means a conference center, convention center or visitor information center;
(b) Means other improved real property that has a useful life of 10 or more years
and has a substantial purpose of supporting tourism or accommodating tourist
activities.

(5) “Tourist” means a person who, for business, pleasure, recreation or participation in
events related to the arts, heritage or culture, travels from the community in which that
person is a resident to a different community that is separate, distinct from and
unrelated to the person's community of residence, and that trip:

(a) Requires the person to travel more than 50 miles from the community of
residence; or

(b) Includes an overnight stay.

(6) "Visitor information center” means a building, or a portion of a building, the main
purpose of which is to distribute or disseminate information to tourists.

Page 2 of 6
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Application Requirements

(1) Applications that do not comply with the requirements in this section will not be
considered.

(2) Applications must be submitted on a form provided by the City.

(3) Applications for the 2011/2012 grant cycle are due in the City Manager's office by
5:00 p.m. on Friday, January 20, 2012. Applicants must submit 10 hard copies of the
application and one electronic copy on a flash drive or memory stick. Applications
submitted by email or FAX will not be considered.

(4) All Applicants shall supply the following information:
(a) Name of Applicant;
(b) Name, physical and email address, and FAX and telephone numbers of the
Applicant’s contact person(s) and, if applicable, the Applicant’s fiscal officer(s);
(c) The name and a description of the proposed project;
(d) Estimated line item budget for the project;
(e) Identification of specific project elements for which Grant Funds will be used;
(f) A list of any non-Grant Funds, services or materials available or secured for
the project and any conditions which may affect the completion of the project;
(g) If the project is part of a multi-year project, and a new funding request
continues a previously City-funded activity, a description of the previous project
accomplishments and results as well as an accounting of past expenditures and
revenues for the project;
(i) A project schedule including times of project beginning and completion; and
(i) Any information requested by the Tourism Facilities Task Force or the Council
in order to evaluate the project.

(5) All Applicants shall demonstrate a dollar for dollar match, based on the total Grant
Funds request, at the time of application.

(6) All Applicants shall demonstrate that the Grant Funds requested will be used to fund
Tourism-Related Facilities.

(7) Applications must include the following attachments:
(a) If applicable, documentation from the Internal Revenue Service confirming
that the Applicant is a 501(c) tax exempt organization;
(b) Three years of year-end revenuel/expense summaries and current balance
sheet, or feasibility study;
(c) An executive summary of the business plan for the project, including a budget;
(d) A time frame for fundraising, if applicable;
(e) A time frame for project completion.

(8) Clarification of information submitted may be sought from the Applicant during the
evaluation process.

Page3ofb

November 3, 2014 88



Application Processing

(1)Submission of an application does not ensure funding. Decisions to award Grant
Funds will be made based on the criteria and rating schedule attached to these rules as
Exhibit A. The Council may elect to terminate the Tourism Facilities Grant Program and
not award any Grant Funds.

(2)The Tourism Facilities Task Force will review all applications that comply with the
application requirements included in these rules (qualifying applications). The Tourism
Facilities Task Force will then rate the qualifying applications based on the criteria and
rating schedule attached to these rules as Exhibit A.

(3)All Applicants who submit qualifying applications will be invited to make an oral
presentation to the Tourism Facilities Task Force.

(4)Based on the application materials submitted and the Applicant's oral presentation,
the Tourism Facilities Task Force will forward a recommendation to the Council as to
which Applicants should be awarded Grant Funds, as well as the recommended amount
of Grant Funds to be awarded to each Applicant.

(5)Applicants recommended to the Council by the Tourism Facilities Task Force will be
expected to make an oral presentation before the Council.

(6)The Council is not bound by the Tourism Facilities Task Force recommendations.
{7)The Council will make its decision as to which Applicants should be awarded Grant
Funds, as well as the amount of Grant Funds to be awarded to each Applicant based on
the criteria and rating schedule attached as Exhibit A.

(8) The City may require additional information from the Applicant to aid in evaluating
and considering a proposed project.

(9) Applicants will be notified in writing of award of a grant or denial of an application.
Written notifications will be sent by first class mail to the address provided in the
application. Notifications will be deemed received by the Applicant three calendar days
after deposit by the City in the United States Mail.

Grant Agreement Conditions

(1) If a grant application is approved, the City Manager, on behalf of the City, will enter
into a Grant Agreement with the grantee.

(2) If the Grant Agreement has not been fully executed by all the parties within one
month of Council approval, funding shall be terminated. The money allocated to the
grant shall be available for reallocation by the City.

Page 4 of 6
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(3) The terms of the Grant Agreement may be tailored to fit the project for which the
Grant Funds are awarded. Grantees shall comply with all Grant Agreement conditions.

(4) Obligations of the City under the Grant Agreement are contingent upon the
availability of monies for use in the Tourism Facilities Grant Program.

(8) The grantee shall comply with all federal, state and local laws and ordinances
applicable to the work to be done under the agreement.

(6) Grant Funds may not be used to refinance existing debt.

(7) The grantee is responsible for all the expenses of the operation and maintenance of
the project, including but not limited to adequate insurance, and any taxes or special
assessments applicable to the project.

(8) The grantee shall comply with all prevailing wage laws if they are applicable to the
project.

(8) The Applicant's total financial resources must be adequate to ensure completion of
the project.

(10) Upon notice to the grantee in writing, the City Manager may terminate funding for
projects not in compliance with the terms of the Grant Agreement. The money allocated
to the project but not used will be available for reallocation by the Council.

(11) The grantee will obtain all required permits and licenses from local, state or federal
government entities.

(12) The City may place additional conditions in the Grant Agreement as necessary to
carry out the purpose of the Tourism Facilities Grant Program, including any provisions

that the City Manager considers necessary to ensure the expenditure of funds for the
purposes set forth in the application.

Distribution of Funds

(1) The City will not reimburse the grantee for any expenditures incurred prior to the
signing of the Grant Agreement by all parties.

(2) Prior to disbursement of Grant Funds, the grantee must provide proof that the dollar
for dollar required Match, based on the total Grant Funds awarded, has been secured.

(3) Funds shall not be disbursed until the City Manager receives satisfactory evidence
that necessary permits and licenses have been granted and documents required by the
City have been submitted.

(4) The City shall retain ten percent of the Grant Funds until the final project report, as
required by the Grant Agreement, has been approved by the City. Final reports are due

Page 50f6
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within 60 days of project completion. Any unexpended Grant Funds must be returned to
the City with the final report. Upon receipt of the final report, the City shall have 90 days
to approve the completed report or notify the grantee of any concerns that must be
addressed or missing information that must be submitted before the report is considered
complete and reviewed for approval. Once the final report has been approved the final
payment shall be promptly provided to the grantee.

Appeals

(1)If the Tourism Facilities Task Force or the Council denies a grant application, the
Applicant may appeal the denial to the Council by submitting a written notice of appeal
to the City Manager's office within 5 business days of the receipt of the denial.

(2)Within 20 calendar days of the City's receipt of the written appeal, the Council will
review the denial on the record of the application. No new information will be accepted
for review.

(3)The Applicant is not entitled to an appeal hearing.

(4)The Council's decision on the appeal is final.

(5)The Council's decision regarding the appeal will be transmitted to the Applicant at the
address provided in the application, by first class mail.

Page 6 of 6
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CITY OF NEWPORT
TOURISM FACILITIES GRANT INSTRUCTIONS
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, Oregon 97365
541.574.0603

Answer questions completely within the page limitations provided below. Applications will be
considered based on project merits and according to the criteria approved by the City Council and
attached to this application. Applicants may be contacted to provide more information. Hard copies of
completed applications are due in the City Manager's Office by 5:00 P.M., on Friday, May 30, 2014 -
NO EXCEPTIONS. E-mailed or faxed applications will NOT be accepted. Only one application per
entity allowed.

Please Note:

1. These funds were created by transient room tax collections. There are legal restrictions on how the
money may be spent, and if the project cannot meet the legal requirements, the project cannot be
funded.

2. The Newport City Council has established policies governing the Tourism Facilities Grant

Program. A copy of those policies is attached to this application.

Applicants will be selected for funding based on information included in the application materials

and oral presentations.

At least a one-to-one funding match is required.

Applicants are defined as any 501(c) organization or government entity.

il

Currently, there is a contingency of $100,000.00 in the Room Tax Fund of the City of Newport budget.
Once these funds are distributed, the program will cease unless the City Council budgets monies for it
to continue. The City Council and Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force have established a
process for distributing those funds to promote economic development and generate an increase in
the Room Tax Fund in future years.

Once a grant has been awarded, the City of Newport will enter into an agreement with the grantee
that will spell out the terms of the grant and the time frame in which the grant funds will be released.
Each agreement will be tailored to fit the grantee's proposed project. The grantee will be required to
indemnify the City of Newport from financial liabilities incurred by the project. The grant funds will not
be distributed until the matching dollars for a project have been raised or secured.

Each application will be considered on its own merits. Each application will be judged by the criteria
attached to this the application form.

Submission of an application does not ensure funding. Funding decisions will be made based on the
criteria attached to this application form. The City Council may elect to cancel the Tourism Facilities
Grant Program and not fund any projects.

The Tourism Facilities Task Force will review and rate all applications. Applicants who submit
qualifying applications will be invited to make an oral presentation to the Tourism Facilities Grant
Review Task Force. Based on the application materials submitted and the applicant's oral
presentation, the Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force will forward a recommendation to the
City Council as to which applicants should be awarded grant funds, as well as the recommended
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amount of grant funds to be awarded to each applicant. Applicants recommended to the City Council
by the Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force will be expected to make an oral presentation
before the City Council. The City Council will make the final decision regarding which applicants will
be awarded grant funds, as well as the amount of grant funds to be awarded to each applicant.

The applicant should respond in 12-point, single-spaced text. Ten double-sided hard copies of the
complete application and one electronic copy on a flash drive must be delivered to the City Manager's

Office by 5:00 P.M., on Friday, May 30, 2014..

PREVAILING WAGE

Please note that use of city funds in a public works project may subject your project to prevailing wage
laws. You may wish to consider whether acceptance of Tourism Facilities Grant Funds will subject
your project to prevailing wage and review the project budget in light of that determination.
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CITY OF NEWPORT
TOURISM FACILITIES GRANT APPLICATION

Name of Applicant/Organization

Mailing Address & City:

Contact Person:

Caontact Phone No.: Contact Fax No.:

Contact E-Mail Address:

Name of Project:

Total Project Budget: $

Amount Requested: $
Authorization Signature:

Title:

General

Simply check the appropriate boxes below. If there is a question as to whether the proposed project
meets these qualifications, the question may be submitted to the task force for preliminary review. A
preliminary review only answers the questions of whether the project appears to qualify. It is not the
final decision nor does it mean the project will be funded. Submit the question by November 18, 2012,
so the task force can reply by November 30, 2012. This will allow time to complete the application by

January 20, 2012. The application deadline will not be extended by preliminary review requests.

Is the project proposed by a government agency? Yes o
OR

Is the project proposed I::-fa non-profit organization? Yes O
(A non-profit agency is defined as a 501(c) organization)

Will the project encourage people to travel to Newport from more than Yes o
50 miles away?

Will the project encourage people to spend the night in Newport? Yes o

Is the reason the project encourages visitors due to
one or more of the following? (Check all that apply):
Business o

Pleasure
Recreation
Arts
Heritage
Culture

OoOoooao

Are you requesting funding for improved real property with a Yes o

useful life of at least ten years?
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Project Description

In this section, describe the project and how it meets various qualifications. First review the heading
and questions, then check all boxes that apply to the project or give short answers. Finally, provide a
narrative explaining how the project addresses the questions. The length of the answer to any
question is optional, however, the applicant should attempt to answer all questions. The total narrative
should not exceed ten pages including application (excluding attachments).

Summary description of the project (summarize the project so that reviewers have a general sense of
the project)

Business Plan and Budget: (25 points)

What is the total cost of the project?

What is the amount requested from the city?

What is the ratio of the request to the total cost?

What funds have already been raised for the
project? (Include the source of funds, i.e.,
cash on hand, grants awarded, grants committed.)

What funds remain to be raised for the project?

How are the remaining funds to be raised? (Other grants, pledges, etc.)

Does the project provide a service that the city Yes O No o
currently funds?

Does the project require continued support from Yes o No o
the city? If yes, explain.

When do you anticipate completion of the project?
What is the plan for operations over a 3 - 5 year period?
How does the project demonstrate financial stability?

How does the project demonstrate a viable business plan?

Economic Impact: (20 points)
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Are project funds to be spent locally on:

Planning Yes o No o
Design Yes o No o
Construction Yes O Ne o
Post-Completion Yes o No o

How does the project create local jobs in all phases?
What is the projected economic impact?
Will the project create spin-off businesses?
Tourism Spending: (15 points)
How does the project encourage overnight stays?
How does the project encourage increased spending at local businesses?
How does the project increase the capacity for tourism?
Facility Usage: (Check all that apply) (10 points)
Is the project open year round: Yes o No o
If yes:
Daily
Weekdays

Weekends
Once a week

Is the project seasonal: Yes © No o

Daily

Weekdays
Weekends
Onceaweek

i

Is the project off-season: Yes o No o

Daily
Weekdays
Weekends
Once a week

1
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Is the project monthly: Yes o Noe o

Daily
Weekdays
Weekends
Once a week

Is the project open on holidays: Yes o No =@« Only o

Other:

Who is the targeted tourist? (Check all that apply)

Children
Families
Adults 21+
Seniors
Groups
Business
Pleasure
Arts
Heritage
Cultural
Sporis
Other

T

Will the project attract repeat visits:

during a single stay? Yes o No o
during a single season? Yes o No o
over a single year? Yes o No o
over multiple years? Yes 0o No o

What is the potential for repeat business?

What is the regularity of usage?

Does the project allow for multiple activities or uses? State size and types of events.
Is there a particular new demographic that the project is intended to reach?

Who does the project attract?

November 3, 2014



Other: (5 points)

How does the location relate to the current tourism hubs?

How is the project energy efficient or environmentally friendly?

What is the effect of the project on local livability components?

Is there any additional information that you would like the committee to consider?

(Overall project 25 points)

In responding to questions, use additional sheets as necessary, but not to exceed the ten page
limit.

Required Attachments

1.

2,

3.
4.

5.

IRS determination letter for 501(c) - if applicable

Financial history of the project, if available: three years of year-end revenue/expense
summaries, and current balance sheet; or feasibility study

Executive Summary of the business plan for the project, including a budget
Timeframe for fundraising

Timeframe for project construction/completion

Optional Attachments

1

Up to 5 pages of 8 % x 11 drawings of any facility and floor plan to be constructed or renovated
with the requested funds
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STAFF REPORT FOR SEPTEMBER 2, 2014
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

WITH RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUNDING FROM THE
TOURISM FACILITIES GRANT REVIEW TASK FORCE
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Agenda ltem #
Meeting Date 9/2/14

CiTy COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
City Of Newport, Oregon

Issue/Agenda Title: ____ Consideration of Tourism Facility Grants as Recommended by the Tourism
Facilities Grant Review Task Force

Prepared By: Peggy Hawker Dept Head Approval: ph City Manager Approval:

Issue Before the Council: The issue before Council is consideration of the recommendation from the
Tourism Facility Grant Review Task Force to award tourism facility grants to the Sea Lion Dock
Foundation, in the amount of $10,000, Lincoln County Historical Society, in the amount of $14,000, and
the Pacific Communities Health District Foundation, in the amount of $50,000. The Task Force did not
recommend funding Salmon for Oregon in the amount of $25,000.

Staff Recommendation: This is entirely a Council decision.

Proposed Moations: | move to award the following tourism facility grants and direct the city manager, in
consultation with the city attorney, to develop a grant agreement for the disbursement of funds to the
Sea Lion Dock Foundation in the amount of $10,000.

| further move to award the following tourism facility grant and direct the city manager, in consultation
with the city attorney, to develop a grant agreement for the disbursement of funds to the Lincoln County
Historical Society in the amount of $14,000.

| further move to award the following tourism facility grant and direct the city manager, in consultation
with the city attorney, to develop a grant agreement for the disbursement of funds to the Pacific
Communities Health District Foundation in the amount of $50,000.

nd Info : The Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force was created by
Resolution No. 3553 and charged with developing an application and recommending award(s) for a
tourism facilities grant program. The source of this funding is the Room Tax Fund. This was created by
a $1,000,000 allocation that was initially earmarked for an event center that did not come to fruition. In
previous years, the Task Force recommended funding totaling $900,000, and Council allocated the
remaining $100,000 for funding tourism facilities in the 2014/2015 fiscal year budget.

The Task Force received a total of four applications from:

2 Sea Lion Docks Foundation. This request is for $10,000 to cover a portion of the final $25,000
cost of the sea lion dock replacement.

2. Salmon for Oregon. This request is for $25,000 to purchase two new state-of-the-art ecologically
friendly acclimation pens.
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3. Lincoln County Historical Society. This request is for $14,000, and will be matched dollar-for-
dollar by a secured matching grant pledge to create a landmark, pedestrian-friendly community
promenade on Bay Boulevard at the entrance of the Pacific Maritime and Heritage Center.

4. Pacific Communities Health District Foundation. This request is for $50,000 to support
construction of the Center for Health Education that is planned by the Foundation.

The Task Force met and developed a list of questions for each applicant and requested that the
responses be submitted in writing. The Task Force met again to hear presentations from the four
applicants and review the responses to the questions.

After the presentations, the Task Force developed the following recommendations for funding: 1.
£10,000 for the Sea Lion Docks Foundation; 2. $14,000 for the Lincoln County Historical Society; and
$50,000 for the Pacific Communities Health District Foundation. It did not recommend funding the
$25,000 request from Salmon for Oregon.

If Council concurs with the recommendations of the Task Force, there will be $26,000 remaining in the
original event center account that Council can decide how to allocate. The Task Force discussed that
if a/f the grant requests were awarded, there would be $1,000 remaining in this fund, and suggested
that this amount, $1,000, be split between the Sea Lion Docks Foundation and the Lincoln County
Historical Society which would increase the awards to these two organizations by $500 each.

Other Alternatives Considered: None.

City Council Goals: None.

Attachment List: Minutes of Task Force Meeting of April 30, 2014
Tourism Facilities Grant Program Guidelines
Tourism Facilities Grant Instructions and Application
Tourism Facility Grant Applications
2 Sea Lion Docks Foundation
) Salmon for Oregon
3 Lincoln County Historical Society
4, Pacific Communities Health District Foundation

Fiscal Notes: If Council authorizes award of these grants, the remaining monies earmarked for the event
center ($100,000) would be reduced by $74,000, leaving $26,000 for future tourism facility grants, or
used elsewhere as directed by Council and allowed by the ORS.
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TOURISM FACILITIES GRANT REVIEW TASK FORCE
MINUTES OF MEETINGS OF
JULY 15, 2014 AND AUGUST 5, 2014

November 3, 2014 105



July 15, 2014
10:00 AM.
Newport, Oregon

The Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force met on the above date in the City
Manager's Conference Room of the Newport City Hall. Task Force members in
attendance were: Ann Aronson, Stan Rowe, Margaret Dailey, Julie Hanrahan, John
Lavrakas, Caroline Bauman, and Randy Getman. Also in attendance was Dean Sawyer,
Council Liaison, and Peggy Hawker, City Recorder/Special Projects Director.

Hanrahan disclosed that she is on the board of the Hospital Foundation and won't be
participating in any discussion relative to that application, nor will she be voting on that
application.

Rowe reported that a requested change to the documents had not been made, and it is
that the City Council “may" review the applications, rather than “will" review the
applications.

Aronson asked about oversight of previous grants, and it was noted that city staff monitors
these grants and requests for funds.

REVIEW TOURISM FACILITY GRANT APPLICATIONS

Sea Lion Docks Foundation - The group developed a list of questions for the Sea Lion
Docks Foundation as follows:

How will the operations/maintenance funds be protected?

What is the total project budget; what has been accomplished; what has been
spent?

Please provide a balance sheet, profit and loss statement, and a recently filed
990.

Have the project plans been provided to the Port?

Is the SLDF applying for other grants or tapping other revenue sources, and if so,
what are they?

If viewing platforms have not been needed for 20 years, why are they needed
now?

G B N

@

Salmon for Oregon - The group developed a list of questions for Salmon for Oregon as
follows:

1. Please provide a breakdown on the $124,000 that you are showing as having
already been spent.

2. Is this project proposed by a government agency? Please clarify the relationship
of Salmon for Oregon with state agencies.

i, 2 How many pens are being planned and what is the cost of each pen?
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Please describe how the pens qualify as real property. Are they permanent

fixtures?

What will the $55,000 annual operating costs cover? Staff salaries, fish food,

etc.?

Please explain the reference that one fish equals $400 to the local economy.

How long will the pens last? Are they permanent fixtures?

If the project fails within ten years, who would own the pens? Or would the pens

be removed?

9. Do you have an agreement with the Port of Newport to allow placement of the
pens on Port property?

10. Have you water tested?

11.  If the pens only need to be in the water for six weeks, are they removed from the
water after six weeks?

12. Please thoroughly describe the economic impact of the project. The numbers do
not have references.

13. Please provide empirical data from ODF&W?

14.  If possible, provide numbers from the similar project at Winchester Bay.

15. Explain how this project is economically viable. What Is the long-term revenue
source?

16. Please provide a balance sheet, profit and loss statement, and a recently filed

990.

PN o A

Lincoln County Historical Society - The group developed a list of questions for the Lincoln
County Historical Society as follows:

1. Why is the propeller loan/lease, etc. so short term (five years)? Is It permanent?
The Tourism Grant program funds projects that last 10 years or more. Could a
longer term be negotiated?

Please provide visitor numbers for all time periods.

Please provide customer comments/reviews for the new PHMC.

Please provide a balance sheet, profit and loss statement, and a recently filed 990.
Please address safety concemns associated with the installation of the propeller

{gmmﬂExampBindudapmﬁedknhngmtﬂmepmpeihlorhemgmbyma

Isﬂweaplannudwahwayﬁmﬂayﬂmﬂevardmmeuw?

How were the budget estimates determined?

Please check revenue numbers - they do not add up to $28,000.

Please provide marketing and fundraising plans for the PHMC.

0. It appears there may be a water feature included, but we are not sure. Is this the
intent? If so, describe its operation and provision for safety.

11.  The proposal! states the Promenade will "provide a suitable location for a seasonal

coffee kiosk, street food or merchandise vendor™, but we could not tell where this

would be located. Describe this. How many square feet would be available, and

how would it be arranged so as not to interfere with visitors?

Samaritan Health Education Center - The group developed a list of questions for the

Samaritan Health Education Center:

Ll ol o

“O®NO
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Is the request for a tourism related facility - please explain?

Would the proposed health-related conferences be held in Newport regardless of
the Samaritan Health Education Center?

Would you be willing to provide that the property could not be sold for ten years?

Who will own the facility after it is built?

What does 1 = 100 rooms mean on page six?

How did you get the 1,000 people estimate on page six?

How many total people would you expect to serve?

Please provide a balance sheet, profit and loss statement, and a recently filed 990.

ONDORD o

TASK FORCE COMMENTS

It was asked that the guestions be routed back to the Task Force prior to submission to
applicants.

It was also recommended that the Task Force request written responses to the questions.
SCHEDULE NEXT MEETING AND DEVELOP AGENDA

It was agreed that the next meeting would be held on August 5, 2014, and this meeting
would include review of the responses to the questions, and applicant presentations. The
meeting will begin at 2:00 A.M., and interviews will be scheduled 45 minutes apart. This
will allow for a 15 minute presentation, 15 minute question and answer period, and a 15
minute debrief period. The presentations will end at noon. The Task Force will have a
working lunch while it refines the scores and deliberates regarding funding
recommendations.

ADJOURNMENT
Having no further business, the meeting adjourned at 11:48 A M.
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August 5, 2014
S9:00 AM.

Newport, Oregon

The Tourism Facilities Grant Review Task Force met on the above date in Conference
Room A of the Newport City Hall. Task Force members in attendance were: Ann Aronson,
Stan Rowe, Margaret Dailey, Julie Hanrahan, John Lavrakas, Caroline Bauman, and
Randy Getman. Also in altendance was Dean Sawyer, Coundil Liaison, Peggy Hawker,
City Recorder/Special Projects Director, and Larry Coonrod from the Lincoin County
Dispatch.

P TIONS BY APPLI TOT. FOR 11e)

Sea Lion Docks Foundation - Bob Ward and Stan Pickens appeared on behalf of the Sea
Lion Docks Foundation grant application. They distributed a handout in support of the
request for $10,000 from the city’s tourism facility funds. They reviewed the status of the
project and responded to Task Force questions. Discussion included: all permits had been
obtained; no formal agreement is needed with the Port, but the final design will be
approved by the Port; and the number of visitors expected, and the number that could be
accommodated in the viewing area.

Salmon for Oregon - Jim Wright appeared on behalf of the Salmon for Oregon grant
application. He explained the request for $25,000 to purchase two net pens for this
project. He reviewed the status of the project and responded to Task Force questions.
Discussion included: permits not yet obtained; whether net pens would qualify as real
property under state statute; concerns over out-year revenue sources; copy of 990 and
other financial documents were not provided; and other agency support.

Lincoln County Historical Society - Steve Wyatt and John Baker appeared on behalf of
the Lincoln County Historical Society grant application. Wyatt explained the request for
$14,000 to partially fund the “Propeller Promenade” on Bay Boulevard in front of the
Pacific Maritime and Heritage Center. He made a brief PowerPoint presentation and
distributed a handout of the proposed project. He reviewed the status of the project and
responded to Task Force gquestions. It was noted that the Port had written a letter of
support. Discussion included: potential walkway from Bay Boulevard to the Pacific
Maritime and Heritage Center; timing of the project, interpretative signage; and

Pacific Communities Health District Foundation - David Bigelow appeared on behalf of
the Pacific Communities Health District Foundation, and Foundation director, Ursula
Marinelli, participated by telephone. Bigelow presented a short video in which Loma
Davis, Executive Director of the Greater Newport Chamber of Commerce, addressed the
tourism potential of the Health Education Center. Bigelow showed two display boards that
included the layout and street views of the facility. Bigelow reviewed the status of the
project and he and Marinelli responded to Task Force questions.
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DEVELOPMENT OF TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CITY COUNCIL

The Task Force completed scoring sheets that had been provided and discussed each
application with the following recommendations to the City Council:

Sea Lion Docks Foundation $10,000

Salmon for Oregon No funding recommended for the following
reasons:
1. Vagueness of proposal, no solid revenue

source in out-years;
2. Mot a perfect fit for this funding,
3. Incomplete application.
Lincoln County Historical Society $14,000
Pacific Communities Health District $50,000

Hanrahan had to leave the meeting and did not participate in this discussion, but
submitted written scoring sheets which correspond with the recommendations of the
remainder of the Task Force. She however disclosed that she is on the board of the
Hospital Foundation and did not score that application.

TASK FORCE COMMENTS

Lavrakas noted that the process works well, but in the future, it should be highlighted that
all questions from the Task Force need to be answered by the applicants.

A discussion ensued regarding what would happen if there is $26,000 left in this fund. It
was noted that some of the grantees may need additional funding and could make that
request of the City Council. A further discussion ensued regarding whether the fund could
be built up for future grant awards. It was the consensus of the Task Force that if there is
$26,000 remaining at the conclusion of this grant cycle, separate applications could be
accepted for that money, and if there is $1,000 remaining, that the Sea Lion Docks
Foundation and the Lincoln County Historical Society split this amount.

Rowe reported that he was told that the transient room tax was increased for the event
center, but did not revert to its former percentage when the event center was not built.

It was agreed that the Task Force will present its recommendations to the City Council at
the September 2, 2014 City Council meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

Having no further business, the meeting adjourned at 12:50 P.M.
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RESPONSE TO TASK FORCE QUESTIONS
RECEIVED OCTOBER 29, 2014
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I. Please provide a breakdown on the 3124000 that vou are showing as having already
been spent.

Salmon For Oregon Association, Inc was legally registered in January of 2012 with
original founding members Dr. Bill Mc Neil, Tom Becker Sr. and Dick Severson. James
F. Wright was hired January 5th, 2012 to be Communications Director for the
organization and his first assignment was to oversee the creation of the 8 page newspaper
insert detailing a short history of Salmon enhancement on the central Oregon coast and
the goals of the organization. Working with the Newport News-Times, the insert was
created and 250,000 inserts were distributed to 9 coastal and mid Willamette Valley
newspapers. That publication and the distribution of it cost roughly $30,000.

Over the next 18 months James was paid $5,000 a month to work full time for the
organization. James traveled the coast meeting with Cities, Counties, Rotary clubs,
Chambers of Commerce, Fishing Clubs, Business owners, Tribes, and individuals to
promote the organization. In Salem, James worked at developing relationships with
members of the legislature by doing legislative outreach, and the Department of Fish and
Wildlife. That outreach and timing was invaluable as ODFW was making new plans for
the next ten years with the newly approved Coastal Management Plan.

So essentially, James was paid $90,000 over 18 months and the publication cost roughly
$30,000 to produce and distribute. There was an additional $4,000 or so in incidental
expenses related to internet maintenance, office supplies, shipping etc., and travel. Since
August of 2013, James has worked without compensation, and has been reimbursed in
most cases for travel expenses and public relations. There is no plan in the immediate
future for that to change.

2. Is this project proposed by a government agency? Please clarify the relationship of
Salmon for Oregon with state agencies.
Please see letter from ODFW's Bruce Mclntosh in our additional materials.

3. How many pens are being planned and what is the cost of each pen?
100,000 smolts initially will require 2 net pens. Each one costing just under $12,000
new. See blue print design provided in initial grant request filing.

4-Please describe how the pens qualify as real property. Are they permanent
fixtures?

According to the Oregon Department of Justice opinion from November 2008,
specifically on pages 5 and 6, ‘Other Improved Real Property’ is stated as follows:

The first criterion is that the facility be “other improved real property.” “Other”
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obviously means “other than™ conference centers, convention centers and visitor
information centers that fit within the categorical statutory definitions.
Turning to “improved real property,” there is no common definition of that phrase.

Parsing the words, the relevant definition of “improve™ is “to increase the value of (land

or property) by bringing under cultivation, reclaiming for agriculture or stock raising,
erecting buildings or other structures, laying out streets, or installing utilities (as
sewers).” WEBSTER'’S at 1138. “Real” in this context means “[1] c: of or relating to
things (as lands, tenements) that are fixed, permanent, or immovable; specifically: of or

relating to real estate <real property>." Id. at 1890, The fitting definition of “property” is:
“2 a: something that is or may be owned or possessed: WEALTH, GOODS specifically: a

piece of real estate[.]” Id. at 1818. Putting those definitions together, “improved real
property” means real estate or land enhanced in value by a building or other structure,
cultivation, reclamation for agriculture or ranching, or by streets and utilities, such as
sewers. Therefore, land enhanced by streets or sewers or other utilities is

“improved real property.”

We note “improved real property” connotes a thing — improved land — rather than a
project. If the improved real property qualifies as a “tourism-related facility” the local
government may “fund” it without limitation pursuant to ORS 320.350(5)(a) and (6).
“Fund,” which is used as a verb in the statute, means “to furnish money for.” THE
AMERICAN HERITAGE DICTIONARY at 342 (3d ed 1994) (we consulted a
commonly-used dictionary other than WEBSTER'S, because it provides no definition
that is applicable in this context). Applying that definition, to “fund” a tourism-related
facility is to furnish money for a tourism-related facility...

The last criterion — that the property has “a substantial purpose of supporting tourism or

accommodating tourist activities” — is the linchpin of the definition, being the one that

makes the property “tourism-related.” Each of the terms in this criterion requires careful

consideration, beginning with “substantial purpose.”

The pertinent definition of “purpose” is “something that one sets before himself as an

object to be attained: an end or aim to be kept in view in any plan, measure, exertion, or
operation: DESIGN.” WEBSTER’S at 1847. Therefore a “substantial purpose” means a

substantial objective to be attained by the facility.

“Substantial” is used in the statute as an adjective to describe “purpose.” The adjective
“substantial” has a range of meanings, three of which are pertinent. The first is
“consisting of, relating to, sharing the nature of, or constituting substance: * * *
MATERIAL.” Id. at 2280.
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“Substance” means “essential nature: ESSENCE * #* * a fundamental part, quality or
aspect: essential quality or import: the characteristic and essential part.” Id. at 2279, The
second relevant definition of “substantial” is “being of moment: IMPORTANT,
ESSENTIAL.” Id. at 2280. “Important,” in turn, means “marked by or possessing weight
or consequence.” Id. at 1135. The third relevant definition of substantial is “being that
specified to a large degree or in the main™ as in “a substantial victory or a substantial lie.”
Id. at 2280. The relevant definition of “large” is “of considerable magnitude: BIG.” Id. at.
1272. And “main” means “outstanding, conspicuous or first in any respect: GREAT,
PREEMINENT: principal.” Id. at 1362.

In short, “substantial purpose™ may mean: (1) a fundamental, characteristic or essential
part of the purpose; (2) a weighty, consequential purpose; (3) a purpose of considerable
magnitude; or even, (4) the first purpose. A slight, unimportant or inconsequential
purpose would not be “substantial” under any of those definitions; the purpose must be
important and consequential. Under the last

5. What will the $55,000 annual operating costs cover? Staff salaries, fish food, etc.?
In an email from Thomas Stahl of ODFW, dated 7/25/14 we received the following
response to this question.

“This is not a final number because the exact details of the acclimation have not been
worked out yet. It is a very general estimate of time (65% of amount is staff time, though
we expect this to be covered by STEP volunteers — this is the $ equivalent so not a true
expense) and materials (electricity, pump if needed, feed?, transportation costs, etc...)
needed to acclimate and release fish each year (some or all of this may be donated as
well).”

We expect the $ equivalence in volunteer time to be exercised by members of U Da Man
organization, and those who we expect to volunteer in the future as the program gets
underway.

6. Please explain the reference that one fish equals $400 to the local economy.

I believe in my grant explanation the statement was $200 to $400 added to the economy

from one fish caught.

Please refer to answer # 12 for a complete response.
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7. How long will the pens last? Are they permanent fixtures?

According to Tod Jones, former Manager of Clatsop County Fisheries, “Pen life should
exceed 50 years, given that they are used for so little each year. If they are stored in
protected area there should be little that will wear or deteriorate.”

8. If the project fails within ten years, who would own the pens? Or would the pens be
removed?

Quoting Tod Jones, “As I have indicated to you on several previous occasions, Jim, the
science of net pen rearing for the purpose of acclimation and imprinting anadramous
species is a settled science. It has been practiced for many decades from as far south as
the Sacramento River in California to Kodiak, Alaska. I personally have used this
strategy not only in South East Alaska but here at the mouth of the Columbia River when
I managed the Clatsop County Fisheries Project.” (Formerly known as CEDC) (Youngs
Bay project)

“In Alaska and British Columbia all five species of salmon have been acclimated very
successfully. We developed remote release sites to isolate the harvest of hatchery stocks
to avoid harvest of wild stocks. This enabled the sport and commercial fishers the
opportunity to maximize harvest to satisfy the market and provide a quality recreational
experience unimpeded or constrained by protected wild salmon and steelhead. Here in
Oregon and Washington, the net pen strategy has been appreciated but underutilized and
with the legislature and governor shutting down the gill-net harvest on the main stem of
the Columbia River this strategy will likely be greatly expanded.”

We don’t anticipate failure, but to answer the question, if it is deemed that the project be
discontinued after a period of time by either the Agency or other, most likely the pens
would be sold and the revenue generated would be donated (o other appropriate fish
projects.

The pens would be owned by the non-profit.

ODFW will be monitoring very closely the success and or failures of the project.

9. Do you have an agreement with the Port of Newport to allow placement of the pens on
Port property?

We have appeared before the Port Commission 4 times in the last two years. After

answering many of their questions over that period of time, the Commission gave SFO a
vote of support for continuing the effort.
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As this is a fluid situation moving forward, the decision has not yet been made as to
where the pens will be placed during acclimation. We feel that once the location decision
has been made by the appropriate authorities, that based on our reception from past
appearances before the commission and conversations with Port Commissioners, the Port
will be fully supportive of an agreement and will be signed at the proper time.

10. Have vou water tested?

Water testing will be performed once the decision has been made as to where the pens
will be placed during acclimation. That testing will be done by the appropriate agency
personnel.

11. If the pens only need to be in the water for six weeks, are they removed from the
water after six weeks?

The pens will be removed and cleaned and then stored until the following year when
acclimation begins again.

12. Please thoroughly describe the economic impact of the project. The numbers do not
have references.

In the above stated email from Thomas Stahl of ODFW, date 7/25/14 we received the
following response that this question,

“It’s a relatively recent Rogue River study that collected data from past research on the
total economic value of salmon/steelhead to sport anglers. The metric is Willingness to
Pay (WTP) per fish, which is the sum of two parts. The amount that the angler actually
spends to fish and the difference b/w what the angler 1s willing to pay and what he
actually pays (known as consumer surplus). For Chinook, the authors find the average
estimated annual WTP to be $232 in 2007 dollars (Table 8). In 2014 dollars, that is about
$267.7

Using that 2014 number of $267, if 5,000 returning spring Chinook are caught, that adds
up to $1,335,000 to the local spring economy in the three month period of late April to
middle of July.

That study as a pdf is included in this email.

In another e mail response to this question, dated 7/30/14, Thomas Rumreich, the famed

biologist/economist from Coos Bay stated... “That is correct, the most recent information
available to me at ODFW is that an “angler day™ is currently valued at $87.00/ day (Pole
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in the water). The average economic impact for a chinook is $300 (recreational) per fish
caught. I hope this helps. Call me if you need anything else.”

Thomas was a contributor to that study. (He is trying to locate a copy for us)

If a fish caught represents $300, then that 5,000 returning spring Chinook represent at
least $1,500,000 or more to the spring economy of Yaquina Bay

The Wild Rivers Coast Alliance in Bandon is in the process of doing a new study to
develop what they call a salmon calculator. The numbers they are seeing are much higher
then we have stated here. We believe our numbers are conservative at best.

13. Please provide empirical data from ODF&W?

According to Tod Jones, former Manager of Clatsop County Fisheries, “Depending on

the health of the smolts, predation from year to year, ocean temperature and conditions,
the Youngs Bay spring chinook project, which is ongoing has experienced from 3/4% of a
percent to 5% return from year to year.” They release 1,000,000 smolts each year.

14. If possible, provide numbers from the similar project at Winchester Bay.
Please see #13

15. Explain how this project is economically viable. What is the long-term revenue
source?

ODFW views this project as an economic development project. We have met with State
Senator Arnie Roblan, and Coastal Caucus Chairman Rep. Caddy McKeown several
times in the last six months to discuss long term sustainable funding through the
legislature and lottery funds. They are completely in support of the effort. We will be
presenting this project to the entire Coastal Caucus in December and anticipate the
Caucus to sponsor legislation to create long term sustainable funding for this project.
Senator Roblan himself is authoring the legislation.

16. Please provide a balance sheet, profit and loss statement, and a recently filed 990.
Financial profit and loss statement and balance sheet is provided in this email.
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Response to Question #2

Department of Fish and
Wildlife

Fish Division

4034 Fairview Industrial
Drive SE

Salem, OR 97302

(503) 947-6200

FAX: (503) 947-6202

TTY (503) 947-6339

October 27, 2014

James F. Wright

Salmon for Oregon Assoc. Inc.
PO Box 746

Lyons, OR 97358

RE: ODFW's support and appreciation for Salmon for Oregon’s work to fund new
hatchery spring Chinook programs in Yaquina and Coos Bays

Dear Jim,

This letter is intended to document the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife's
(ODFW’s) support and appreciation for the collaboration and work that you and
Salmon for Oregon have done, and continue to do, to encourage support and
funding of the new spring Chinook hatchery programs called for in the Coastal
Multi-Species Conservation and Management Plan (CMP) adopted by ODFW this
past spring.

The CMP identified the development of new angling opportunities in Yaquina
Bay and Coos Bay for hatchery spring Chinook as a way to help increase angler
activities in these local communities in the spring months. Once funded, these
hatchery fish would be reared by ODFW and acclimated and released with the
help of volunteers into both bays. The CMP also identified that funding for these
new hatchery programs, along with funds for monitoring and evaluating the
suceess of the programs, would need to be secured with the help of volunteers and

outside groups.

ODFW would like to thank you and Salmon for Oregon for being a dedicated
partner with ODFW since the idea for these programs was first proposed during
the development of the CMP. ODFW has appreciated and supported your group's
efforts to gain support and funding for these programs. ODFW will continue to
work collaboratively with Salmon for Oregon in your efforts to secure support
and funding for these new programs.

Sincerely,

November 3, 2014
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B RLT

Bruce A. Mclntosh
Deputy Fish Division Administrator — Inland Fisheries
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Cc:  Shannon Hurn, John Spangler, Kevin Goodson, Tom Stahl - ODFW
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Response to Question #3
24 FERGUSON
INDUSTRIAL PLASTICS DIVISION
3 WOLSELEY company
740 S 28th Streel * Washougal, WA 98671-2587
Ph: (360) 835-2129 * 1-800-634-5082 * Fax (360) B35-3521

Emai ralph foro@@ferguson.com
Webshe: www_hdpe.com CUSTOMER

QUOTATION

ATTENTION: Tod Jones DATE: 4/22/2013

BY ___ Raiph Ford

Estimating / Technical 104

PHONE:

FAX:

" PRODUCTION TIME SHIP METHOD FoB TER

4-6 weeks Best truck Washougal

QUANTITY DESCRIPTION PRICE AMOUNT

Per each CEDC style 2 pen unit fish pen complete with post
sockels, posts, downrigger posts, crosspipes, nonship $11,92600
fiberglass grating, and ail bolting hardware

ESTIMATED FREIGHT | aoaaaaaabhanain
TAX | >>>333335333555>

maﬂmmucmns
Please call with any questions or comments. Thanks Ralph

’ EOID T4 DA YE TOTAL 50.00

Quaniities are estimates only, please rely on your takeoff Any freight cost are estimaies only. This guote is for
the purpose of pricing only and is 10 remain sinclly confidential. We are pleased lo provide the above quotation

in response to your recent inguity. This guotation is nol an offer and conlars no power of accaplance in any parson
This quotation is subject o change withoul nolice and presumes all sales are subject o out standard lerms and
conditions which are available for your review upon request
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HARDY MYERS Response to Question #4

Attomey General

."'|.11.".. g
e

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
GENERAL COUNSEL DIVISION

November 14, 2008

Todd Davidson, Chief Executive Officer
Oregon Tourism Commission

670 Hawthorne Avenue SE, Suite 240
Salem, OR 97301

Re:  Opinion Request OP-2008-3
Dear Mr. Davidson:

In 2003, the legislature enacted ORS 320.300 to 320.990, which govern the collection
and use of state and local transient lodging taxes. Or Laws 2003, ch 818. Transient lodging
taxes are taxes “imposed on any consideration rendered for the sale, service or furnishing of
transient lodging.” ORS 320.305(1). ORS 320.350 restricts how local governments may spend
revenue from lodging taxes imposed or increased on or after July 2, 2003. Specifically, ORS
320.350(5) and (6) require local governments to use at least 70 percent of the net revenue
generated from any new or increased lodging taxes for specified tourism-related purposes (for
simplicity this opinion will refer to the net revenue generated from new and increased taxes as
“new lodging tax revenue.”) One of those tourism-related purposes is funding “tourism-related
facilities.” ORS 320.350(5)(a). You ask whether certain local expenditures qualify as funding
“tourism-related facilities.” Your question, a short answer, and a supporting discussion follow.

QUESTION PRESENTED

Can local infrastructure, such as county roads or city sewers, qualify as “tourism-related
facilities™ under ORS 320.350(5)(a) such that local governments may fund them, without
restriction, with new lodging tax revenue? If so, under what circumstances?

SHORT ANSWER

Based on the text, context, and legislative history of ORS 320.300{9) and ORS
320.350(5) and (6), the legislature most likely intended local roads, sewers, sewer plants, and
transportation facilities to qualify as “tourism-related facilities” only if they draw tourists
themselves, directly serve a specific tourist attraction (such as an access road), or are part of the
infrastructure of a specific tourist attraction (such as a restroom and the on-site sewer line.) The
legislature most likely did not intend “tourism-related facilities” to encompass roads and other
infrastructure simply because they are used, even heavily, by tourists as well as locals.

1162 Court Street NE, Salem, OR 97301-4096
Telephone: (503) 947-4520 Fax: (503) 378-3784 TTY: (800} 735-2900 www.doj.state.or.us
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Todd Davidson
November 14, 2008

Page 2
DISCUSSION

1. Method for Interpreting Statutes

To answer your question, we must interpret the relevant statutes with the goal of
determining the legislature’s intent. PGE v. Bureau of Labor and Industries, 317 Or 606, 610,
859 P2d 1143 (1993); ORS 174.020. We begin by examining the statute’s text and considering
statutory and judicially created rules of construction that bear directly on how to read the text,
such as to give words of common usage their “plain, natural and ordinary meaning.” /d at 611:
ORS 174.010. We do not examine the text in isolation but in context, including other provisions
of the same statute. Id at 610; SAIF Corporation v. Walker. 330 Or 102, 108, 996 P2d 979
(2000). If the text and context suggest only one possible meaning, our inquiry ends there. PGE,
317 Or at 610-11. If more than one meaning is possible, we examine legislative history to
determine which meaning the legislature intended. /d at 611-12.

i ORS 320350
a. Text of the Provision
ORS 320.350 provides, in relevant part, that:

(1) A unit of local government that did not impose a local transient lodging tax on
July 1, 2003, may not impose a local transient lodging tax on or after July 2, 2003,
unless the imposition of the local transient lodging tax was approved on or before
July 1, 2003.

(2) A unit of local government that imposed a local transient lodging tax on July
1, 2003, may not increase the rate of the local transient lodging tax on or after
July 2, 2003, to a rate that is greater than the rate in effect on July 1, 2003, unless
the increase was approved on or before July 1, 2003.

(5) Subsections (1) and (2) of this section do not apply to a new or increased local
transient lodging tax if all of the net revenue from the new or increased tax,
following reductions attributed to collection reimbursement charges, is used
consistently with subsection (6) of this section to:

(a) Fund tourism promotion or tourism-related facilities;

(b) Fund city or county services; or

(c) Finance or refinance the debt of tourism-related facilities and pay
reasonable administrative costs incurred in financing or refinancing that
d‘Ebt L "

November 3, 2014 124



Todd Davidson
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Page 3
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(6) At least 70 percent of net revenue from a new or increased local transient
lodging tax shall be used for the purposes described in subsection (5)a) or (c) of
this section. No more than 30 percent of net revenue from a new or increased
local transient lodging tax may be used for the purpose described in subsection
(5)(b) of this section.

Accordingly, local governments must spend at least 70 percent of new lodging tax
revenue on the identified tourism-related purposes, including funding tourism-related facilities,
and no more than 30 percent to fund “city or county services.” You ask whether local
infrastructure, such as county roads or city sewers, can qualify as “tourism-related facilities”
under ORS 350.320(5)(a) and be funded without limitation by new lodging tax revenue or
whether those facilities are more properly categorized as county and city services subject to the
30 percent funding limitation.

b. City or County Services

We first discuss the meaning of “city or county services.” “Services™ is the plural of
“service,” which, used as a noun, has a variety of meanings. Potentially relevant meanings
include “the duties, work, or business performed or discharged by a government official,™
“action or use that furthers some end or purpose: conduct or performance that assists or benefits
someone or something: deeds useful or instrumental toward some object,” “useful labor that does
not produce a tangible commodity — usually used in plural <railroads, telephone companies, and
physicians perform services although they produce no goods>" and “the provision, organization,
or apparatus for conducting a public utility or meeting a general demand.” WEBSTER'S THIRD
NEW INTERNATIONAL DICTIONARY (WEBSTER'S) at 2075 (unabridged 2002).

It is not apparent from the text and context which of those meanings the legislature
intended. For instance, it may be that the legislature intended city or county services to mean the
provision of labor (police, fire, etc.), but not facilities funding or it may have meant the term to
encompass all services provided. In such a circumstance, we consult legislative history to
discern the legislature’s intended meaning.

ORS 320.350(5)(b) was enacted in 2003 as part of HB 2267. Or Laws 2003, ch 818, §
10. Originally, HB 2267 required all new local lodging tax revenue to be spent on tourism. HB
2267. § 11 (Introduced) (2003). Before 2003, local governments had not been restricted in their
use of local lodging tax revenue and they opposed the new restriction. See former ORS 305.824
{governing local lodging taxes before 2003). Lodging and tourism groups and local government
associations eventually compromised and the bill was amended to allow local governments to
use up to 30 percent of new local lodging tax revenue for city and county services. The
legislative history demonstrates that the legislature intended to allow local govemments to use
that 30 percent for any expenditure they chose:
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LARRY CAMPBELL: Recognize that, in this Bill, 30 percent of increased local
taxes can be used any way the community wants to. They are not limited to
public service or anything else.

Testimony of Larry Campbell, Oregon Lodging Association (HB 2267), July 23, 2003, tape 223,
sideBat117.

REPRESENTATIVE VERGER: This bill perhaps strikes [a] balance of being
able to protect 70 percent of that money at the same time [allowing] cities * * * to
do whatever they want to do with the 30 percent.

Testimony of Representative Verger, House Revenue Committee (HB 2267), August 12, 2003,
tape 241, side A at 73.

REPRESENTATIVE SCOTT: [HB 2267] require{s] 70 percent of the new local
tax revenue to be used for tourism purposes [and] up to 30 percent to be used for
the needs of the local jurisdiction at their choice.

Testimony of Representative Scott, House Floor Debate (HB 2267), August 19, 2003, tape 176,
side A at 065.

SENATOR METZGER: [HB 2267] creates a formula requiring 70 percent of
new local room tax revenue to be used for tourism purposes and up to 30 percent
to be used for the needs of the local jurisdiction as they see fit.

Testimony of Senator Metzger, Senate Floor Debate (HB 2267), August 22, 2003, Tape 281, side
Bat3ll.

That history demonstrates that the legislature intended ORS 320.350(6) to allow local
governments to use up to 30 percent of new lodging tax revenue in any way they saw fit, but to
require that they spend at least 70 percent on tourism. Therefore, local governments may use up
to 30 percent of new lodging tax revenue to fund local infrastructure, including roads and sewers.
If the road or sewer does not qualify as a “tourism-related facility™ the local government can
spend no more. But, if a road or sewer qualifies as a “tourism-related facility™, the 30 percent
limitation is inapplicable and the local government may expend up to100 percent of new lodging
tax revenue to fund the facility. We next consider whether city or county infrastructure such as
roads and sewers can qualify as “tourism-related facilities.™

c Definition of Tourism-Related Facility
ORS 320.300(9) provides that “tourism-related facility™:

(a) Means a conference center, convention center or visitor information center;
and
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(b) Means other improved real property that has a useful life of 10 or more years
and has a substantial purpose of supporting tourism or accommaodating tourist
activities.

“Conference center.” “convention center” and “visitor information center” are defined by ORS
320.300(2), (3) and (13). respectively. Facilities that fit within those categorical statutory
definitions are “tourist-related facilit[ies]” for purposes of ORS 320.350(5)(a). But those
definitions are very restrictive and apply to very few facilities in Oregon. For example, among
other requirements, a convention center must have a room-block relationship with the local
lodging industry and generate a majority of its business income from tourists. ORS 320.300(3).
A conference center must meet the current membership criteria of the International Association
of Conference Centers. ORS 320.300(2).

Other tourism-related facilities also can qualify as “tourism-related facilities” if they meet
certain criteria set out in ORS 320.300(9)(b). Specifically, the facility must be: “other improved
real property”, “ha[ving] a useful life of 10 or more years™: and “a substantial purpose of
supporting tourism or accommodating tourist activities.” We examine each of those criteria in
furmn.

(1)  Other Improved Real Property

The first criterion is that the facility be “other improved real property.” “Other”
obviously means “other than™ conference centers, convention centers and visitor information
centers that fit within the categorical statutory definitions.

Turming to “improved real property,” there is no common definition of that phrase.
Parsing the words, the relevant definition of “improve” is “to increase the value of (land or
property) by bringing under cultivation, reclaiming for agriculture or stock raising, erecting
buildings or other structures, laying out streets, or installing utilities (as sewers).” WEBSTER'S at
1138. “Real” in this context means “[1] ¢: of or relating to things (as lands, tenements) that are
fixed, permanent, or immovable; specifically: of or relating to real estate <real property>." Id
at 1890. The fitting definition of “property” is: “2 a: something that is or may be owned or
possessed: WEALTH. GOODS specifically: a piece of real estate.]” Id at 1818. Putting those
definitions together, “improved real property” means real estate or land enhanced in value by a
building or other structure, cultivation, reclamation for agriculture or ranching, or by streets and
utilities, such as sewers. Therefore, land enhanced by streets or sewers or other utilities is
“improved real property.”

We note “improved real property” connotes a thing — improved land — rather than a
project. If the improved real property qualifies as a “tourism-related facility” the local
government may “fund”™ it without limitation pursuant to ORS 320.350(5)a) and (6). “Fund,”
which is used as a verb in the statute, means “to furnish money for.” THE AMERICAN HERITAGE
DICTIONARY at 342 (3d ed 1994) (we consulted a commonly-used dictionary other than
WEBSTER'S, because it provides no definition that is applicable in this context). Applying that
definition, to “fund”™ a tourism-related facility is to furnish money for a tourism-related facility.
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Thus if the improved real property qualifies as a tourism-related facility, the local government
may use funds in any way it sees fit on the facility, including to expand or maintain it.

(2)  Useful Life of 10 or More Years

Roads and sewers and other city or county infrastructure, in the normal instance, have a
useful life of 10 or more years, but that would be a factual matter to be determined on a facility
by facility basis.

3 Substantial Purpose of Supporting Tourism or Accommodating
Tourist Activities

The last criterion — that the property has “a substantial purpose of supporting tourism or
accommodating tourist activities” — is the linchpin of the definition, being the one that makes the
property “tourism-related.” Each of the terms in this criterion requires careful consideration,
beginning with “substantial purpose.”

The pertinent definition of “purpose™ is “something that one sets before himself as an
object to be attained: an end or aim to be kept in view in any plan, measure, exertion, or
operation: DESIGN.” WEBSTER’S at 1847. Therefore a “substantial purpose™ means a substantial
objective to be attained by the facility.

“Substantial” is used in the statute as an adjective to describe “purpose.” The adjective
“substantial” has a range of meanings, three of which are pertinent. The first is “consisting of]
relating to, sharing the nature of, or constituting substance: * * * MATERIAL,” Id. at 2280).
“Substance™ means “essential nature: ESSENCE * * * a fundamental part. quality or aspect:
essential quality or import: the characteristic and essential part.” Id at 2279. The second
relevant definition of “substantial™ is “being of moment: IMPORTANT, ESSENTIAL.” Id at 2280.
“Important,” in turn, means “marked by or possessing weight or consequence.” fd. at 1135. The
third relevant definition of substantial is “being that specified to a large degree or in the main™ as
in “a substantial victory or a substantial lie.” Id. at 2280. The relevant definition of “large” is
“of considerable magnitude: BIG." [d at. 1272. And “main™ means “outstanding, conspicuous
or first in any respect: GREAT, PREEMINENT: principal.” Id. at 1362.

In short, “substantial purpose” may mean: (1) a fundamental, characteristic or essential
part of the purpose; (2) a weighty, consequential purpose; (3) a purpose of considerable
magnitude; or even, (4) the first purpose. A slight, unimportant or inconsequential purpose
would not be “substantial” under any of those definitions; the purpose must be important and
consequential. Under the last definition, the purpose must even be the “main™ — meaning first or
preeminent — purpose.

Context suggests that the legislature may not have meant “substantial™ in the sense of the
main or first purpose. ORS 320.300(13), a related statute defining “visitor information center,”
states that it is “a building, or a portion of a building, the main purpose of which is to distribute
or disseminate information to tourists.” (Emphasis added). We generally presume that when the
legislature uses different language in related provisions it intends different meanings. PGE, 317
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Or at 611 (use of term in one section and not in another section of the same statute indicates a
purposeful omission); Stare v. Guzek, 322 or 245, 265, 906 P2d 272 (1995) (when the legislature
uses different terms in related statutes, we presume that the legislature intended different
meanings.) Applying the presumption, the legislature’s use of *the main purpose” in ORS
320.300(13) and “a substantial purpose™ in ORS 320.300(9)(b) presumptively demonstrates that
the legislature did not intend “a substantial purpose™ to mean “the main purpose” as in the first or
principal purpose.

Accordingly, “a substantial purpose™ likely means an important, weighty, consequential
purpose, but not necessarily the first or chief purpose. “Important, weighty and consequential™
have both qualitative and quantitative aspects. Even in the latter sense, those terms do not lend
themselves to precise quantification. Thus, it is not obvious how to determine whether a
“purpose” is “important, weighty, or consequential.” For that reason, it is appropriate to consult
legislative history for clarification. But first we consider the meanings of “supporting tourism™
and “accommodating tourist activities.”

Beginning with “supporting tourism,” “supporting™ means “to uphold by aid[ing] * * *
|or] actively promot[ing] the interests or cause of [.]” WEBSTER'S at 2297. “Tourism™ means
“economic activity resulting from tourists.” ORS 320.300(6). Therefore, “supporting tourism”
means aiding or actively promoting economic activity resulting from tourists.

Facilities might aid or actively promote tourist spending in the community in a number of
ways. First, facilities like convention centers, conference centers, and performing arts centers
could hold conventions, conferences and other events that draw tourists — and their tourist dollars
— into the community. Second, tourists could be drawn into the community by the nature of the
facility itself, such as an improved recreational area or a museum. Third, a facility like a
visitor’s center could disseminate information to tourists that would induce them to spend their
money at various places in the community. All of those facilities likely aid or actively promote
tourist spending in the community.

Roads and sewers are not like those facilities; they do not “draw™ in tourists or induce
them to spend their money in the community. On the other hand, most roads and sewers may
indirectly aid or promote tourist spending by providing adequate infrastructure to tourists who
are drawn to the community for other reasons. The text and context do not clarify how
attenuated the legislature intended the “aid” or “support” of tourist spending to be and, later in
this opinion, we will look to legislative history for clarification, but first we examine the
meaning of “accommodating tourist activity.”

The relevant definition of “accommodate™ is to “furnish with something desired, needed,
or suited.” WEBSTER'S at 12. “Tourist” is defined by ORS 320.300(10) to mean:

a person who, for business, pleasure, recreation or participation in events related
to the arts, heritage or culture, travels from the community in which that person is
a resident to a different community that is separate, distinct from and unrelated to
the person’s community of residence, and that trip:
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(a) Requires the person to travel more than 50 miles from the community of
residence; or

(b) Includes an overnight stay.

“Activity” means “an occupation, pursuit, or recreation in which a person is active —
often used in plural <business activities> <social activities>.” WEBSTER'S at 22. Putting the
definitions of “tourist™ and “activities” together, “tourist activities™ are business activities,
pleasure and recreation activities, and attending arts, heritage and cultural events when done by
people who travel more than 50 miles from their community of residence or stay overnight in a
community that is distinct from their community of residence to do so. We doubt that the
legislature meant “tourist activities” to include activities of daily living, such as using local
infrastructure like the roads, water, and wastewater systems, because the definition of “tourist” is
limited to visitors who come to a community “for™ certain activities. That limitation strongly
suggests that “accommodating tourist activities” means accommodating the listed activities.

Putting it all together, an improved real property has a substantial purpose of
“accommodating tourist activities™ if it furnishes something desired, needed or suited for tourists
to engage in business, pleasure or recreational activities or to attend arts, heritage or cultural
events. Obvious examples, because they furnish places that are desired, needed or suited to those
tourists activities, would be convention and conference centers, improved recreational areas,
museums, and performing arts centers.

Once again, local infrastructure is unlike those facilities because it does not directly
accommodate tourist activities. But, again, infrastructure may indirectly accommodate tourist
activities by fumishing something necessary, desired or suited for tourists to use the places that
do accommodate tourist activities. For example, an access road to a recreational facility makes it
possible for tourists to use the facility. It is not clear, however, whether the legislature intended
facilities that provide indirect accommodation to be included.

Based on our examination of text and context. we conclude that roads and sewers fit
within the definition of improved real property, but questions remain about whether they have a
substantial purpose of supporting tourism or accommodating tourist activities. We next examine
the legislative history for clarification.

d. Legislative History Concerning “Substantial Purpose of Supporting
Tourism or Accommodating Tourist Activities

ORS 320.300(9) (defining *“tourism-related facility™), ORS 320.350(5) (specifying the
purposes on which new local lodging tax revenue could be spent) and ORS 320.350(6)
(specifying the percentages that must be used for tourism and may be vused for non-tourism
purposes) were enacted in 2003 as part of HB 2267. Or Laws 2003, ch 818, §§ 1, 2 and 8. The
primary purpose of HB 2267 was to establish a state lodging tax dedicated to increasing Oregon
tourism marketing efforts. Again, the legislature originally intended all new local lodging tax
revenue to be used to promote tourism. Although the state tax had wide and enthusiastic
legislative support, the new restriction on how local governments could spend their local tax
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dollars was highly contentious and the subject of numerous proposed amendments, which were
discussed and debated at length. Those discussions resulted in two significant compromises.
The first — allowing local governments to spend 30 percent on any purpose they saw fit — we
discussed carlier. The second compromise was changing the definition of “tourism-related
facility” to make it more inclusive. We now address that change.

The legislature, over the course of seven months, considered 19 different proposed
amendments to HB 2267, Many of them proposed alternative definitions of “tourism-related
facility.” The first definition relevant to our analysis was the one proposed in the -9
amendments, which was:

[A] conference center, convention center, visitor information center or other
improved real property that has a useful life of 10 or more years and the primary
purpose of supporting tourism or accommodating tourist activities.

HB 2267, § 1(9) (-9) (2003) (emphasis added). The House Revenue Committee discussed that
new definition in a work session on June 25, 2003, Much of that discussion focused on the fact
that the definition appeared to require conference centers, convention centers and visitor
information centers that met statutory definitions to also meet the 10-year useful life and primary
purpose criteria. In the course of discussing that problem, Representative Barnhart raised
concerns about the “primary purpose” language:

[ have to say | have a big concern about the use of that word “primary™ and let me
just give you an illustration of that. The Convention Center in Portland is not
“primarily” used for tourism. It's —most of the people who use it come from the
neighborhood — certainly within 50 miles — on any given event, it doesn’t matter
what event it is, most of the people come from the neighborhood within 50 miles.

In Eugene, the Hult Center is another good example, obviously a tourist-related
facility, but most of the people coming to events there come from within 50 miles
even though the Bach Festival, for example, has people from 35 states that are
going to be attending starting the end of this week. * * * | really need to
understand how the use of that word “primary” would not limit the use of these
funds for facilities like those that certainly have a tourist-related function — a very
important one — but are not “primarily” tourism-related facilities.

Testimony of Representative Barnhart, House Revenue Committee (HB 2267), June 25, 2003,
tape 190, side A 411- 446, Representative Barnhart interpreted the “primary purpose” criteria to
eliminate facilities that drew most of their patrons from the local community, even if they also
had a very important tourism-related function. That interpretation of “primary purpose™ is
consistent with its plain meaning as the relevant plain meaning of “primary™ is “first in rank or
importance: CHIEF, PRINCIPAL.,” WEBSTER'S at 1 800.

No further discussion of the meaning or implications of the “primary purpose”

requirement took place in that work session. But when the committee held its next work session
on July 23, 2003, it considered amendments that changed the definition of tourism-related
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facility to: (1) clarify that conference centers, convention centers and visitor information centers
that met statutory definitions did not have to meet additional criteria; (2) for other facilities,
substitute a “substantial purpose™ requirement for the “primary purpose” requirement; and, (3)
expressly exclude “roads, other transportation facilities, [and] sewers or sewer Flants” from the
definition. HB 2267, section (1) (9) (a) - (¢) (-14 and -15 amendments) (2003)."

The committee discussed the latter two changes at length. Because that discussion was
so lengthy, we summarize the most pertinent points, beginning with the exclusion of “roads.
other transportation facilities, [and] sewers or sewer plants™ from the definition. At the
beginning of the work session, Chair Shetterly told the committee that he intended to remove
“other transportation facilities” from the exclusion. Testimony of Chair Shetterly, House
Revenue Committee (HB 2267), July 23, 2003, tape 223, side A at 380-400. But four committee
members, Representatives Haas, Barnhart, Hobson and Verger, refused to vote for the
amendment even with that change, because it continued to exclude roads, sewers and sewer
plants. Testimony of various legislators, House Revenue Committee (HB 2267), July 23, 2003,
tape 224, side B at 010-070.

None of the legislators explained what roads, sewers, or sewer plants should be included;
their objection to the exclusions was more general. Both Representatives Hobson and Verger
expressed opposition to the exclusion because it “was moving in the wrong direction,” the
“wrong direction” in this context being imposing greater restrictions on local governments. /d.
Representative Barnhart opposed the exclusion because he was concerned about how a city
would be able to raise a local tax and spend 70 percent of it on tourism if the restrictions on the
definition of tourism-related facilities were so substantial. /d Representative Hass merely stated
that the exclusion was a source of consternation among his colleagues, who otherwise supported
the bill. Id.

Two non-legislator witnesses discussed roads and sewers more specifically. The first,
Ken Strobeck, representing the League of Oregon Cities, testified that he was concerned about
the exclusion because coastal communities’ sewer systems and roads were heavily impacted by
tourists. He testified that those communities had to build their sewer facilities to accommodate
tourists, not local residents. He gave the example of Cannon Beach, stating that it had a
population of 1500 to 2000, but over 1000 motel rooms. He also testified that he thought the
exclusion would prevent funding public restrooms. Testimony of Ken Strobeck, League of
Oregon Cities, House Revenue Committee (HB 2267), July 23, 2003, tape 223, side A at 059-
314.

On the other hand, Mr. Strobeck appeared to recognize a distinction between “tourism-
related facilities™ and funding local infrastructure such as sewers. He testified that new
restrictions on how local governments could spend the revenue were not necessary, because local
governments already were “spen[ding] [50 percent of the revenue from existing taxes] on
tourism promotion, tourism facilities, with the other half * * * on sewers, police, etc..., which are
affected by tourist traffic,” Testimony of Ken Strobeck, League of Oregon Cities, House
Revenue Committee (HB 2267), July 23, 2003, tape 223, side A at 278. In other words, while he
appeared to want local communities to have the flexibility to spend more money on local
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infrastructure, such as sewers and roads, his testimony also appears to acknowledge that such
spending is not funding a tourist-related facility.

The second non-legislator witness, Doug Riggs, representing the Central Oregon Cities
Organization, testified that the exclusion was problematic because a city like Redmond might
want at some future point to expand roads or sewers around the Deschutes County Fairgrounds, a
facility that drew a lot of tourists, specifically to address the needs of the tourist industry.
Testimony of Doug Riggs, Central Oregon Cities Organization, House Revenue Committee (HB
2267), July 23, 2003, tape 223, side A at 318-371.

At the end of the work session, the committee decided not to vote on any proposed
amendments that day, but to attempt to work out a compromise. Testimony of various
legislators, House Revenue Committee (HB 2267), July 23, 2003, tape 224, side A at 371-497.
The resulting compromise was the removal of the express exclusion of “roads, other
transportation facilities, [and] sewers or sewer plants™ from the definition of “tourism-related
facility.” The definition otherwise remained the same. HB 2267, § (1) (9) (a) — (¢), (-19) (2003).

After that change, when discussing the specific types of facilities that they intended
“tourism-related facilities” to include, legislators mentioned the types of roads and sewers as
follows. In the work session on August 12, 2003, Representative Barnhart stated that: “I am
especially pleased that we left out the piece on sewers and such. | can imagine putting in a
restroom in a park might very well be a substantial promotion of tourism and, of course, that
involves sewer lines among other things.” Testimony of Representative Barhart, House
Revenue Committee (HB 2267), August 12, 2003, tape 241, side A at 031-113. Second, in the
House Floor Debate, Chair Shetterly stated that “improvements and access to natural resources
and recreational facilities” could very well fall under the definition of “tourism-related facility.”
Statement of Chair Shetterly, House Floor Debate (HB 2267), August 19, 2003, tape 177, side A
at 211. Representative Farr agreed. Statements of Chair Shetterly and Representative Farr,
House Floor Debate (HB 2267), August 19, 2003, tape 177, side A at 237.

In sum, the history shows that the legislature did not intend to categorically exclude
roads, sewers, sewer plants, and other transportation facilities from the definition of “tourism-
related facilities.” Ifa specific road or sewer, etc., meets the criteria in ORS 320.300(9)(h).
including having a substantial purpose of supporting tourism or accommaodating tourist activities,
it would qualify as a “tourism-related facility.” But legislators cited only three very limited types
of roads and sewers that might qualify: roads that provide access to natural and recreational
facilities, other improvements to recreational facilities, which could include sewers, and a
restroom in a park. Those types of roads and sewers either are part of tourist attractions or
directly serve them. In that sense, those facilities might “draw™ tourists to the extent that the
attraction itself draws tourists. No legislator stated any intent to include roads and sewers merely
because they are used heavily by tourists. Consequently, the history suggests that the legislature
may have intended local infrastructure such as roads and sewers to be “tourism-related facilities”
only to the extent that they either are part of or directly serve tourist attractions.

For further clarification, we turn to the legislature’s discussion about the meaning of
“substantial purpose.” First, Chair Shetterly explained that the change from a “primary purpose™
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test 1o a “substantial purpose™ test was a compromise that benefited local governments by giving
them more flexibility. Testimony of Chair Shetterly, House Revenue Committee (HB 2267),
July 23, 2003, tape 224, side A at 010-497. In other words, “substantial purpose™ was a lesser
standard than “primary purpose.” Accordingly, the legislative history on that point is consistent
with the context, which also suggests that “substantial™ was not intended to mean the primary or
chief purpose of the facility.

But no legislator provided a definition of “substantial purpose™ and there appeared to be
considerable confusion amongst the legislators about what facilities would meet that test. Rather
than clarifying the meaning of “substantial purpose,” Chair Shetterly attempted to demonstrate
the legislature’s intent by describing on the record the kinds of facilities that were meant to be
included. Other legislators appeared to agree with his assessment, although Representative
Barnhart appeared to intend the definition to be interpreted as broadly as possible. The following
are excerpts of legislators’ statements from the time that the “substantial purpose™ language was
introduced to statements made during the House floor debates. We begin with committee
discussions following the introduction of the “substantial purpose™ language on July 23, 2003:

CHAIR SHETTERLY: | will say on the record that I think the Hult center,
because it accommodates the Bach Festival, and when it is not accommodating
the Bach Festival, there is the Eugene Opera and there are concerts that are
advertised and I know I have traveled several times to events at the Hult Center.
I think that there is no doubt in my mind that the Hult Center and other regional
Sfacilities that bring people in are going to qualify under the substantial purpose
test. Keller Auditorium. | don’t know how many times a year | am up at the
Keller Auditorium in Portland and | live more than 50 miles from Portland, and
I'll bet that you've got a substantial number of people who are in there every
time there is a show that live more than 50 miles away. I think those are the
Sacilities that in fact do come under the substantial purpose test * * * which is,
again, exactly why it has been such a difficult test for the lodging association and
the proponents of the Bill to move towards. * * * And | think Brownsville, the
Brownsville Museum, or some of those kinds of things, if those are even owned
or funded by municipalities | think those would qualify. Again, I have traveled to
the Brownsville Museum on several occasions to see them [sic]. They have a
sign by the freeway that draws people in off the freeway and I am sure that that
would qualify under any reasonable standard of “substantial purpose.” So |
think there is more flexibility than what you are granting in your testimony with
that move toward the “substantial purpose™ test.

LR

* * * |A] convention center that we do have in Salem now, that we have
gatherings of statewide organizations on a regular basis * * * would qualify as
a substantial purposel.|

REPRESENTATIVE SCOTT: * * *. We talk about, Doug you have spoken to
the Redmond facility and everyone is talking about how folks come to these and

November 3, 2014 134



Todd Davidson
November 14, 2008

Page 13

where they get the money to operate these. And now we are talking about the
tourism industry that collects a tax and should that bear the burden of the facility.

I think we need to look at really how many people affect those facilities,
wherever they may be.

L

REPRESENTATIVE FARR: You know, we have had Mr. Chair, you placed on
the record during this discussion that you feel that “substantial™ includes the Hult
Center and “substantial™ includes the Deschutes facility and the Astoria facility
and | think that placing that on record goes a long way to the interpretation of the
intent of the amendments and the intent of the language of this bill,

* % %

REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAMS: * * *. My own concern that the “substantial™
language modifying the word tourism in that sentence still creates in my mind
some question as to whether some of the facilities that have been discussed today
would, in fact, be protected.

Testimony of various witnesses, House Revenue Committee (HB 2267), July 23, 2003, tape
223, side A, 380-400, tape 223, side B 300-436; tape 224, side A, 010-497, and tape 224, side
B, 010-070 (emphasis added).

The following are excerpts from the committee work session on August 12, 2003
following the removal of language expressly excluding “roads, other transportation facilities,
|and] sewers or sewer plants™:

CHAIR SHETTERLY: There was concern still about the language of
“substantial purpose™ and what kind of facilities [would meet that test.

1 just want to confirm my inclination for the record that these are the kinds of
things that we would be locking around |at] statewide: performing arts centers,
we talked about the Hult Center, I think your convention center in Salem that
might not qualify as a convention center within the specific language of the
statute, but that nevertheless was designed to facilitate statewide conferences
and conventions, | think would be one that would fall under that substantial
purpose test. | can see recreational facilities, improved recreational facilities,
performing arts centers, cultural facilities, those kinds of things would be my
intent as long as you have folks coming in from out of the area and can
establish that there is a substantial number of those, whatever that is. That is
going to be a locally-driven test, but I think there is flexibility on all sides.

£%%
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REPRESENTATIVE BARNHART: * * * [ was in Pennsylvania a few weeks
ago for a family reunion and one of the things that we did while we were there
was to visit some sights in the little town that the Barnhart family came from.
Among the things that we saw were historical houses; there is a genealogy library
set up as part of the county library there and, of course, parks. historical railroad
stations, and a variety of other things. It seems to me that within the right context
all of those might be considered to be tourist, might be facilities that support
tourism or accommodate tourist activities. After all, while we were there, we
spent money in the local restaurants and in lodging and so forth in Pennsylvania.
So, I think and I hope that this is considered to be a very broad definition. I am
especially pleased that we lefit out the piece on sewers and such; I can imagine
putting in a restroom in a park, might very well be a substantial promotion of
tourism and, of course, that involves sewer lines among other things. | think,
otherwise, the Chair has mentioned most of the areas, most of the issues that 1 am
interested in. It is hard for us to know all of the things that bring tourists to
town and I hope that anyone interpreting this language will interpret it very,
very broadly.

REPRESENTATIVE FARR: * * # [ just want to make sure that the
understanding [is] that, for instance, fairgrounds are included in tourism facilities.

CHAIR SHETTERLY: Well, I guess my thinking would be that they are not
excluded. Again, | think it is going to be a facility-by-facility test and, depending
on the nature of the crowd that comes, I think they very well could be.

Testimony of various legislators, House Revenue Committee, August 12, 2003, tape 241, side A,
(031-113 (emphasis added).

Following that discussion, the committee unanimously voted to send the bill to the floor

with a do pass recommendation. These statements followed in the House floor debate:

CHAIR SHETTERLY: As you know, if you followed this Bill, one of the most
contentious issues was the element of the rumination on the use of new tourism
tax dollars by local communities.

® ¥ *

Examples of a tourism-related facility that local communities can fund out of their
70 percent share that is restricted under this bill would include such things as the
Hult Center in Eugene. That draws and has the substantial purpose of
attracting tourists to the Eugene community. Keller Auditorium in Portland. 1
know my wife and | travel up there as often as we can. We are tourists under the
definition of this Bill. And even here in Salem, the planned convention and
conference center that's going to be drawing conferences from around the state;
statewide conferences and meetings. Those are the kinds of facilities at the
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local level that would fall under this tourism facility. County fairgrounds could
very well fall under this definition as well as culrural and historical facilities that
draw people from elsewhere in the state. And also, improvemenis and access fo
natural resources and recreational facilities. There is flexibility in this for local
communities and, at the same time, there is a guarantee that to the extent that
flexibility is used, it is going to be used for facilities that draw tourists and that
have as their substantial purpose that tourism promotion|. [

REPRESENTATITVE BARNHART: One of the key issues in this was the
repeated working and reworking of what it was that cities and counties could
spend any new transient room taxes that they might raise on and whether, not
going into the specific details of what we ended up with in the bill, except to say
that, as we worked through this, we came to realize that the cities and counties
needed to have a very broad definition of what is was that they were going to be
allowed to spend the 70 percent of their new or expanded tax that had to be
spent on tourism promotion or tourism-related facilities. The “substantial
purpose” which is referred to in the bill having to do with tourism-related
facilities turned out to be a very imporiant phrase for us as we worked on this bill,
because it deals, of course, with not only facilities that are designed to primarily
draw tourists, but facilities which are useful to the local community to do local
things, but alse, as a part of their operation and nature, will have a substantial
purpose of supporting tourism and accommodating tourist activities.

tE =

[While in Pennsylvania] we visited * * * a couple of local museums and the
library. And, as the commitiee dealt with this issue of “substantial purpose™ |
would submit, and | believe the other committee members would agree that those
facilities, small facilities that they were, because they do in fact draw tourists
Sfrom far away, that they have, along with other reasonable purposes, they have a
“substantial purpose™ of supporting tourism or accommodating tourist activities.

Testimony of Chair Shetterly, House Floor Debate, August 19, 2003, tape 177, side A at 211
{emphasis added); Testimony of Representative Barnhart, House Floor Debate (HB 2267),
August 19, 2003, tape 176, side B at 09 (emphasis added).

That history demonstrates that the types of facilities that legislators intended to include
were things like performing arts centers, convention centers and other facilities that, by their
nature and operation draw “substantial numbers” (a locally-driven and flexible test) of tourists 1o
the community.” Roads and sewers, while they do serve tourists, do not, by their nature and
operation, draw tourists.

But the legislative history also is clear that legislators did not want to exclude roads and
sewers from the definition; the only possible conclusion to be drawn from that fact is that they
believed that at least some types of roads and sewers would qualify. Legislators mentioned three
that might: “improvements and access to natural and recreational facilities™ and “a restroom in a
park.” Those facilities might be said to draw tourists as they are part of the infrastructure of a
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tourist attraction or directly serve a specific tourist attraction. No legislator expressed an intent to
include local infrastructure that does not have that direct nexus 1o a tourist attraction simply
because it is used heavily by tourists. The legislature likely intended local governments to use
their 30 percent unrestricted funds to pay for those facilities.

CONCLUSION

We conclude, based on the text, context and history of ORS 320.30((9) and ORS
320.350(5) and (6) that the legislature most likely intended local roads, sewers, sewer plants, and
transportation facilities to qualify as “tourism-related facilities™ only if they drew tourists in
themselves, directly serve a specific tourist attraction (such as an access road), or are part of the
infrastructure of a specific tourist attraction (such as a restroom and the on-site sewer line). The
legislature most likely did not intend “tourism-related facilities” to encompass roads and other
infrastructure simply because they are used, even heavily, by tourists as well as locals.

Sincerely,

Donald C. Amold
Chief Counsel
General Counsel Division

DCAJTM:AEA mcg/645803

" At the beginning of the work session, Chair Shetterly mentioned a July 1, 2003 memo that he
had circulated to the committee that “addressed changing ‘primary” to *substantial.”” Testimony of Chair
Shetterly, House Revenue Committee (HB 2267), July 23, 2003, tape 223, side A 006-022. That memo is
not included in the legislative history materials and the Office of Legislative Counsel does not have a
copy of that memo in its file, so we do not know what discussion, if any, it contained about the reason for
the change from “primary purpose™ to “substantial purpose.” The only memo from Chair Shetterly to the
committee members concerning that change is dated July 23, 2003 and it merely tells commitiee members
about the change without explaining the reason for it. Minutes, House Revenue Committee (HB 2267),
July 23, 2003, Exhibit 4.

¥ There was no discussion of visitor information centers which aid tourism spending by

disseminating information, likely because those facilities are unigue and fit within the categorical
statutory definition.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2008, the Save the Wild Rogue Campaign engaged ECONorthwest to analyze
the economic value of salmon and steelhead in the Wild & Scenic Rogue River. In
Hmmpmtwemmmmﬂw:uuludmranﬂmwhﬂuhuedmp&r
reviewed, published research, results from the Oregon Population survey, and
fish-count data published by the Oregon Department Fish and Wildlife.

Salmon are the quintessential icon of the Pacific Northwest with significant
cultural and economic value, Based on the results of more than ten years of
household surveys, Oregonians overwhelmingly and consistently state that
protecting and enhancing salmon habitat is important.

West Coast residents alone enjoy more than $1.5 billion in economic benefit each
vear from the entirety of all Rogue River salmon and steelhead runs. Maintaining
the current level of protection on the Rogue may not be sufficient to ensure that
current and future residents will be able to enjoy this level of economic benefit.

In this analysis, we develop estimates for only three of the economic values
associate with Rogue River salmon: commercial fishing, sport fishing, and non-
use value. Non-use values represent the vast majority of the economic value of
Rogue River salmon.

= $1.4 million annually associated with commercial fishing
- $16 million annually associated with sport fishing
= $1.5 billion annually associated with non-use values

For more than a decade, Oregonians have consistently stated that improving
salmon habitat is important and have expressed a willingness to pay more than
$70 million dollars per year to enhance salmon habitat in Oregon.

Oregon and Washington residents state a willingness to pay more than $800 per
fish to increase Northwest salmon populations

The Wild & Scenic Rogue River is a national treasure, Each year, tens of
thousands of rafters, anglers, hikers, and other sightseers visit the river, and
recreate in or along it. Its cultural importance to many Americans is comparable
to our most majestic National Parks and National Monuments.

Healthy salmon habitat is a necessary condition underlying the Wild & Scenic
Rogue River's rich ecological abundance as well as the values derived from it.
Today, while many salmon runs in the Northwest are either endangered or
threatened, the majority of the Rogue's salmon runs remain relatively strong.
Ower the past decade, salmon and steelhead counts at Gold Ray Dam average
nearly 87,000 fish annually. As residential and commercial development
continues to degrade Northwest rivers, it becomes increasingly important to
protect the scarce, healthy rivers such as the Wild & Scenic Rogue and its
tributaries.

As global warming threatens to bring drastic weather changes to the Rogue
Valley, the importance of streams flowing into the Rogue will only increase.
They provide critical spawning grounds and cold water refugia for salmon and

1
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steelhead. Increasing protection for these streams may serve to offset some of the
adverse impacts on the Rogue River anticipated as the region experiences
changes in climate in the coming years. The cold water provided by these
streams will help mitigate increasingly warm summer water temperatures in the
Rogue.

Enhanced protection of the critical streams that flow into the Wild & Scenic
Rogue River is a virtually costless action that will lead to significant economic
benefits for both the present and future generations. In light of the economic
downturn currently facing the nation, the need for both immediate and long-
term economic payoffs has never been greater. Investments in the protection of
salmon habitat in the Wild & Scenic Rogue will continue to provide economic
benefits to society for many generations. The results presented in this report
demonstrate that Rogue River salmon and steelhead provide large net benefits to
society. Policy-makers should take steps now to protect the Wild & Scenic Rogue
River habitat so that society may begin reaping the benefits of these actions
today.
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INTRODUCTION

The Save the Wild Rogue Campaign engaged ECONorthwest! to analvze the
economic value of salmon and steelhead in the Wild & Scenic Rogue River. In
assessing this value, ECONorthwest considered the benefits of salmon to the
commercial fishing industry, to sport anglers, and for their intrinsic value to
residents of Oregon and the West Coast. It is important to recognize the
limitations of this analysis. Salmon have significant cultural value to Northwest
Tribes, they provide benefits to the entire ecosystem of the Rogue Valley, and
they are a valuable source of food for marine mammals. ECONorthwest did not
attempt to evaluate the economic value of these important cultural and biological
benefits, Thus, the values in this report should be viewed as lower bound
estimates of the true economic value of salmon.

The Rogue River is extraordinary, both as a river and as salmon and steelhead
habitat. Located in the southwestern corner of Oregon, the Rogue River flows
approximately 215 miles from its headwaters in the Cascade Range, near Crater
Lake, reaching the Pacific Ocean at the city of Gold Beach. In 1968 Congress
designated an 84-mile stretch of the Rogue River from the confluence of the
Applegate River (seven miles downstream of the City of Grants Pass) to the
Lobster Creek Bridge (11 miles upstream of Gold Beach) as a National Wild and
Scenic River. The Rogue River was one of the original eight rivers included in the
Wild and Scenic Act, which protects from development or degradation certain
rivers or river segments that have national significance.

The Wild and Scenic section of the Rogue River provides important habitat for a
variety of wildlife including spring and fall Chinook, summer and winter
steelhead, and coho salmon. This section of the river and its tributaries serve
both as spawning grounds for certain anadromous fish and as an important
migratory path for other anadromous species as they travel upstream to spawn
or from spawning grounds to the ocean. The water quality in this section of the
river and its tributaries affects the health of salmon and steelhead. Normal fish
growth and productivity increases depend on cold stream temperatures, which
helps regulate salmonid metabolic function. As siream temperatures rise,
abnormal fish behaviors and mortality increasel.

According to the National Marine Fisheries Service, the survival of Pacific
Northwest salmon and steelhead — and the commercial harvests they support—

depend on protecting and restoring habitat diversity and migratory connections

among habitats’. The Rogue River is the spawning, rearing, and migration site

I Throughout this report, the terms “we,” “our” and “us” refer to the authors of this report at
ECONorthwest.

2 Hevn. K. 2008. White Paper on the Biological Contributions of Tributary Streams to the Wild
Rogue River, Oregon. American Rivers.

3 NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service. 2006. Salmon Habitet. Retrieved December 1, 2008,
from http:/ / www.nwr.noaa gov/Salmon-Habitat / index.cfm.
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for nearly 100,000 anadromous fish returning from the ocean each year. Only the
Columbia River produces more Pacific Salmon in the state of Oregon'. As salmon
populations in other rivers in the Pacific Northwest decline, healthy habitats
such as the Rogue River become even more important and valuable.

and other economically significant amenities in the Pacific Northwest. Workers
benefit from healthy salmon habitats by living amid high-quality natural-
resources amenities. In effect, workers receive a second paycheck — denominated
in access to scenic vistas, outdoor recreation opportunities, etc. — that augments
the first paycheck earmned through work and investments. In fact, evidence
suggests that the second paycheck is great enough to offset the potential benefits
that would accrue from attracting more businesses to the region through
environmental deregulation. In a 1993 survey, the Oregon Business Council
asked Oregonians, “Which is more important to economic growth in Oregon?
Relax environmental regulations to make it easier for companies to do business
or maintain a quality environment to attract people and companies to Oregon?”
Of the 90 percent of the respondents who had an opinion, over four times as
many wanted Oregon to “maintain a quality environment” than to "relax
environmental quality ®,

High environmental quality standards do not indicate that businesses have fewer
incentives to locate in the Pacific Northwest region. The quality of life in the
Pacific Northwest, characterized largely by its natural resources, also attracts
new residents who often have higher levels of education than current residents
and they often are willing to accept reduced earnings to live in the Pacific
Northwest®. Attracting high-quality workers at lower costs relative to other
regions of the country, helps businesses in the Pacific Northwest compete with

firms elsewhere, thus strengthening this region’s economy.

Studies of federal lands in the Pacific Northwest found that, on a per-acre basis,
the economic value of fishing exceeds the values of all other recreational
activities”. Protecting salmon habitats helps improve the quality of other
recreational activities, such as fishing and boating, which enhance the economic
value of the region’s natural resources.

* Heyn, K. 2008. Wiite Paper on the Biological Contributions of Tributary Stresws to the Wild Rogue

¥ Oregon Bosiness Coundil. 1993, Oregon Values and Beligfe: Summmary. May.

* Judson, D.H., S. Reynolds-Scanion, and C.L. Popoff. 1999. “Migrants to Oregon in the 1990's:
Working Age. Near-Retirees, and Retirees Make Different Destination Choices ™ Rursl Denelopment
Perspectives 14 (2): 24-31.

7 Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team. 1993, Forest Ecosystem Managemeni: An
Ecological, Economic, mnd Sociel Ass¢ssment. Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, National
Marine Fisheries Service, National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, and Environmiental
Protection Agency. 794-478. July.
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SALMON AND THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

Twenty-nine species of West Coast salmon and steelhead are listed as either
endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and two
species are listed as a species of concern®. Table 1 summarizes the 2008 ESA
listings for West Coast salmon and steelhead. Coho salmon, which use the Wild
& Scenic section of the Rogue River as a migratory path to spawning grounds on
the Upper Rogue River, are a threatened species. Coho salmon occupy
approximately fifty percent of their historic range and scientists are concerned
about further population loss in larger river basins such as the Rogue, Klamath,
and Trinity Rivers?,

Overfishing used to be the major cause of salmon decline, but in recent years,
loss of freshwater habitat has become the largest threat to salmon populations.
Habitat degradation occurs through mining, logging, cattle grazing and
agricultural practices, and blockage of river systems by dams for electricity
generation, flood control, and irrigation'?,

MNOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service share responsibility for the listing of species under the
Endangered Species Act.!! NMFS manages marine and anadromous species,
including all species of west coast salmon and steelhead. Economic factors are
not to be considered by NMFS when determining if a species is sufficiently at
risk of extinction that it warrants listing as a threatened or an endangered species
under the provisions of the ESA. The agency also is not to consider economic
issues when it determines whether or not to provide legal protection to a listed
species. Instead, these determinations are to be based solely on biological factors.
Economics comes into play only when, for each listed salmon species, the
Secretary of Commerce designates critical habitat, an action that restricts federal
agencies from taking actions that would destroy or adversely modify habitat
essential to conserving the species. Before making this determination, the
Secretary must consider all the economic impacts, plus national-security and
other impacts. Following this accounting, the Secretary may exclude an
individual area from the designation only if the benefits of exclusion for that area
outweigh the benefits of designation.

# NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service, EUIJF! EM;Hfmr of Salmon & Steelhend ESA Status,
https/ / www.nwr.noaa. gov 2 i

! NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service Southwest Regional Office. Southern Oregory/Northern
Californin Coast Colo ESU. Retrieved Nov, 20, 2008 from,

http:/ / swr.nmfs.noaa.mov recovery / Coho S

0 Montgomery, C.A. and T.L. Helvoigt. 2008, Trends in Oregonians’ Willingness to Pay for Salmon.

L INOAA 15 the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
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Table 1: Endangered Species Act Status of West Coast Salmon & Steelhead

Endangered =  ESA Listing

Species Act Actions Under
Species Listing Status Review
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w Ozette Lake Trematersd
Chinook Saimon (0. Sacramenio e Winler-run Endangersd
Ihbryocn Upper Columbia River Spring-run Endangersd
Srake River Sonng Summer rn Trreatsned
Snake River Fall-run Threatened
Puget Sound Trreatened
Lower Columbia River Threatenad
Upper Willameis Ftver Threatened
Central Valley Spring-run Tiweatened
California Coastal Threatensd
Central Valley Fall and Late Fafl-run Species of
Concem
Caho Salmon (0. Cantral Caiifornia Coast Endangerss
Wik Southern ORINortham CA Threatansd
Lower Columbia River Threatenad Critical Habitat
Oregon Coast Threatened
Puget Sound/Strait of Geargla Spacies of
Concem
Chum Salman (0. Hood Canal Summer-rur Threalensad
e} Columbia Rivar Threatanad
Sieethead {O. Southern California Endangearad
ryhes) Upper Columbla River Endangered
Central California Coast Threatened
South Ceniral California Coast Threatened
Snaks RAiver Basin Threst=nad
Lower Columbia River Threstensd
Caifornia Central Valiey Threatened
Upper Willametie Firver Threstensd
Ml Columbia Fiver Threstened
Korthem Calfornia Threstensd
Fuget Sound Threaterad Critcal Habitat
Crmgon Coast s;.mu-_r. o
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Many benefits accrue from designating critical salmon habitat, which could also
be realized through improved ecosystem management practices in areas not
designated as critical habitat. Improving water quality and aquatic habitat
creates many benefits that are not directly related to salmon. In fact, many
businesses and farms reduce their impacts on streams because they find it
profitable to do so'’. Benefits may be realized through reductions in flood
damages, improvements in bird habitat, water quality, recreational
opportunities, and increased property values near the stream. The area and
extent of the impacts of the improved habitat can be vast. Benefits may be seen
downstream from the site or in other watersheds. It is not necessary to wait for a
stream or watershed to be designated as a critical habitat to obtain these benefits.
The costs of improving water quality and aquatic habitat are often less than the
benefits gained by doing so and when the risk of salmon extinction depends on
the given habitat the benefits are even greater.

However, once the ESA designates critical habitat, more costs will be imposed on
the residents, businesses, and local governments impacted by the habitat area.
The laws pertaining to critical habitat impose several costs on federal agencies
and private parties with an interest in the critical habitat region. The consultation
costs of obtaining an assessment from the federal government of a project’s
impact on the species’ habitat, the costs of modifying a given project to comply
with ESA, and the costs of delaying the implementation of the project while
assessments and modifications are made are a few of the costs associated with
critical habitat3. Many of these costs can be avoided by improving salmon
habitats before critical habitat is designated.

1 Goodstein, E., B. Doppelt. and K. Sable, 2000, Saring Salmon, Seaomg Money: Innovatioe Business
Leadersinp in the Pacific Nortinpest. Center for Watershed and Community Health, Portland State
University; Sullivan, P, D. Hellerstein, L Hansen et al. 2002, The Comserpation Reseroe Program: The
Implications for Rural America. United States Department of Agriculture, Economic Resenrch Service,
Agriculture, Economic Report 834, September.

B Sunding, D. The Ecoromic lmpacts of Critical Habitat Designation. Glannini Foundation of
Agricultural Economics,
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ANADROMOUS FISH ON THE ROGUE RIVER

Table 2 shows the fish counts for different species of anadromous fish at Gold
Ray Dam for years 1997 through 2006, Gold Ray Dam is located approximately
thirty river miles upstream of the start of the Wild & Scenic Section of the Rogue
River so the numbers reported represent only the fish that pass through the Wild
& Scenic Section to spawn above the dam. Table 3 shows the estimated fish
escapements for different species at Huntley Park located downriver from the
Wild & Scenic Section. Based on conversations with the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife there are no known data of the number of anadromous fish
that spawn and rear in the Wild & Scenic Rogue River and its tributary streams.

Table 2: Fish Counts at Gold Ray Dam

Total
Steelhead,
Summer Winter Spring Fall Chinook,

Year Steelhead  Steelhead  Chinook  Chinook Coho and Coho
1897 7.538 14,857 41,784 4,857 15,750 B4 856
1998 6,056 5.029 15,957 5,332 6,044 3s 418
1999 4,785 9,497 20,981 3,540 772 46,525
2000 6,734 6,807 30,265 9,892 28,791 82,489
2001 16,114 8,544 33,273 13,608 32 862 104,899
2002 29,206 22,287 47,781 19,823 34 154 153,341
2003 20,297 24 850 41,841 24 B57 17,179 129,024
2004 13,658 21,889 39,243 15,007 21,702 111,458
2005 10,414 11,908 18,090 B.615 14,632 63,658
2006 14,579 9,560 11,718 5,508 11,368 54,133

Source: ECONorthwest with data from Oregon Deparment of Fish and Wildlife, Roseburg, 2003, Letter to Ted
Helvoigt. and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Fish Division, 2008, Fish Counts. Retrieved October 29,
2008, from http:/fwww.diw state or.usffishffish_counts/goldray/2006/gold_ray_dam. 2008.asp.
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Figure 1: Fish Counts at Gold Ray Dam (1943-2006)
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Table 3: Huntley Park Estimated Adult Fish Escapements

Year Summer Steelhead Fall Chinook Coho

1997 15,325 17.186 40,647
1928 9,222 16,867 6,817
19329 15,882 19,456 6,155
2000 21,858 34,562 18,572
2001 17,387 35,447 a7.243
2002 35,813 62.576 27103
2003 21,005 86.551 16,071
2004 14,209 53.170 46,548
2005 10,466 23,733 8,271
2008 18,142 14,738 16,387

Source: ECOMorthwest with data from Mazur, Steven. 2008. Huntley Park Trend Data. Email to T. Helvoigt

October 22,
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The Wild & Scenic section of the Rogue River and its tributaries provide
important cold water refugia for salmon and steelhead. Anadromous fish are
present in at least 100 stream miles across 14 tributary streams of the Rogue
River!*, The streams play an important role in salmon habitat as they bring
colder water temperatures to the larger main Rogue, and they provide refuge
from the warm water temperatures of the main stem during summer months.
These cold temperatures also permit higher concentrations of oxygen to dissolve
in the water. With the projected climate changes predicted for the coming years,
these cold water streams will become even more valuable to salmon and
steelhead survival. A report which utilized aerial thermal surveys indicated that
there already is a trend of downstream warming on the Rogue. The cold water
refugia is necessary for migrating salmon and steelhead so that they remain
healthy and able to fight disease. Each species of anadromous fish uses the
Rogue River habitat in a different manner, but the health of the river and its
streams is important to the health of each species.

For instance, coho salmon use the Wild & Scenic Section of the Rogue River as a
migratory path. Coho can mostly be found in Lobster, Quosatana, Silver, Foster,
Shasta Costa, Lawson, Mule and Billings Creeks, which feed into the Rogue
River. In the summer, coho prefer to swim to pools in small streams. In the
winter, they prefer off-channel alcoves. Complexity, such as mixtures of small
and large wood, is important for productive coho streams. The health of the
Rogue River, as a migratory passage, and its tributaries, as spawning and rearing
grounds, are key factors for the health of coho salmon.

Wild spring Chinook also use the main stem of the Rogue River as a migratory
passage and spawn above Gold Ray Dam. Fall Chinook usually spawn in the
lower regions of the river. Only about 10% of fall Chinook spawn above Gold
Ray Dam. The early entry adults spawn between Grave Creek and Gold Ray
Dam and in the lower 25 miles of the Applegale River. The late entry adults
typically spawn below Watson Creek on the Rogue River and in the Illinois
basin. The Wild & Scenic section of the Rogue River is an important spawning
ground for the fall Chinook. In 1979, pre-spawn mortalities of fall Chinook from
low flows and high temperatures on the Rogue River were as high as 85%.
Although there is not enough data available to draw any conclusions about the
health of late entry fall Chinook, it appears that their population is declining,
Table 4 shows the redd (salmon nest) counts on the main stem of the lower
Rogue River from surveys conducted by the Oregon Fish and Wildlife
Department every twenty years.

# Heyn, K. 2008, Save the Wild Rogue. American Rivers,
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Table 4: Redd Counts on the Lower Rogue River

Survey Year Method Redds/mile
1953 Boat 5.1
1954 Boal 5.7
1974 Prane 4.0
1976 Plana 4.3
1993 Helicopter 0.2

Source; Weinhold, M. Lower Rogue River Basin Watershed Condition Assessment. 1985, Lower Rogue
Walershed Council for Stale of Oragon Watershed Health Program and Strategic Water Management Group,

Winter steelhead also spawn in the Wild & Scenic section. They most often
spawn in the tributary streams to the Rogue, only spawning in the main stem if
objects obstruct their passage or when water levels are too low to permit them to
spawn in the smaller streams. Summer Steelhead usually spawn above the Wild
& Scenic Section but half-pounders usually overwinter within the lower fifty
miles of the Rogue’s main stem and over 95% of the summer steelhead have a
half-pounder lifestyle.

The health of the Wild & Scenic Rogue River as a salmon spawning, rearing, and
migratory habitat is necessary for the protection of healthy anadromous fish.
Maintaining cold water temperatures in the main stream of the Rogue River with
limited debris and protected watersheds will help to maintain a healthy habitat
for salmon and steelhead.

11
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VALUE OF ROGUE RIVER SALMON

By protecting salmon and steelhead populations in the Rogue River, Oregon is
protecting an asset important to residents of the Pacific Northwest. For example,
studies indicate that households in Washington and Oregon are willing to pay
$30-$130 per year to finance salmon recovery efforts'®. Salmon populations also
help sustain jobs in the Pacific Northwest. If salmon populations were restored
sufficiently to allow increases in commercial harvest, fishers and those in related
industries would enjoy new business and job opportunities in Oregon,
Washington, and elsewhere along the salmon’s migration routes. Further
benefits accrue to recreational anglers and all residents of the Pacific Northwest
who benefit from the clean water, flood control and open spaces associated with
salmon habitat. Since the values of many of these benefits accruing from salmon
habitat are not captured by market prices, economists must employ different
methods to measure the aggregate benefits that salmon and steelhead provide to
the Northwest. Hence, the household surveys provide a means to estimate the
extent to which Northwest residents value salmon and enhancements to salmon
habitat.

Economists describe economic benefits of ecosystem goods and services, such as
the benefits of protecting salmon and steelhead habitat, using various methods.
Established markets exist for some benefits, such as increases in the supply of
goods, e.g., commercial harvests of fish. In these cases, we can interpret market
prices as a measure of the economic benefit of actions that protect or increase the
supply of the good. We note, however, that factors such as externalities (e.g.,
when prices do not include pollution impacts) or government intervention (e.g.,
when subsidies artificially elevate prices) can distort market prices.

Measuring the economic significance of benefits for which markets do not exist,
such as cultural values, amenity values, and the recreational value of sport
fishing, is more challenging. Economists have developed techniques that can
approximate the economic values of some of these benefits. These techniques
have been tested and improved over the decades, with results and methods
vetted through publication in academic journals and presentations at scholarly
conferences.'* We describe some of the more commonly used techniques in more
detail in our discussion of the sport fishing and existence values of salmon and
steelhead.

15 Goodstein, E. and L. Matson. 2007. “Climate Change in the Pacific Northwest: Valuing Snowpack
Loss for Agriculture and Salmon.” In |.D. Erickson and |.M. Gowdy, eds., Fronters in Ecological
Economic Theory and Applications. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.

¢ For more information on the methods of measuring economic benefits that are not traded in
markets, see The National Research Council. 2004, Valuing Ecosystem Services: Toward Better
Environmental Decision-Making. Committee on Assessing and Valuing the Services of Aquatic and
Related Terrestrial Ecosystems, National research Couneil; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.
2005. Ecosystents and Hunwan Well-Being; and Barbier, E.B., et al. 1997, Econowtic Valuation of Wetlards,
Ramsar Convention Bureau, Department of Environmental Economics and Environmental
Management, University of York, Institute of Hydrology, [UCN-The World Conservation Union.
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1. Commercial Fishing Value of Rogue River
Salmon

Although the market price for wild salmon provides a reasonable starting point
for calculating the commercial fishing value of a Pacific Northwest salmon or
steelhead, many factors complicate the calculation. Salmon are often caught far
from the streams in which they were spawned. Since many Pacific Northwest
salmon are caught in the ocean near Alaska and Canada, estimates of the
contribution of Northwest-spawned salmon to the total Pacific catch must be
made.

Table 5 shows the results of studies conducted by the Independent Economic
Analysis Board (IEAB) (2005) 17 and Radtke and Davis (1995 a), In each of these
studies, the authors estimate the economic impact that commercial-caught
salmon and steelhead has on the Northwest economy.!¥ Both studies focus on
Columbia River Basin fisheries.

Table 5: Economic Value of Commercial-Caught Salmon and Steelhead,
Estimates from the Academic Literature

Per Fish

, Average  Ex-vessel

Study Species Location weight price per Ib Ecm;:% ‘;{aluu
Radike & :
Davis, 1995 Chinook WA, Coasl 11.51 32.56 364,95
Radike &
Davis, 1995 a Chinook WA, Coast 23.53 51.09 £78.14
Radtke & :
Davis, 1995 a Chinook OR, Coast 11.4 52.53 368.14
Radika &
Davis, 1995 a Coho OR. Coast 4.56 51.18 51364
IEAR, 2005 Coho WA, Ocean a8 $1.84 %15.29
IEAB, 2005 Coho OR. Ocean 58 §1.89 £21.34
IEAB, 2005 Coho CA. Ocean 59 51.89 $25.28
IEAB, 2005 Chinook WA, Ocean 12.2 5217 35914
IEAB, 2005 Chinook OR. Ocean 11.2 2217 351,48
IEAB, 2005 Chinook OR, Ocean 1.2 5217 $51.48
IEAB, 2005 Chinaoak CA, Coean 116 §2.51 $65.86
IEAB, 2005 Sleelhead B.C. Dcean 7.00 §1.67 $27.28

ECONorthwest compiiation of various studias

Table 6 shows the estimated economic impact to the Northwest of salmon and
steelhead caught commercially in coastal areas of the Northwest (excludes British

17 Independent Economic Analysis Board, 2003, Economic Effects from Colunihin River Bastn
Anadromous Salmonid Figlt Production. Document [EAB 2005-1.

' The regional economic impacts include wages, proprietor’s incomes, rents, interest and
dividends.
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Columbia and Alaska). The total estimated economic impact is not great—only
$1.36 million, but represents a lower bound estimate as the estimates of the
number of Rogue River fish commercially harvested off the Northwest coast is

conservatively estimated.

Table 6: Per-Fish and Total Economic Impact of Commercially Caught

Rogue River Salmon,* 2007 Dollars

Species Harvest of Rogue River- Per-Fish Economic  Total Economic
Spawned Fish Impact Impact
Coho 3,299 $19 462,307
Chinook 20,264 £53 1,271,379
Steelhead 1,040 $27 $28,360
Total 24,603 51,362,046

Source: ECOMNorthwest analysis of data from studies shown in Table 5 and data from Oragon Depariment of

Fish and Wildlife (hittp:/fwaow dfw state.or usiresourcesfishing/sporcalch asp)

*Does not include economic Impacts associaled with Rogue River-spawned salmon and steelhead

commercially harvested in Pacific Ocsan off the Canadian or Alaskan coast,
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2. Sport Fishing Value of Rogue River Salmon

The sport fishing value of Rogue River salmon is primarily a function of the
pleasure derived from the fishing experience and is significantly greater than the
commercial value, as measured on a per fish or per pound basis. Based on
estimates from several peer-reviewed studies of sport fishermen, the average
value of a Northwest salmon or steelhead is approximately $245 expressed in
2007 dollars.

The total value of a salmon or steelhead to a recreational angler is the dollar
amount that the angler is willing to pay to fish for it. Economists typically
decompose the total value into two parts: the first part is the amount the angler
actually spends to fish.!¥ In most cases, however, recreational anglers are willing
to spend more than they actually do to fish. The difference between what an
angler is willing to pay and what he or she actually pays is referred to by
economists as consumer surplus, and represents the second part of the total value
of a sport-caught salmon. It is important to measure consumer surplus because it
represents a real gain in overall economic well being above that which is
observed in market transaction by those engaging in sport fishing. Consumer
surplus is a means of recognizing that for many anglers, the economic value
associated with the enjoyment of fishing is greater than the sum of the market-
based transactions undertaken to go fishing. Thus, fishing-related expenditures
alone do not account for the entire economic benefits derived from the fishing
experience.

Table 7 shows the results of several studies conducted in the Pacific Northwest to
estimate the value of salmon to sport anglers. The results varied depending on
the location of the study and the method of evaluation employed. However, even
the most conservative calculations show that the recreational value of salmon
and steelhead fishing is far greater than the market (purchase) price for salmon
or steelhead.

1 Mote: this amount is accounted for in the “Regional Economic Impacts of Becreation on the Wild
and Scenic Rogue River,”
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Table 7: Estimates of the Economic Value of Sport-Caught Salmon and
Steelhead from Various Studies, 2007 Dollars

5
Hm WTP Per Fish

Study Location Species (§2007)
Olsen at al,, 19890 Washington Ocean Salmon CWM $63.680
Meyer et al., 1883 Dragon Ocaan Steelhead TCM $154.32
Olsen at al., 1990 Oregon Coastal Steelhead CVM 5a7.92
Oisen & Richards, 1952 Rogue River Fall Chinook CVM 5$103.64
Meyer st al,, 1983 Rogue River Fall Chincok TCM $57.04
San Fran. Bay/
Sacramento & San
Meyer Resources, 1987 Joagquin Rivers Chinook CWM 5684 .85
Meyer Resources, 1887 California stalewide Chinocok CvM 530v.37
Meavar Rasources, 1987 Morth Coast Streams Chinook Cv 5307.37
Olsen et al,, 19390 Washinglon Freshwaler  Salmon CVM 35613
Sacramento and San
Meyer Resources, 1985 Joaguin Rivers Salmon TCM F3I02.76
Meyer et al., 1983 Columbia River Salmon TCM §200.23
Oisen et al., 1990 Columbia River Salmon CvM $68.83
Meyer at al,, 1983 Oragon Steelhead TCM 5234 68
Olsen & Richards, 1952 Rogue River Sleelhead CwvM $128.18
Mayer et al., 1983 Rogue & llinois Sieelhead TCM $208.88
Sacramento and San
Meyer Resources, 1985 Joaquin Rivers Sieelhead TCM 5885.19
Meyer Resources, 1986 California, Statewida Stealhead TCM $909.83
Donnelly at al., 1985 Idaha, stalewide Steslhead CVM 542,04
Mever et al., 1983 Columbia River Steelhead TCM $320.28
Olsen et al.,, 1990 Columbia River Sieelhead CVM $202.49
Olzen & Richards, 1992 Rogua River Hall-Pounder* CWM 516,73
Disen & Richards, 1992 Rague River Siealhead CWM $33.86

ECONorthwest compilation of various studies

Although not shown here, recreational fishing also impacts the local and regional

economies through the multiplier effect.® Dollars spent by recreational anglers
on fishing supplies, food and lodging create income for local businesses and
provide income and salaries for local residents. Consequently, public policy and
decisions makers should take into account how decisions which impact salmon
and steelhead habitat will impact sport angling and other related recreational
activities that have a wider scope of influence in the economy than the market
value of salmon alone.

10 For information on the economic impact that sport fishing on the Rogue River has on the
Josephine County and Oregon economies, please see " Regional Economic Impacts of Recreation on

the Wild and Scenic Rogue River,”
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Table 8 shows the annual WTP by sport anglers for Rogue River salmon and
steelhead based on information presented in Table 7. Given the unique
wilderness experience offered by the Wild Rogue, the per fish and total
willingness to pay (WTP) shown in Table 8 are likely low for that section of the

river.

Tahle B: Estimated Annual WTP by Sport Anglers for Rogue River Salmon, 2007

Dollars
Species Catch Estimated WTP Per Estimated Upper
Location 2007 Catch Fish Total WTP  Bound WTP
Ocean 6,488 fE4 $412 696 $412 696
Coho
River 1,200 S157 5188, 732 5363 404
. Ocean 5,355 564 5340, 600 $340 600
Chinook
River 15,988 5232 $3,711,003 510,948,101
Ocean 1,040 5126 $131,130 H160,447
Steelhead
River 4,165 52099 51,246,599 53,780,289
Total Sport Fishing 34,236 56,030,759 516,012,535

Source: ECOMNorthwest analysis of resulls from studies presented in Table 7 and data from Oregon Department

of Fish and Wilkdiife (hitp fwww diw slate or us/resources/fishing/sporicalch asp}
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3. Non-use Value of Rogue River Salmon

Even those who do not consume salmon or steelhead may benefit from their
existence. In fact, the non-use value of an environmental resource is often far
greater than it's commercial or sport value. Non-use value can take several
different forms: option value, which is the value of saving a good for use at
another time; bequest value, the value of saving a good for future generations;
altruistic value, the value of saving a good for others to use now; and existence
value, the value of saving a good for the sake of its existence!. Surveys indicate
that, in aggregate, residents of the Pacific Northwest and California place a much
higher non-use value on salmon than they do use value. Only a relatively small
proportion of West Coast residents participate in fishing for salmon and
steelhead. Thus there are many fewer households over which to aggregate total
value. For example, based on information from the 2006 National Survey of
Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation: Oregon, 455,000 Oregonians
age 16 or older participated in fishing in 2006, out of a 16+ population of
2,894,050. This represents only 16% of Oregon’s 16 and older population®2.
Comparatively, based on household survey results, a much larger percentage of
Oregonians (and Americans in general) value Northwest salmon even though
they likely will never participate in salmon fishing or even view a wild salmon
(see Loomis, 1999, Pate and Loomis 1997, Loomis 1996).

Loomis (1999) estimated the marginal non-use value of salmon and steelhead on
the Lower Snake River to residents of Oregon, Washington, and California®. The
results of the analysis indicate that, as one would expect, the marginal value (ie.,
the value of the next additional salmon) goes down as the total population of
salmon goes up. At very low populations, (e.g. fewer than 5,000 total fish) the
marginal value of an additional fish is more than $1.0 million. This immense per-
fish value embodies the scarcity associated with a small fish population and
society’s desire to preserve the species for current and future generations.

Based on the results of the survey analysis and through the incorporation of
information from other surveys, Loomis (1999) developed a marginal WTP benefit
function, which provides estimates of the marginal value of a fish based on the

A Schuhmann, PW. and K.A, Schwabe, 2002, “Fundamentals of Economic Principles and Wildlife
Management.” [n L. Clark, |. Hone, A, Shivik, R.A. Watkins, K.C, VerCauteren, and J.K. Yoder,
eds., Human Conflicts with Wildlife: Economic Considerations. Proceedings of the Third NWRC Specinl
Symposium, Fort Collins, CO: National Wildlife Research Center from

http:/ / www aphis.usda.gov/ws/ nwre/ symposia /economics/ .

2 1.5, Department of Interior, Fish & Wildlife Service, and US. Department of Commerce, U 5.
Census Bureau. 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recrention: Cregon.

3 Loomis reviewed and augmented survey data from three other studies which asked households
in the Pacific Northwest and California how much they were willing to pay for a specified increasze
in the number of either salmon or salmon and steethead on a given river as a result of dam
removal. None of the fish in these studies were endangered which is an important consideration
when relating the results of these studies to other rivers since individuals will likely place greater
existence value on an endangered species than on a non-endangered species.
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size of the underlying population. He then demonstrates that as the underlying
population increases, the marginal value that society places on increasing the
population by one fish decreases. For example, based on a salmon population of
500,000, the marginal value of one additional fish is $1,595. However, the
marginal value of a second additional fish (e.g., the marginal value based on a
salmon population of 500,001) is only $1,539.

Loomis (1999) developed the marginal WTT benefit function based on analysis of
society’s WTI” to increase the salmon populations on the lower Snake River.
Based on comments from one or more reviewers of his analysis, he contends that
the benefit function may in fact be representative of the entire Pacific Northwest
salmon population. What this means is that, though there are many distinct
populations of salmon throughout the Pacific Northwest, many Northwest and
California residents do not differentiate between salmon of various populations.
Society’s concern is for the overall welfare of salmon populations throughout the
Morthwest. Thus, the value that society places on the marginal fish returning to
spawn in any one Northwest river is a function of the aggregate count of all
salmon returning to spawn in all Northwest rivers. The result of embracing the
assumption that society views all Northwest salmon as members of one
MNorthwest-wide population, is that society’s WTP for the marginal salmon of
any actual (biological) population will be lower than if society viewed each
biological population separately.

To estimate the society’s non-use WTP for Rogue River salmon and the value
society places on the entire population of Rogue River salmon we embrace the
all-Northwest assumption regarding the WTP benefit function for Rogue River
salmon. In doing so, we acknowledge that our estimates of the non-use or
existence value represents a lower bound estimate of the actual non-use value
society places on Rogue River salmon. That is, although we are unsure of
society’s actual non-use WTP for Rogue River salmon, we are confident that it is
no lower than and may be much higher than the estimated value based on the
WTT benefit function developed by Loomis (1999).

Table 9 shows the estimated marginal and average values of Rogue River
salmon, as well as the total value of the Rogue River fishery based on various
assumptions about the entire population of Northwest salmon. To our
knowledge, "official” estimates of the aggregate population of Northwest salmon
are not available.* However, based on escapement counts® for the Columbia
River system from the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC), we estimate
the 10-year average annual salmon escapement for the Northwest to be
approximately 830,000 fish.?® Based on this estimate of the Northwest salmon

2 We define “aggregate population” as the 10-year average salmon escapement summed across all
Northwest river systems,

% Escapement is the annual count of salmon and steelhead returning to their spawning ground or
hatchery.

26 The PEMC 2007 report can be found at: http:/ / www.pcouncil.org/ salmon /salsafe. himi,
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population, we estimate society’s annual marginal non-use WTP for a Rogue
River salmon to be $1,008, the average WTP to be $1,824, and the total annual
non-use WTP of the entire Rogue River salmon fishery to be just over $1.5 billion.

At first glance, these numbers appear to be very large. However, consider that
these estimates are aggregated across the entire population of Oregon,
Washington, and California —more than 46 million people in 2007. The per-
person value of the entire Rogue River salmon fishery is $32.37 per year. Another
perspective from which to view the annual value of the fishery is to compare it to
the economic output of the 3-state region. Based on Bureau of Economic Analysis
data (BEA), the combined gross state product of the three states was $2.28
trillion. The estimated annual value of the Rogue River fishery represents a mere
0.07% of the total annual output for 2007.

Table 9: Annual Non-Use Value of Rogue River Salmaon, 2007 Dollars*

Assumed Marginal Value of  Average Value of Total Value of
Northwest Salmon a Rogue River a Rogue River Rogue River Salmeon
Population Salmon Salmon Population
500,000 §1,595 54,852 §2,446,138,182
750,000 51,112 §2,217 51,662,859 665
828,282 $1,008 $1.824 $1,514,072,103
1,000,000 5822 51,268 $1,266,345,608
1,250,000 $793 5821 $1,026,859,060
1,500,000 $525 5576 $863,315.110

Source: ECONorthwest analysis of resulls from Loomis, J. 1998, Recreation and Passive Use Values From
Remowving the Dams on the Lower Snake River lo Increase Salmon, Agricultural Enterprises, Inc. for the
Depanmaent of the Army Corps of Engineers; data from the Pacific Fishery Management Council

{httpeiiwww poouncil org/sabmon'salsafe himl) and data from COregon Department of Fish and Wildlifie
{hitp e diwe stale or. usiresources/ishingisportcatch.asp).
* Consistent with the results of the WTP salmon question in the 1556 through 2006 Oragon Population Survays,
we gssume no inflationary growth in the WTP between 1996 (the data year of the Loomis 1999 study) and
2007

Table 9 also provides estimates of the value of Rogue River salmon based on
alternative assumptions regarding the size of the entire Northwest salmon
population. The declining values associated with increasing salmon populations
shown in Table 9 are consistent with economic principles of diminishing
marginal value. Under an assumption of relative scarcity (e.g. a total average
annual escapement of 500,000 salmon across all Northwest rivers), the marginal
value of Rogue River salmon is greater. And under the alternative assumption of
relative abundance (e.g. 1.5 million salmon), the marginal value of Rogue River
salmon is less. Stated another way, as local, regional, and oceanic conditions
worsen for Northwest salmon, the value of the next Rogue River salmon
increases.

While the results of Loomis’ study provide insight into the values society place
on salmon in general, it is important to realize that all salmon populations in the
MNorthwest may not be valued the same. A 2005 report by Goodstein and
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Matson®” summarized and augmented research by Layton, Brown, and Plummer
in 1999 on people’s willingness to pay for specific salmon restoration projects.
Goodstein and Matson (2007) used these data to find the perceived economic
benefit of restoring salmon populations or, alternatively, of avoiding further
declines in salmon populations and they extended the data collected from
Washington and Oregon households to households nationwide by assuming that
residents outside of Oregon and Washington, on average, placed a value on
salmon restoration equal to half that of Oregon and Washington residents. This is
a conservative assumption according to other studies on the value of Pacific
Northwest salmon for residents outside of the Northwest region. Table 10
summarizes their findings.

Table 10: The Economic Benefits of Restoring Salmon Populations and of
Preventing Further Declines in Salmon Populations

The economic benefits to residents of Oregon and Washington of restoring salmon
populations:

Columbia River Salmon $2,890 per fish
Washington Coastal Chum Salmaon 872 per fish
Oregon Coastal Coho Salmon 5872 per fish
Rogue River Coastal Coho Salmon $B72 per fish
Puget Sound Chincok Salman $872 per fish

The economic benefit per year, to residents of Oregon and Washington, of preventing
further declines in wild-salmon populations:

Preventing a one-third decline in 5359 million - $3.6 billion
populations
Preventing a two-thirds decline in £718 million - $7.2 billion
populations

The economic benefit per year, to residents of the U.5., of preventing further declines in
wild-salmon populations:

Preventing a one-third decline in 55.4 billion - $54 billion
populations

Praventing a two-thirds decline in 510.9 billion - 5109 billion
populations

Source: ECOMorthwest with data from Goodstein, E. and L. Matson. 2007, “Climate Change in the
Pacific Northwest: Valuing Snowpack Loss for Agriculture and Salmon.” In ].D, Erickson and .M.
Gowdy eds., Frontiers in Ecological Economic Theory and Application, Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.

¥ Goodstein, E. and L, Matson, 2007, “Climate Change in the Pacific Northwest: Valuing Snowpack
Loss for Agriculture and Salmon.” In ].D. Erickson and [.M. Gowdy, eds., Frontiers in Ecological
Economic Theory aud Applications. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar,
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One of the disadvantages of the reports of non-use value viewed thus far is that
they take data only from one point in time and do not allow us to observe how
residents’ willingness to pay for salmon recovery changes with changes in the
economy and social structure. To observe trends in Oregonians’ willingness to
pay for salmon habitat restoration and improved water quality, we look at the
Biennial Oregon Population Survey, conducted by the Oregon Office of
Economic Analysis and the Oregon Progress Board. The survey provides data
from as far back as 1996 and asks Oregon residents, how much per month they
are willing to pay for water quality and habitat improvement efforts to help
improve salmon runs in Oregon.

In 2006, the survey results showed, on average, that each Oregonian household
was willing to pay $4.42 per month in 2008 dollars. Extending that value over the
course of a year and multiplying the result by 1,333,723 Oregon households,
indicates that Oregonians alone are willing to pay a total of $75,958,977 per year
to improve salmon runs. Figure 2 shows the average annual amount Oregonians
stated they are willing to pay for water quality and salmon habitat
improvements based on the results of the Oregon Population Survey. The
willingness to pay remains fairly constant (in nominal dollars) throughout the
years for which data are available indicating that Oregonians are willing to make
a long-term commitment to protecting and improving salmon habitat. It also
indicates that Oregonians have a continued concern for the health of salmon runs
which has not diminished significantly over time.
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Figure 3 shows responses to another Oregon Fopulation Survey question, “How
important do you feel it is to improve salmon runs in Oregon?”. It is noteworthy
that in every year that the survey was conducted since 1996, over 80% of the
respondents stated that improving salmon runs was very important or
somewhat important and in all but two of the survey years, the majority of all
respondents felt that improving salmon runs was very important.

Figure 2: Oregonian's Willingness to Pay for Water Quality and Habhitat
Improvement Efforts to Help Improve Salmon Runs in Oregon, In Current
Year Dollars
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Source: ECONarthwasl with data fram Cregan Progress Board, Oregon Population Survey,
http:/iwwaw oregon gov/DAS/IOPB/popsurvey. shiml
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Figure 3: How Important Do You Feel it is to Improve Salmon Runs in
Oregon?
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Source: ECONorthwest with data from Oregon Progress Board, Oregon Populalion Sunvey.
hittp:ifwww, oregon. govDASIOPB/popsurvey. shiml

As shown by numerous surveys and studies, the continued existence of salmon
and steelhead in the Pacific Northwest is very important to the local residents
and is likely important to residents throughout the country. The non-use value
reported in these studies has remained fairly steady over the past ten years and
will likely remain so in future years. Consequently, government policies that
preserve and/or enhance existing salmon and steelhead habitats have far-
reaching benefits, which may not be captured by the market and these benefits
will be felt by residents for many years to come.
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SUMMARY

The findings of this report show that Rogue River salmon and steelhead are
valuable assets to the Pacific Northwest with economic benefits that extends far
beyond their market price. The commercial fishing industry for salmon and
steelhead brings income into the regional economy through direct revenues and
employment and is further increased by the multiplier effect. We estimate the
economic value of the Rogue River to the commercial salmon fishery to be not
less than $1.36 million annually.

The economic benefits society accrues from recreational fishing are even greater
since the consumer surplus for each salmon and steelhead caught is typically
greater than the angler's expenditures. Based on analysis of the academic
literature, which includes studies of the sport value of salmon and steelhead
throughout the Northwest, we estimate the annual value of all Rogue River
salmon runs to be not less than $16 million.

By far, the most significant value associated with Rogue River salmon, is the non-
use value to residents of Oregon, the Northwest, and the entire west coast. Based
on the results of peer-reviewed, published studies and data from household
surveys, we estimate the implicit value of all Rogue River salmon and steelhead
runs to be approximately $1.5 billion —significantly greater than the total use
value of Rogue River salmon, Households in the Pacific Northwest indicate they
are willing to pay over eight hundred dollars per fish for salmon preservation
and Oregonians consistently state a willingness to pay at least 570 million
annually to enhance salmon habitat in the state.

MNorthwest salmon face the risk of extinction, in part, because healthy salmon
habitat is scarce. As the supply of healthy salmon habitat diminishes and the risk
of extinction increases, the marginal economic values associated with the
remaining salmon and the cost of protecting remaining habitat will only grow.
Any increase in the risk of extinction would negatively impact both the widely-
recognized economic values of salmon discussed in this report, as well as the
values that Congress recognizes to be “incalculable,”? including the spiritual,
cultural, and health-related values that tribal members and others place on
salmon and their habitat.”® Protecting salmon habitat in the Wild & Scenic section
of the Rogue River would reduce the risk of extinction of Northwest salmon.

% House of Representatives. 1973, Report No. 93-4112. Pp.4-5,

B Spe, for example, Meyer Resources, Inc. 1999, Tribal Circumstances & [mpacts from the Lower Snake
Riper Project: Executive Summary, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission. Oclober.

*Despite the deprivations summarized previously, today, salmon remain connected to the core of
tribal material and spiritual life. Faced with bleak present circumstances, and severely limited
prospects for remedy, the tribal peoples still look first to the salmon with hope of a better future.

“Traditional activities such as fishing, hunting and gathering roots, berries and medicinal plants
build self-esteem for Nez Perce peoples — and this has the capacity to reduce the level of death by
accident, violence and suicide affecting our people. When you engage in cultural activities you
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Response to Question #16 Income/Expense
1/1/2013 Through 12/31/2013
682014 Page 1
1M72013- 2M72013- IR0 4Nz 5//2013-
Category Description 1312013 21282013 z12M3 473072013 5312013
INCOME R s
Balance Forward 10,848.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Donation 0.00 1,000.00 1,200.00 3,550.00 299800
TOTAL INCOME 10,92828 1,000.00 1,200.00 3,550.00 2,958.00
EXPENSES e, .
Bank Charge 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.00
Office Supplies 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reimburse 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Retainer 7,000.00 1,500.00 0.00 3,000.00 3,880.00
Travel, Bus 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 560.00
" TOTAL EXPENSES 7,000.00 1,500.00 0.00 3,020.00 4,540.00
OVERALL TOTAL 3,948.29 -500.00 1,200.00 530.00 -1,542.00
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Income/Expense

112013 Through 12/31/2013

2014 Page 2
8MR013- 7172013 BH2013- 12013 10/1/2013-
Category Description 87302013 7312013 83172013 9/30/2013 10312013
INCOME
Balance Forward 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Donation 6,500.00 §,500.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
TOTAL INCOME 6,500.00 5,500.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
EXPENSES
Bank Charge 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Office Supplies 11274 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Raimturse 0.00 2,000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ratainer 7.010.00 4,000.00 0.00 0.00 200.00
Travel, Bus 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL EXPENSES 712274 ,000.00 0.00 0.00 200.00
OVERALL TOTAL £622.74 -500.00 0.00 0.00 -100.00
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Income/Expense
i 112013 Through 12/31/2013
4 aR2014 Paga 3
1112013 122013 - OVERALL
__ Category Descripion  — TISORUTS 127312013 T
T i B s S ST e ST T P e R
Batance Forward 0.00 000 10,548 29
Donation 11824 250.00 2121624
~ TOTAL INCOME 11824 250.00 3216453

Bank Charge 0.00 0.00 20.00
Office Supplies 0.00 0.00 11274

Relmburse 0.00 0.00 2,000.00

Ratainer 120.00 0.00 28,810.00

: Travel, Bus D.00 240,00 B00.00
b, " TOTAL EXPENSES  120.00 T 240,00 20,742.74
OVERALL TOTAL 1.76 10.00 2,421.79
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Income/Expense
i 1/1/2014 Through 12/31/2014

124 212014 M

14
Catagory Description ‘.‘31,?3‘4_ 21282014 14

e
& =3
s

far

__ Donation 100.00 000  -1,000.00
TOTAL INCOME 100.00 0.00 -1,000.00

S

200.00 10.00
200.00 10.00

Orffice 0.00 0.00 0.00
Office Supplies 0.00 18.00 0.00
Retainer 400,00 0.00 1,000.00
Travel, Bus 100.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL EXPENSES 500.00 18.00 1,000.00
OVERALL TOTAL 400.00 -18.00 -2,000.00
¢
¥
K
!
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0.00 10.00
0.00 0.00
200.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
~200.00 10.00
0.00 0.00
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e

Income/Expense
112014 Through 12312014

8RR Page 2

8M2014- T4 BN2014- 22014 102014
Category Description 63072014 T4 A312014 8302014 1073172014

Donaton 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL INCOME 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

B

Office 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 .00
Dffice Supplies 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Retalner 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Travel, Bus 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL EXPENSES 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
OVERALL TOTAL o 0.00 000 000 000 000
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Income/Expense

1/1/2014 Through 12/31/2014
6/8/2014
11172014 12112014 OVERALL

Category Description —  TI/30i20id 12312078 TOTAL
INCOME

Donation 0.00 0.00 -£90.00
~ TOTAL INCOME 0.00 0.00 -550.00
EXPENSES

Office 0.00 0.00 10.00

Office Supplies 0.00 0.00 18.00

Retainer 0.00 0.00 1,500.00

Travel, Bus 0.00 0.00 100.00

TOTAL EXPENSES 0.00 0.00 1,728.00
OVERALL TOTAL 0.00 0.00 -2.418.00
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Check Register

Checking Page 4
102712014
Dats Num Transaction Payment C  Deposit Balance

2252014 Columbia Bani 200378
cat Cffice Supplies

3212014 Freres =k 1,003.79
cat Donation

M4 ATM Wright Media 50379
cat: Retainer

262014 ATM Wright Media a.Ta
cat Retainar

4212014 DEP U Da Man 200.00 208.79
cat Dionation

4212014 ATM Jim Wright 2379
cat Retainer

4232014 ATM Jim Wright ol - 379
cat: Retainar

SME04 DEP John Bresmaman Donation 10.00 137
cat Doration

SERM4 1254 Oregon Department Of Jusfica amn
cat Office

6202014 DEP City Of Newport 5,000.00 5,003.78
cat Donation

6/20/2014 1255 Jim Wright 3,503.79
cat: Travel, Bus

Bf2B/2014 ATM Jim Wright 3.003.79
cal: Public Relations

BETR04 ATM Jim Wright 2.503.79
cat: Public Ralations

THR20M4 ATM Jim Wi 260.00 224379
cat Public Relations

T4 ATM Jim 260.00 1,883.79
cat Pubiic Relations

TR2014 ATM Jim Whght 500.00 148378
cat Public Retations

TROROE ATM Jim Wiight 420.00 1.063.78
cat Public Relations

Tr22rzn14. -BER David DelL.omnzo - 3 = - 200.00 _1,26379
cat: Donalfon

7222014 DEP Doug Stamm 96,80 1,360.59
cat Donafion

Ti22/2014 1258 *VOID*Jim Wiright 1,360.50
cat: Travel, Bus

TiZaR014 DEP Ralph Raybum 100.00 1.460.58
cat Donation

TR52014 DEP Christine Anderson 4825 150884
cat Donation

TE12014 1257 Jim 1,224 .55
cat Travel, Bus

aTR014 1258 Jim Wright 1.0r5.84
cat Travel, Bus

BMSR2014 DEP Mancy ssacs 18.12 1,088.96
cat Donation
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Check Register

Checking Page 5
1002712014
Date Num Transaction Payment C  Deposit Balance

BM82014 1259 Boldt Carlisle 40000 c 698.96
cak: Accountants

8/21/2014 DEP Kathlgen Cooley o 50.00 T48.86
cat; Donation

83072014 1260 Jim Wright 438.75 a08.21
cat: Travel, Bus

842014 DEP Mue Family Trust c £500.00 BOS.21
cat: Donation

9102014 DEFP Lois Duvall c 155.00 0R4. 21
cat: Donation

9252014 1261 Jim Wright 800,00 ¢ 454.21
catl: Public Relations

10/21/20%4 1262 Jim Wright At e MR = < AT
cat: Travel, Bus
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— R

Income/Expense

1/1/2014 Through 10/27/2014
1072772014 Page 1
112014 412014 THRO14- 10/1/2014- OVERALL
Category Descripfion aa1P04 673012014 8/30/2014 102772014 TOTAL
INCOME : S s
Donation -500.00 5.210.00 1,180.17 0.00 547917
~ TOTAL INCOME -500.00 5,210.00 1,168.17 0.00 547947
EXPENSES =u
Accourtants 0.00 0.00 400.00 0.00 400.00
Office 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Office Supplies 18.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.00
Public Relations 0.00 1,000.00 1,940.00 0.00 2,840.00
Retalner 1,400.00 200.00 0.00 0.00 1,600.00
Travel, Bus 100.00 1,500.00 BEA.75 447.00 2,915.75
TOTAL EXPENSES 1,518.00 2,710.00 3,208.75 447.00 788376
OVERALL TOTAL -2,418.00 2,500.00 -2,039.58 447.00 -2,404.58
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Short Form

- 990-E2 Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax

Under sscfion 501{cj, 527, or 484T{a){1] of the intermal Revenue Code (except privete foundations)

» Do not enter Soclal Securfty numbers on this form as it may be made public,

| oMB N, 18451180

Open to Public

Dagartmant of the Transury Inspection
k—unp:rm-m » information about Form 880-EZ and its instructions s at www.irs.gov/iformSs0. “pif
A h‘hﬂﬂ“]-.*h]“w » 2013, end ending 20
[ - pe—— [ m D Empioyer demiceton number
Adlire ctange TION, INC. 45
Memn changa uumm:tm é anﬂkmﬂwﬁermw BT o
lrshtta vt mpy .
PR J F Group Ex=mpiion
dgpiare pardig — Numnber »
G Accounting Method: ¢ Cash Accual  Other (spectty) » H Check » [ i the orgarization is not
| Website: ™ NONE required to att=ch Schaduls B
K Form of crganization: Em DT:I.I! [ Associgtion Ciher
L Add inea 5o, Gc, and Th, to e 9 to determine gross recsipts. if gross recelpts are $200,000 or mors, or T iotal pesets
{Part i, column [B) below] are $500,000 or mone, file Form 920 Instead of Form §90-EX . L | 4

STl Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Balances {auu the Ina‘l:rucﬂana for Part J}

Contributions, gifts, grants, and simiar amounts received . . .

Prmﬂﬂ\hmmmmmm
Membership dues and assesaments . . . . .
Investmant income

Cﬂ'mkﬂmaor@nhﬂmmod&hadJuﬂmmpmﬂmmyqumﬂmhMPuﬂ PR PR s )

T | || -

Less: oost or other basis and sales expenses . . 5h

MaMMﬁ-ﬂmﬂ“ﬂmW{&ﬂﬂhﬁthm
Gaming and fundraising cvents

1

2

3

4 -
5a ﬂmmmﬂfmmslhufmmmmmy e oo e Sa
b

c

&

n&mhmﬁuﬂgm{aﬂmh&dﬂdﬂﬁﬂmm

r
s

=i
Atk

E $15000) . . . - . o« |eal
b
1

from fundraising events reported on line 1) (aftach Schedule G i the
sum of such gross income and contributions exceeds §15000) . . &b

mmmmmmm i of contributions I

¢ Less direct expansas from gaming and fundralsing events . 6o

fina 6c) -
Ta E'nunlmufh'wm ium.mlmdm i e s 'E ?l!

d Nuthmnnrﬂnas}ﬂmgumw;mdmdrﬂmmhddﬁnuEiamdﬁhandsuw-ct :

b Lesscostofgoodssold . . b |

c Empmﬂtw{bujfrmmhnfmﬂuyﬁmmwm?hhmhm?ﬂ .
8 Other revenue (describe in Schedula ©) . . . :
8  Total revenue. Add lines 1, 2,_345:,5:[.?:,_ andB . . . .

10 Grants and similar asmountz paid fistinSchedule ) . . . . . - . . . . .

11 Bensfimpaidtoorformembers . . . R R

12 Salaries, other compansation, mmﬂmm i 1
memmmfamanduuwpqmmtnlndapmdemmmm

15 nmg.mpnmmm,

16  Other experses (describe in Schedule 0) . .

17 Total expenses. Add lines 10 through 16

Expenses
-
= W

13 26,610

. |17 21,743

E 18 Exess or (deficit) for the year (Subtract line 17 from e §)

end-of-year figure reported on prior year's retum)
20 mmhmmwwmmhmq .
(21 Net assets or fund balances at end of year. Combine lines 16 through 20

18 Nﬂmﬂammwﬂbaghimdywm&u.ﬂ.mwjm“m

18 { 5,043)

{13.48%}

For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate Instructions. Cat. No. 108421

mmﬁuﬁ

T
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Form §90-E2 (2013

Balance Sheets (sse ths instructions for Part [I)

Check If the organization used Schedule O to respond to any questioninthisPartil . . . . . . . . - . A
&) Baginning of year {8 End of year
2 Cashassvingsendimvestmenl= . . . . . . . . « « « « = = = = = 746522 2472
23 landandbulidings. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - a2
24 Otherassefs(descrihainSchedule Q) . . . . . . . . - . - - .« . 24
5 Tolalaaelle. . i - : = < 2 3 i Gielmrats s 4 @ B &2 @ ow 4 a 748526 2,822
28 Total Gabliities {descrbeinSchedula O . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,950|26 20,550
27  Net assets or fund balances {ine 27 of column (Bl must agree with ine 21) . . (13.488) |27 (1e.528)
Statement of Program Service Accomplishments {sea the instructions for Part 1l
Check If the organizsfion used Schadule O to respond to any question in this Part il - O lhp-tlh--ﬂm
What is the organization’s primary exempt purpose?  EDUCATION ST, and S0TCEG
organiasions and seclion
Describe the organization’s program senvice accomplishments for each of s three largest program senvices, | oowin) s coional
25 measured by expenses. In = clear and concise manner, describe the senvices provided, the number of | grothes)
persons benefited, and other relevant information for each program title.
28 CONTACTING SUPPORTERS AND EDUCATION THE PUBLIC THROUGH PRINT AND OTHER MEDIA ON
MARINE MANAGEMENT AND SALMON RECOVERY
{Grants § ) ¥ this amount includes foreign grants, checkhere . . . . » [] |28a 25,510
2
{Grants $§ ) If this amount includes foreign grants, checkhere . . . . » ] |29a
30
(Grams § ) If this amount inciudes foreign grants, checkhere . . . . » [] |30a
81 Other program senvices (describe In Schedule ) . . . . . . . . R
ts if this amount Includes mnta.dmkha'a » [ |31a
a2 Eml ram service expenses (add lines 28a thio E§1£ ............ > | a2 26,810

List of Officers, Directors, Trustees, and Key Employoes (list each one even if not compensated—ses the Instructions for Part V)

& w' W

mwhmmwommmwmﬂhmmw

|

++++++

=) Mame and il hnnprﬂ

devoted to posttion

Lﬂ:w

[ not paid, enter -0-) | dslemsd

“HtquHMMuf
benatt plans, othar cormpensation

JOHN BRENNEMAN
President and Director

Form 980-EZ @3
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#5

025306

45-4272425 201312 &7 B
E 0oD27746
BODC: TE

SALMON FOR OREGON ASEOCIATION INC
PO BOX T46
LYONS OR 97358

Taxpaver Identification Humber: 45-4272825
Form: 990-EL
R Tl creieie 3 -~Tax-Pericd: - Bees 31, 20135 . o
29492-158-13702-46

Dear Taxpaver:

We received wvour Form 990-EZ, Shert Form Return of Organization

Exempt From Income Tax, for the tax periocd shown above and need
additional information. When responding please send only the reguested
information ATTACHED BEHIND A COPY OF THIS LETTER. Do not send a
complete copy of yvour return unless the requested Information changes
vour original return.

Based on the information shown on your return, Schedule A, Part II,
Support Schedule, should be completed. Please complete Part II on
Schedule A or explain why vou deo not have to complete Part II. You
must alse sign the declaration at the end of this letter.

For tax forms, instructions, and publications, visit www.irs.gov or
call 1-800-TAX-FORM (1-80D0-829-3676).

Please send the information to us within 30 days from the date of
this letter. To avoid delawvs in processing:

1. Attach a copv of this letter teo the front of vour reply.

2. Do not send a copy of vour original return because it -doesn't
have the information we need.

3. Write vour Emplover Identification Number at the top of each
form vou send to us. M

. Sign the declaration at the end of this letter and send it
to us with the information we have reguested.

In addition to providing the missing or incomplete information, please
include a reasonable cause explanation as to why the required
information was not originally submitted with wvour return. Failure to
provide both the missing or incomplete information and a reasonable
cause explanation mayv result in penalties being charged to vour
account.
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Form S60-EZ NS
IEXXJ  Other Information (Note the Scheduie A and personal benefit Contract statement requirements In the
instructions for Part V) Check If the organization used Schedule O 1o respond to any question in this Part V

Pua

@

33

34

’ﬂ'g E LI - s

ﬁb‘ﬁaﬂ

o

(-]

Yes| No

DHﬂnnrnanhHunwlnwaEgnlﬂmtthﬂmtprmﬁnuhmpmﬁedmh [RS? If “Yea,” prwidaa

detafled description of each activity in Schedule © . . . a3

%uwwwmmdahhmﬂuwmw#ﬁn m-m
copy of the amendad documents i they reflact a change to the organization's name. Otherwise, expiain the
change on Scheduls O (see Instructions)

mmmmmmmmdmmummummm
aciivities (such a= those reported on fines 2, Ga, and 7a, among others)? .

i *Yes,” to line 352, hes the organization filed a Form 980-T for the year? If "No,” MMMHMG

Was tha organization a saction 507(c)4), 501(c)(5}, or 501(c)6} organtzation subjact to section 6033(s) notice,
reporting, and proxy tax requirements during the year? If *Yes,” complete Schedule C, Part Il . .

Did the organization undergo a lguldation, dissalution, taﬂnhwﬁnmnralgrﬁﬂmdhpmfﬁmnfmmm
during the year? If “Yes," complets applicable parts of Schedula N . . . ;

mmdmm&mﬂmuau:hmhmmr Iﬂ:l
Did the organization fils Form 1120-POL for this year?

numwmm«mmmnm}ﬁ l:hcl:r mu-,urhrirﬂurHum
any such oans made in a prior yeer and st outstanding st the end of the t1=x year coversed by this retumn?

if “Yes," complete Schedule L, Part l and enter the total amount involved . . . . [38b 20880 ' -

Section 501(c)7) organizations. Enter: g
Initiation fees and capital contributions Includedonlines . . . . . . . . . . [3%9a
Gross receipts, Inciuded on line 8, for public use of club facilifes . . . 38b
EmhmEﬂﬂnﬂa}mguntuﬂurl.Emmdmhpmudunhmmde&mmundr

saction 4811 b D ;section 4912 o ;section 4855 0

Section 501 (c){3) and 501(c)4] orpanizations. Did the organization engage in any section 4858 excess bensfit
transaction during tha year, wﬂlmmmm”nﬂm:mmﬂmmm
reparisd on any of iis prior Forms 990 or 990-E77 § “Yes," complets Schadils L Part| . i

Section 501(c)3) and 501(ch4) organizations. Enter amount of tax imposed on
meﬁﬁmmuwmmma
4955 and 4058 . . . I
Mmﬂﬂ{u}[ﬂ}mﬁuﬂu}{ﬁmmmm&dhmmm
raimbursed by the organtzation . . . | 3

Al organizations. A:wﬂmdluhgmmyaw mhmhﬂmammammmm

transaction? If “Yes," complete Form 8886-T . .

mmmmm-mdwmhmr OREGON

The organiration’s books are in care of I JOHN BRENNEMAN Tel=phons no.

Locsted at I B031 Sacajewea Way, Witsonvilie, OR OP+4 >

Al Brry tims during the calendar year, did the organization have an interest in or a signeture or other authorily over

& financial account in a foreign country (such as a bank account, securities account, or other financial account?

i *“Yes,” enter the name of the foreign country:

See the instructions for exceptions and filing requirements for Form TO F 80-22.1, Aeport of Foreign Bank || |

and Financlal Accounts.
AL any time during the calandar year, did the organization maintain an ofice outside the US.?. . . . .

If *¥es," anter the nams of the foreign country: b

and enter the amount of tax-exampt interest received or scorued during tho tax year ~ . . [-ﬂl

Did the organizafion maintain any donor advised funds during the year? I *Yes,” Form 830 must be
completed instead of Form 980-E2 . .

E‘.r

nﬁﬂnmmmwmmmmmmw'ﬂm Furm'ﬂiﬂn'mtbe
completed Instead of Form 880-E2 . . . -

e

=4

Eldﬂmumm!mﬁunmuﬂwwpawmmfnrindwmimmﬂuu di.tingﬂ'luw-‘i'

f "Yes" mh%mmmmm-daﬁummmmmwr'-m mm
axplanstion in Schedule O . | .

mmwm-wmmmmamm&waﬂ

'i‘E-'~:§§.-'f'l-

m&emmeMwmnqmmmmmﬂmh
m:‘m&ﬂﬂﬂnm H"rn, Fﬂmﬂ}lﬂﬁdﬂhﬁﬂﬂhﬂtﬂhﬂﬁmﬁhﬂiﬂﬂf

i

‘u_'_-

N

Form 900-EZ po1g
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Form S90-E2 ENS Feg= 4

No

46 Did the organization wﬂ;n. directly or Indirectly, in political campalgn activities on hahn!fnfnr]nuppuaiﬂnn R

to candidates for public office? If “Yes," complete Schedule C, Part | . . . 46 v
Section 501 organizations only

All section 501 c}{3] organizations must answer questions 47-49b and 52, and complete the tables for ines

50 and 51.
Check if the organization used Schedule O to respond to any questioninthisPatV1_ . . . . . . . . . [
Yes | No
a7 UdﬂnumlﬂlzaﬂnnﬂwMIubbjﬁﬂﬂmhvfﬁunthNINGHnnEm{h}aJmﬁmthuﬂngmem
year? if “Yes," complate Schadula C, Part [I : e 47 v
48 thtﬂﬂuWhﬁntWMﬂﬁn mnﬂ-mE 5 = o L 48 i
48a DOWd the organization maks any transfers to &n exempt non-charfteble elated orpanization? . - . . . . 450 i
b M *"Yes,” was the related organirafion a saction 527 organization? . . 490
50 mmwhhm-mmmmm{mmmmmmm
asmployees) who each received more than §100,000 of compensation from the organization. If there (s nons, enter *None.”
{b) Average 0 Peporiable | U Healli Sanafia e
{a) Nama and e of sach employss hewrs por weslk enwnpensstcn “_‘:ﬂ'“'“’" ”ﬂm"m"‘*
devoled to pesifion. | (Formm W-271080-MISG) crerpermation
f Total number of other employess pald over $100,000 . . . . »

51 Compiste this tabls for the organization's five highest compansated Independent contractors who each received more than
$100,000 of compensation from the organizstion. if there is none, enter “None.*

o Marme and bosieegy aocress of sach dereeciers cortraciorn ) Tope of sarvice: s Compansaton

d Total number of other independent contractors each receiving over $100,000 . . >

52 mnmms&mmmummmwmm@m
nonex=mpt cheritable ests must aftach a completed Schaduls A . . . - ."D‘l’ﬂ [ e

e olmined T retuem, nckuding ﬂmwhumﬂwm-ﬂbﬂ.!h
o tﬂwpnﬁnhhmdmi ﬂMnmhnnm

e 1 s F‘ [ _7]17777
Here BREN , PRESIDENT AND DIRECTOR

Type o vt rane and e
Paid DTy wemees twTE Presares et e ml’]r‘_ﬁﬁ

salf-aimpioysd

Uﬁﬁnﬂh\' Frmsname  » Fn's EIN »

Frm's addreas . Phooe no.

For B90-EZ o3
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[ OME Mo, 1545-0047

SCHEDULE A Public Charity Status and Public Support
S : 2013
Compiste # the organirstion s a section 51{c)) organiz=tion or a section
4847 [a)(1) nonexempt charftable trust.
Peparimant Treasiiry Attach to Form Farm S90-EL Open to Public
Hniﬂnm-d“m nmmm:mﬂwmmhumunwm {h-,:_;;:.,_--,_,-_:..r},‘

Name of the orgenr=son Employer iderfifostion romber

A5-ATTZ625

Rea: blic Charit; mwmmmMMMMWJ%Ian

mamnHMaMMMnmhuﬁ:ﬂrim1mﬁ check only ona box.)

1 [ A church, convention of churches, or associstion of churches described in section 170N 1HAN].

2 [ A school described in section 17T0MLK1MANE). (Attach Schedule E)

3 [ Ahospital or a cooperative hospital sarvice organization described In section 170([b){1){A)E.

4 [] A medical ressarch organization operated in conjunction with a hospital described In section 170{b)(1){A){iil). Enter the
hospital's name, city, and state:

5 [JAn organization opersied for the banefit of 2 collage or university owned or operated by 2 governmental unit described in
section 170{b}{1NA){v}. (Compiete Part IL)

6 [0 A federal, state, or local govemnment or governmental unit deseribed in section 170{b)(1}{A) V).

7 [f] An organization that normally recelves a substantial part of ite support from a governmental unit or from the general public
desarfbed In section 170{b}{1}{A)(vi). (Complete Part |L.)

8 [ A commurity tnmt desoribed in section 170(bHT)A)V). [Compiate Part IL)

9 [JAn organization that normally receives: (1) more than 33'4% of its support from contributions, membership fees, and gross

) receipts from activities related 1o fis exsmpt functions—subject to certaln exceptions, and (2) no more than 334% of #ts
support from gross investment income and unrelated business taxable Income (less section 511 tax} from businesses
acquired by the organization after June 30, 1875. See section 508(a)(2). (Complete Part [IL)

10 [J An organization organized and operated exciusively to test for public safety. See section 509{a)(4).

1" UMWWHWMMth.mmmmmwmmuﬂ
purposes of one or more publicly supported organtzations described In section 502{a)(1) or section 50%{a)(2). See section
509(a){3). Check tho box that describes the type of supporting organization and completa lines 11e through 11h.

a OTypel b [ Typell ¢ [ Typeli-Functionally integrated ~ d [ Type Il-Non-functionaily integrated
|DWdﬂqﬁMEwﬁﬂhm:mmm“mw“ammM
oiher than foundation managers and other than one or more pubiicly supported organizations described in section S09{z){1)

or saction 508(z)(2).
f  If the organization received a written determination from the IRS that it Is a Type |, Type i, umiumpnrum
oganization checkthisbax . . - . . . & . ¢ - 4 s 4 4 2 s s e e e e e s e e e O
8 Since August 17, 2006, has the organizalion accepisd any gift or contribution from any of the
following persons?
m Apﬂmwhudmwfarlndimcﬂymnb.eﬂwﬂnnnnrmgiﬂwwimpmnadmﬂhndlnmlnd Yoo | No
() below, the govemning body of the supported organization? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . g
(i) Afamily memberofapersondescribedin(labove? . . . . . . . . . . 2 4 = 4 « = o
ﬁammmﬁnmmnmuﬂm ............. frigm
h  Provide the following information about the supported organizationis).
(i Hama of supporisd " EN nm«m.m ﬁ”:ﬁ;'-ﬂf*" nt:;mmm;{_t mw.iu {ivi1} Ameunt of monstary
mu:‘:m mmpﬂ. Wi-:“‘r" 0 orgenleed in the
{aee imatructons; < =87
Yes Ho Yea Mo Yes No
(A
® |
(c)
(D)
(E}
&y {-' s '_"‘"—*-E;-.H’--“w'-;--" ;ky_"’ T = T
Total e
Fwwnnﬂumﬁhﬂmmh Cat No. 11288F Scheduls A [Form 090 or 550-£5 2013
Form 860 or 800-EZ
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Sctmooie A [Form 990 or 990-E7) 2012

Support Schedule for Organizations Described in Section 509(a)(2)

__wmmmmmmmm.mmmm
Section A.

Page 3

(Complete anly if you checked the box on line 9 of Part | or if the organization falted to quallty under Part [l

mﬂpmmwnr @2009 | M2010 | 2011 | (d) 2012

#ﬂ

{©2013 | (0 Totsl

Gz, grants, confributions, and membershin fees
received. (Do not include any “urnusual grants.”)

Gross recelpts from admissions, marchandize
sold ar sarvices or faclities
fumishad In any that is refated to the
crganization's txd-exempt papose .

hnﬂhhﬁlﬂhﬁnrﬂr
unrei=ted trads or business under seclion 513

Tax rovenues levied for the
organization's benefit and either pald
io or expended on fta behalf .

The wvalue of services or facilities
mwnwmmm

Total. Add fines 1 through 5.

Amounts included on fines 1, 2, and 3
received from disqualified perscns

Amounts Included on lnes 2 and 3
received from other than disquaiied
parsons that sxceed the graster of $5.000
or1% of the amount on ns 13 for fhe year

Add ines TaandTb . .
WWMMHMM gt e O
lineg) . . . - At iy

Section B. Total Sl.lppnrt

Calendar year (or fiscal year beginning in} » | (a] 2009 &) 2010 {c) 2011 {d) 2012

9
10a

1

12

13

14

) Total

Amourds fromne 6 . .

Gross income fom infemst, m
peEyments recaivad on securiies lbans, rents,
rovatties and income from similar sources |

Unrelated business taxabis income (lass
section 511 taxss) from businesses
acquired sfter June 30, 1975 . 3

Add fres 10sand 106 . . . |

Net income from unrsisted huﬂ'ml
activities not includad In line 10b, whether
or not the business is regularly camled on

Other inoome. Do not Inciude galn or
loss from the sale of capltal assels
(Expiain in Part V) .

Total support. (Add fines 8, 10c, .:
and12) . . .

1
mmmwmmmkmhwsmm ﬂﬁrd,fmrﬂ':.nrﬂm\hxywmauuﬂmﬁﬂﬂcﬂﬂl

organization, check this box and stop hare

Emﬂonﬁmq:_uuﬁmuf?ﬂ:ﬂc&mportm

15

Public support percentage for 2013 (line 8, column (f) divided by line 13, nﬂmﬂ]

15

18

16 Public support percentage from 2012 Scheduie A, Part L ine 15 . . . _
Section D. Computation of Investment Income

17

18

18a
b

Invesiment income percentage for 2013 (ine 10c, column {fj dhvided by line 13, column {f}) .
invesimant income percentage from 2012 Schedule A, Part lil, line 17 .

17

18

RIR| E[R

33'2% support tests—2013. If the organization did not check the box on fine 14, nnn' Hna 1E hmm&mnaahﬁ and fine
17 Is not more than 33'a%, check this box and stop here. Tha organization qualifies as a publicly supported organization
IN'a’%: support tasts —2012. If the arganizetion did not check a box on fing 14 or fing 193, and ne 16 Is more than 33%a%, and

line 18 is not more than 33"s%, check this box and stop here, The organizafion quaifies as 2 publicly supported organizstion P [
mmEﬁumﬂdmm;hmmﬁt14,1hw1&m&hmmmhm Ir|:

gl B

Schidids A (Form #80 or 360-EX) 213

g
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Schedule B Schedule of Contributors s

{Form 660, 990-EZ,

SR > Attach to Form 680, Form 800-EZ, or Form 960-PF. 2013
Department of e T=5Y | b informetion sbout Schedule B (Form 990, 990-EZ, or 90-PF) and s instrucfions is t www.rz. goviform90.
MHame of the crganization Empiloyer identification number
FOR ASSOCIA 454272625
Organization type [check ong):
Filers of: Section:
Form 990 or 930-E2 507 3 ) {enter number organization
[0 4947(=){1) nonexempt charitable trust not treatad as a privats foundation
O 527 political organization
Form 890-PF O 501(ch=) exempt privats foundation

[0 4947(a)1) nonexamgpt charitabie trust treated &s = private foundation
O 501{c)3) taxable private foundstion

Check if your crganization is covered by the General Rule or a Special Rule.

Note. Onily a saction 501(cKT), (B, or (10} organization can chack baxes for both the Genersal Rule and a Special Rule. Ses
Instnuctions.

General Rule

For an organtzation filing Form 980, 980-EZ, or 880-PF that recelved, during the year, §5,000 or more (in money or
property) from any ona contributor. Complete Parts | and L.

Special Rules

O For a section 501(c)(3) organtration filing Form 990 or 930-EZ that met the 33'/s % support test of the regulations
under sactions 508(a)(1) and 170(b)(1){A)(vi} and racelved from any one contributor, during the year, a contribution of
the greater of (1) $5,000 or (2) 2% of tha amount on ) Farm 2390, Part VIl, line 1h, or (i) Form S90-EZ, fine 1.
Compiete Perts [ and IL

0 Forasection 501(ckT), ), or (10) organization filing Form 990 or 990-EZ thet received from any one contributor,
during the year, total contributions of more than $1,000 for use exclusively for religious, charitabla, sciantific, Ramary,
or educatfonal purposes, or tha prevention of cruelty to children or animals. Complete Parts |, 1, and (i

®, mnmmmmm.wnmwmmmwmmmmwmm
during the ysar, contributions for uss axclusiely for religious, charitable, sic., purposss, but thess contributions did
not total to more than $1,000. if this bax is chacked, entar hare the total contribufions thet were racefved during the
year for an excirsively religious, charftable, atc., purpose. Do not compiete any of the parts uniess the Ganersl Rule
mwuhwmnmmmmmmmamma
more during P c . o s o w e e R R R B W e =Tk Sl o |

Caution. An organization that Is not covered by tha General Rule and/or the Special Rules does not flle Schedule B (Form 990,
BO0-EF, er 950-PF), but it must answer “No™ on Part IV, lina 2, of s Form 990; or check the box on ne H of its Form 880-EZ or on s
Form 990-PF, Part |, lins 2, to certify that it does not maet the filing requiements of Schedule B (Form 950, 880-E7, or 980-PFL

For Paperwork Reduction Act Notics, see the Instructions for Form 990, #90-EL or B80-PF.  Csl No. 30813X  Schedule B [Form 890, 000-EL, or 250-PF) (2013
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Schedule B (Form 990, 890-EZ, or 990-PF) 2019) Pags 2

Hame of arganzation Emgioyer iderification number

SALMON FOR OREGON ASSOCIATION, INC. asezr202s

Contributors (ses instructions). Use duplicate copies of Part | if additional space is needed.

=] {b) lc} | -(d)

Mao. Name, address, and ZIP + 4 Total contributions Type of contribution

1 TOM BECKER TRUST Person 7]

Payroll O

3411 BOONE ROAD, S.E., ROOM 135 8,700 Moncash [

(Corpisie Part I for
noncash

SALEM, OR 87317
{a) {b) ' [C] (d
No. Hame, address, and ZIP + 4 Total contributions Type of contribution
2 _ | OREGON COAST BANK Person A
Payroll Ll
P.O. BOX 2280 1,000 MNencash [
Compists Part i for
NEWPORT, OR 57365 oieEsh ConTTAOns. )
@ | (b) (e} d)
Na. Name, address, and ZIP + 4 Total contributions Type of contribution
3 | ENGLUND MARINE SUPPLY Porson &
Payraoll O
880 BAY BLVD. 1,000 Noncash [
(Compists Part il for
NEWFPORT, OR ST385 noncash
2] o) e} (d)
No. Hame, address, and ZIP + 4 Total contributions Type of contribution
4 U DA MAN Person
—_— Payroll m|
5,250 Noncash [
{Compiet= Part Il for
noncash contriboficns.}
(=) b) ] (d)
No. Name, address, and ZIP + 4 Total contributions Type of contribution
5 MARY NOLAN Persan
Payroll O
500 Nonecash |
[Complets Part |l for
rioncash
(s} {b) -] idj
No. Name, address, and ZIP + 4 Total contributions Type of contribution
& JOHMN BRENNEMAN Person i
Payroldl O
8031 SACAIAWEA WAY 120 Noncash [
(Complate Part Il for
WILSONVILLE, OR._87070 noncash contributions.)

Scheduils B (Form 390, 990-E7, or $90-PF) (2013
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Ertpcuds B {Form 990, 990-EZ, or SO0-FF BOUY

Paga 2

Name of organization

Ermployer derefioation number

A5-ART2E25

Contributors (see Instructions). Use duplicate copies of Part | if addltional space Is needed.

(a)
No.

(b}
Name, address, and ZIP + 4

(c)
Total contributions

C
Type of contribution

7 BOB JACOBSON

i

23

O

O
(Compieta Part i for
noncash contributions.)

(a)
No.

(b
Name, address, and ZIP + 4

(e}
Total contributions

(d)
Type of contribution

mmﬂmsnpu

(e}
Total contributions

FE

{b)
Name, nddress, and ZIP + 4

(e}
Total contributions

(a)
No,

)
Name, address, and ZIP + 4

(c)
Total contributions

{Compieta Part 1l for
noncash

s

Name, address, and ZIP + 4

(c)
Total contributions

(d)
Type of contribution

Person ]
Payroll O
Noncash O

Compiete Part I for
nonceEsh

Schaduie B [Form 990, $90-EL or 890-PF] (203)
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SCHEDULE L Transactions With Interested Persons | OMB No. 1845-0047

(Form 80 or 990-EZ){ » Compiats if the organization answered “Yes® on Form 900, Part IV, ine 262, 255, 26, 27,283, |  2(0)4 3
28b, or 28c, or Form 980-EZ, Part V, line 383 or 40h.

Cepwimars of T Twamsy ¥ Attach to Form 990 or Form 890-EZ » Ses separste instructions, Opzn To Public
Irtarrml Firvwnss Sarvice ¥ information about Schedule L {Form 890 or $90-E7) and its instructions is at = goviforms Inspection
Nama of the orgarization e Empioyer igent fioatio
OREGO 8] C. A5-42TI62E
Excess Banefit Transactions {section 501(ck3) and section 501(ci4] organizations only).
Complsts if the organization answered “Yes” on Form 990, Part IV, ine 25a or 25b, or Form 890-EZ, Part V, [ine 40b.
) Reiatioranls betwesn dequalite:d parser and — ) Cmorectns?
] Mame of cinquaiFed peron orparization ) Damardplion You | Mo

nEBEBEZE -

under section 4558 .

Emmmnﬁmmmmwummmummmmmm
. n I
a Eﬂrﬂumﬂm,!w,mhzmmwhm - [ 3

IEXA Loans to and/or From Interested Persons,
Complete if the arganization answered “Yes" an Form 980-EZ, Part V, line 38z or Form 880, Part IV, lina 26; or if the
organizsfion reported an amount on Form 980, Part X, line 5, 8, or 22.

) Narme of Interestnd person | il Pelsfiorstio | i Pepcse o | losnboor [ Origirsi Tnmu Iﬂhﬂﬂ!{ﬂm @ Wiriman
with orpanizesion oan from the principal amoun by bowrd o | spresmant?
organtmtion? cormites?
To | From Yes | Mo | Yes | Mo | Yes | Mo
{1) Tom sECKER DIRECTOR FLow | 20,950 20,950 v i v
@
{3
(4
(5)
1€}
Ul
8)
(L]
(10} S 2 = |
| R e L e e e R S S T S e T AN % T
ENXI  Grants or Assistance Benefiting Interested Persons.
Compiete if the orpanizafion answared “Yes" on Form 890, Part IV, line 27
(u} Mama of intemnsted parsan ) Pelstomtip betwean interesiad Il[n]!mﬂﬂfm {di Type of nssistance {e) Purposse of assktance
wed U organization
1)
@
3
]
(5)
(8}
U]
(8
(8}
{19}

For Paparwork Reduction Act Natice, see the Instructions for Form 860 or 860-EZ. Cat. Mc. SOOSBA Echedule L (Form W0 or 960-E2] 2013
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Schedule L [Form 290 or 950-E2) 2013 Page 2
m Business Transactions Involving Interested Persons.
Compiats if tha organization answered Yes® on Form 220, Part IV, ine 28, 28b, or 28¢.

s} Mame of rterestee person () Fistormsiin tetwesn e Amomt of iy Denoripsion of trensacton {8 Stsing of
Irarested person and the trarmaction orpanization’s

arganizaton revenies]

Yeu | Me

(1
2
]
(]
5
[}
M
-

_{8)
% Supplemental Information
Provide additional information for responses to guestions on Schaduie L (see instructions).

Schedule L, Part fi, Loans To and From Interested Persans:
(A) Name: Tom Becker

{B) Relationship: Director
{C) Purpose of Loan: Cash Flow Needs
{D) Loen To or From Organization: To

Schedube L [Form W0 or MO0-EL 2073

T
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SCHEDULE O Supplemental Information to Form 990 or 990-EZ | OMB No. 15450047

(Form 990 or Complete to provide information for responsas to specific queations on
Form 290 or 990-EX or to provide any additional information.

Iserrral Rievarion Service ¥ information ebout Schedule O (Form 830 or 890-EX) and its instructions is at www.irs gov/form@S0.
Heme of the crgantmation
OREGON INC. 454272625

Form S90-£7, Part |, Line 16, Other Expenses- i
Description Amount

Bank Charges L]

Qffice Supples 13

Travel, Bus

Total to Part |, Line 15 5 pax]

- Descrigtion _Beginning of Year __ End of Year
Loan From Officer $ 20,950 $ 20850
Form Part Exempt Purpose:

Restoring Oregon’s Once Grest Salmon Industry.

Form 880-EZ, Part V, Information Regarding Personal Service Contracts:
The did not receive ori 1o ona benefit contract.

The Organization did not pay any premiums, diractly or indirectly, on a parsonal benelit comract.

For Paperwork Reduction Act Nofice, see the Instructicns for Form 990 or 880-E7. Cat. Mo, ST0SEK Schaduis O [Form M0 o B0-EX) 20N
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il

July 01, ZULY  ecre .
55-6272625 201312 &7
00027747

SALMON FOR OREGON ASSOCIATION INC
PO BOX 7a4é
LYONS OR 97358

We don't consider vour return filed until we have all the information
we need to process it. The date we receive the information requested
by this letter is the date we consider vour return filed. The law
provides a penalty of 20 a day for filing an incomplete return. The
maximum penalty may be as much as $10,000 or five percent of tha gross
receints for the vear.. whichever is less. If your organization has
gross receipts exceeding 1,000,000, the law provides a penalty of
#100 a day for filipng an incomplete return. The maximum penalty may

be as much as $50,000.

If vou wish to send the information by fax, our fax number is
B01-620-6607. We will not be able to acknowledoe receipt of wvour fax
due to the high volume of faxes we receive. Do not send an additional
copy of the information by mail. Doing so could delay the procaessing
of vour return.

Your fax cover sheet should contain the following information:

Date:
Attention: Reject Unit - Mail Stop 6121
Control number: 29692-15B-13702-4

Your Hame:
Your Emplover Identification Mumber:
Tax Period:

Number of Faxed Pages, including cover sheet:

If yvou have any questions; vou may call toll free at 1-B77-829-5500.
1f you prefer, vou can write to us at the address shown at the top
of the first page of this letter._

Whenever vou write, please include a copy of this letter and, in the
spaces below, provide us yvour telephone number with the best hours we
can contact vou in case we need more information. Also, you should
keap a copy of this letter for wvour records.

Your Telephone Humber ( ) Hours

e

—

S
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Gb-4272625 201312 &7
. DoQ27748

SALMON FOR OREGDON ASSDCIATION INC
PD BOX 746
LYOHNS OR 57358

We apologize for any inconvenience we have caused, and thank vou
025306 for yvour cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

e = e s it L i w4

%-&uf
Charmian Setear

Department Hanager; ICO ERS/Rejects
Enclosures:

Copy of this lettaer
Envalope

November 3, 2014 193
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G45-4272625 201312 67

00027749

SALMDN FOR OREGOMN ASSOCIATION IMC

PO BODX 7T4é
LYONS OR 97358

DECLARATION
D25304
I declare that I have

Under penalties of perjury.,
including

examined the return identified in this letter,
e any accompanying schedules and statements, and to the

November 3, 2014

- best of my knowledge and belief, it 1s trU8; CORFECT BTG — - =  —e—

completa. I understand that this declaraztion will become

a permanent.part of that return.

Sig ure of officer or trustee Date ¥

L]
Pves i Aeut
Title
L
|
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{Form 990 or 990-EZ) Complete if the organization is a section 501(c){3) organization or a section 2@1 3
i 4947 {a)(1) nonexempt charitable trust.

Departiment of te Traasiry » Attach to Form 860 or Form 980-EZ Open to Public
Inteemal Aevenus Servica * Information about Schedule A [Form 990 or 880-EZ) and its instructions is at www. irs.gov/formSag,

Inspection
Name of the organistion ) Employer identification number
SALMON FOR OREGON ASSOCIATION, INC. 45-4272625

Reason for Public Charity Status (All organizations must complete this part) See instructions.

The arganization is not a private foundation because it iss (For lines 1 through 17, check only one box)

[ A church, convention of churches, or association of churches described in section 170(B)(1){A)[@.

[ A schoal described in section 170(b}{1}{(A)[). (Attach Schedule E)

[T A hospital or a cooperative haspital service organization describad in section 170(b){(1){A){@.

[} A medical research organization operated in conjunction with a hospital described in section 170(b){1}{A){f]. Enter the

hospital's name, city, and state:

[] An organization operated for the benefit of a college or university owned or upemted by a govemmertal unit described in

section 170{B)1)(A) V). (Complete Part 1)

[[] A federal, state, or local government or governmental unit described In section 1?0[[1}[1}(#]&31.

[¥] An organization that normally receives a substantial part of its support from a governmental unit or from the general public

described in section 170{b)(1){A){vi). (Complete Part I1.}

[J A community trust deseribed in section 170()(1)}{A){vi). (Complete Part Il.)

8 Clan organization that normally receives: (1) more than 33%4% of its support from contributions, membership fees, and gross
receipts from activities related to its exempt functions—sublect to certain exceptions, and (2) no more than 33Y4% of fts
support from gross investment income and unrelated business taxable income (less section 511 tax) from businesses
acquired by the organization after June 30, 1975, See section 508(a)(2). (Complete Part [IL)

10 [Tl An organization organized and operated exclusivaly to test for public safaty. See section 509(a)(4).

11 [ An organization organized and operated exclusively for the benefit of, to perform the functions of, or to camy out the
purposes of one or more publicly supported organizations described in section 509(a){1) or section 509(g)(2). See saction
509(a}{3). Check the box that describes the type of supporting arganization and complete lines 11e through 11h.

a [0 Typel b [ Typell c [ Type l-Functionally integrated  d [ Type lil-Non-functionally integrated

-e [] By checking this box, | certify that the organization is not controlled directly or indirectly by one or more disgualified persons

cther than foundation managers and other than one or more publicly supported organizations described In section 509(=)(1)

R

= L]

or section 508(a)(2).
f If the organization received a written detemmination from the RS that it s a Type |, Typa I, or ‘I"ype Hl auppurrﬁng
organization, checkthisbox . . . . = . . F i e N |
a Sanmhug:st‘]?ﬁ}ﬂﬁrmﬁwmgan{zahunamptadzmygiﬂurmntrﬂ:uhnnﬁnmwufﬂm
following persons?
{} A person who directly or indirectly controls, either alone or together with persons described In {li]l and Yes | Mo
(I} beiow, the governing body of the supported organization? . . . . . . - 11gf) |
Mﬁmﬁmibﬁ'ufapﬂrmndﬂwbadmﬁabnve? Ly 2 R o e Tk 11}
{_jASE%mr!ﬁuﬂadaﬂttyofapamnndamnhmlnﬂmﬂahﬂua? PG v w F e F oo o aenimia ol
h  Provide the following information about the supported arganization(s).
Ty Mame of supparted i BN (i) Type of organizstion | (v s the orpardration | v Cid you {uf] letha Ivil] Amount of romstEry
organization {describad on lines 1-8 | Incol. (i} listsd In your | the organtzation ciganization in col spport
above or IAG section | eveming documant? ol {1} of your @} organized n the
{see instructions}) mippon? LLET
Yes Ho Yes Ho Yes Ha
&)
)
[c) |
o)
€
Total
For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the Instructions for Cat. Mow 11285F Schedule A (Form 590 or 990-EZ) 2A3
Form 890 or 990-EZ
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A Support Schedule for Organizations Described in Sections 170[DHT)UAJUV) ana 1 /Ulo)| 1 iV

(Complete only if you checked the box on line 5, 7, or 8 of Part | or if the organization falled to qualify under

ann If the fails o under the tests listed below, please complete Part Il
c Support
m-wm:urnwmmﬁmﬁr @2000 | ®)2010 | (92011 | (@2012 | (020138 | (§iom

1

include any "unusual gramts.) . . . : 80,547 22,700/ 103,547

Total Add fnes 1 through3. . . . 80,847 72,700 103,567

The portion of total confribufions by
each peson fofher then a
governmental unt o @ publicy
supporitad organizssion) Included on
fine 1 that exceeds 2% of the amount
shownonine 11, colomn (. . . .

& Public Subtract fne 5 from fine 4.
Total Support
Calendar year [or fiscal year beginning in}) ™ | (a) 2005 (b) 2010 () 2011 {d) 2n2 {0} 2013 N Tota
7 Amountsfromiined . . . . B0.847 22,700 103,547

10

1
12

12

amhmmmmm
payments raceived on sacurifes loans,
mmmmmm
sOUrces

MNat Incorma ﬁ'um urniaiad bminm
mmwnmmmdnm
s regularly camied on

Other Income. Do not include gain ar
losa from the sale of ::aputa] assats
(Explain in Part V) . .

Tntl!lq:pnﬂ.ﬁddlh'nm?hmlgh 1IJ 103,547

mmmmmmmlm —r 12 |

Hl'lt*l'lnmﬁthBﬂﬂhfthtMmM.Mhmwmmﬂr-lmﬁm@ﬁ

organization, check this box and stop here . , . . 0
Section C. Computation of Public Support —
14 Public support percentage for 2013 (line B, column (1) divided by line 11, colemn fff} . . . . 14 1 .
1§ Public suppart percentage from 2012 Schadule A, Part il line 14 . _ . 15 %
16a ﬂ'ﬂimu—mthﬂmmummﬁnmwmuhwﬁﬁammm

17a

box and stop here. The organizafion qualifies as & publicly supported organizaion . . .
ﬂ'u'lmu—mﬂﬁﬂnw;ﬁrud'-:cahulmhiacr1hmh15hﬂ‘ﬂwm
chack this box and stop here. The organiration qualifies as a publicly supporiedorganization . . . . . . . »
10%-facts-and-circumstances test—2013. If the organization &id not checkca box on Bne 13, 168, or 16b, and ine 14 i
10% or more, and i the organization meets the “facts-and-circumstances™ test, chack this box and stop here. Expiain in
mwmummnmumwm-lmw
ogenization . . . . . . . . . .
Mﬂ&mﬂ—MIhMﬁmdﬂabﬂunh‘ll'iﬁl.“b.:ﬂ?l.mdhe
15 Is 10% or more, and ¥ the organization meets the “facts-and-circumsiances™ test, chack this box and stop here.
Expiain in Part V how the organization meets the “facts-and-circumstances” test. The organization qualifies as a publicly

supporiad organization . e . M
mmrmmmmuﬂnwmnu1m1m1nnr1mm&-bm-ﬂnn
instructions . . . . _ . . , wiace e I

O =

O

O
01

Schedube A (Form 590 or $50-E0) 2013
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INTERMAL REVENUE SEEVICE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREARBURY !
P. O. BOX 2508
CINCINMATI, OH 45201

Bmployer Identification Number:
19 45-4272625
MAY 09 2013 o |
6032115040
SALMON FOR OCRBEGON ASSOCTATION INC Contact Pevrson:
1740 BHAFF ED BOX 410 RICHART COMRAS IDE 3102s |
STRAYTON, OR 5S7383-0000 Contact Telephome Humber: Y
(E77) 823-5500
Accoumting Period Ending:
December 31
— e = ol L — Public Charity Status: . ]
) o ) T 170(b) (1) (A) (vi) -
Form 530 Beruired:
Yes
Effective Date of Exesption:
Janouary 27, 2012
Contribution Deductibility:
Yes
Addendum Epplies:
Ho

Date:

Dear Applicant:

We are pleased to inform you that upon review of your application for tax
exempt status we have determined that you are exempt from Federal incoms tax
under section 501(c) (3} of the Internal Revenue Code. Contributions to you are
deductible under section 170 of the Code. Yon are also qualified to receive
tax deductible beguests, devises, transfers or gifts under section 2055, 2106
or 2522 of the Code. Because this letter could help resolve any questions
ragarding your exempt status, you should keep it in your permanesnt records.

Organizations exsmpt under section 501 (c) (3) of the Code are further classified
as either public charities or private foundations. We determined that you are

—_ 3 public charity under the Code section(s). listed in the hsading of £his - T —
latter.

Please see enclosed Publication 4221-PC, Compliance Guide for S01(c) (3) Public
Charities, for some helpful information about your responsibilities as an

exempt organization.

Letter 547 (DD/CG)

— — s | m— | et - ol
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_ Enclosure: Publication 4221-PC

SEATMON FOR OREGONM ASSOCTATION INC

Sincereiy,

flt © Py

Holly O. Paz
Director, Exempt Organizations
Fulings and Agreesments

(]

iy P e R e e . _—— !
— T o T

Letter 947 (DO/CG)

——— | ee— ———

November 3, 2014
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SALMON FOR OREGON ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION
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2009 State Street

Salem, Oregon 973014349
Phone (503) 364-1913
Fax {503} 362-0513

KEVIN L. MANNIX, P.C.
Afiorney At Law

January 30, 2012

Tom Becker Dr. Bill McNeil

12444 West Stayton Rd. 5E 1066 West Farthington Way NW
Aumsyille, OR 97325 Salemn, OR 77304

Dick Severson

B303 Thurston Rd.

Springfield, OR 97428-9676

Dear Board Members:

The following steps have been taken to establish Salmon for Oregon Association:

1. | filed Articles of Incorporation with the Corporations Division of the Office of the
Secrefary of State. A copy of the Arficles i enclosed, for your file. Also enclosed s an
acknowledgement letter.

2. In order to give the Associafion an easy name without having to use the word
“Incorporated.” | filed an Assumed Business Name regisirafion with the state. A copy of
this regisirafion and Assumed Business Name acknowiedgement are enclosed. You

can reguiarly refer to the organizafion as “Salmon for Oregon Association,” and no one
else may use that name in Oregon.

3. We previously filed with the IRS for an Employer Idenfification Number (EIN). This
is EIN 45-4272625.

4, With the EIN in hand, Tom Becker has opened a checking account. Tom has
paid the fiat fee of $3,000 to my firm for our services In setfing up this organization. He
also paid $100 to us for the cost of the filings with the Secretary of State. | am sending
the original of the $100 receipt to Tom, along with his copy of this letter.

5. You have also adopted the Bylaows which | distributed fo you. A copy is enclosed
for your files.

The next step to be taken s the adopfion of certain resolufions, one of which authorizes
me to apply to the IRS for approval as a 501 (c)3 organizafion. Under the adopted
Bylaws, it is possible fo have a meefing by telephone conference. This would require
that at least two of you parficipate in such a telephone conference. | can run you
through dil the formalifies during such a conference, and then, prepare minutes of the
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Page 2
January 3G, 2012

mn!m As part of ikat meefing, | recomrnend fhat you elect twb adsdifionial
membess to your botrd far fhe sake of conficusty.

| will contact Tom Bécker fo discuss firese maflers. ;I

My fiat fee includes the application to the IRS. m%&m&ﬁmwﬁ%am
Department of Jusfice, It dlso includes moving you threugh the inifial
Mofions/Resolufions to get the Baord mioving. : _

l'am happy fo be of service. i £
Sincerely,

e

Mak
Enc
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§$29456-9Y
FILED

ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION JAN 27 7017
SALMON FOR OREGON ASSOCIATION, INCORPORATED S
ARTICLET SECHETARY OF STATE
Name '

The name of this corporation is Salmon for Oregon Association, Incorporated
{(hereinafter referred to as the Association) and the duration of the Associafion is perpetual.

ARTICLE I
Porposes

The Association is a public bensfit, nonprofit C-Drpumtmn organized for the following
PUIPOSES:

The Association i3 organized and shall be operated exchisively for chantable, scientific,
or educational purposes, within the meaning of §501(c)(3) of the Intemal Revenue Code, as
amended (the “Code™), including, but only to the extent consistent with such purposes, the
making of distributions to organizations orgamzed and operated exclusively for charitable,
scientific, or educational purposes and qualifying for exemption under §501(c)(3) of the Code
and not being private foundations.

The assets of the Association are irrevocably dedicated to the purposes described above,
and no part of the property of the Association and no part of the net eamings of the Association
shall mure to the benefit of or be distributable to its directors, officers or other private persons,
except that the Association shall be authorized and empowered to pay reasonable compensation
for services rendered and to make payments and distributions in furtherance of the purposes set
forth in this Article.

No substantial part of the activities of the Association shall be the carrying on of
propaganda, or otherwise attempfing to influence legislaion The Associaion shall ot
participate in, or intervene in (including the publishing or distributing of statements), any
political campaign on behalf of (or in opposition ta) any candidate for public office.

ARTICLE 11T
Restrictions on Powers

Notwithstanding any provisions to the confrary in these Articles of Incorporation, the
Association shall not engage In any act of self-dealing as defined in §4941(d) of the Code; shall
distnbute 1ts income at such time and in such manner as not to subject the Association to taxes
on failure to distribute the income imposed by §4943(c) of the Code; shall not make any
investments in such manner as to subject the Association to the taxes on investments which
jeopardize its charitable purposes imposed by §4944 of the Code; and shall not make any taxable
expenditures as defined in  §4945(d) of the Code.

Motwithstanding any other provision of these Arficles, the Association shall not carry on
any ofher activifies nol permitied to be camied on (2) by 2 corporation exempt from federal
income tax wmder §501{(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code (or the comresponding provision of
any firture United States Infernal Revenue Law) or (b) by a corporation contributions to which
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are deduoctible under §170(c)(2), §2055(a)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code (or the corresponding
provision of any futnre United States Internal Revenne Law).

ARTICLE IV
Repistered Office and Agent

The address of the inifial registered office of the Association is 1740 Shaff Road, Box
410, Stayton, Oregon 97383, and the name of the initial registered agent af such address is Tom
Becker.

ARTICLE V
Nofice

The name of the individual to whom and the address to which the Corporation Division
may mail notices is Tom Becker, 1740 Shaff Road, Box 410, Stayton, Oregon 97383,

ARTICLE VI
Members

There shall be no capital stock in the Association, and the Association shall have no
members.

ARTICLE VII
Board of Directors

The Board of Directors of the Association shall be the goveming body that 1s to exercise
the powers of this Association and will have the power to adopt rules, regulations and bylaws for
the governing of its affairs and the management of its property; provided, however, that such
rules and bylaws shall not be inconsistent with any existing law or the Articles of Incorporation
of the Association. The Board of Directors shall initially consist of three incorporators who shall
serve until their successors have been elected and qualified. There shall be at Jeast three and not
more than nine persons on the Board of Directors, 1o be selected as specified in the Bylaws of the
Association.

ARTICLE VIII
Limitations on Lighilities of Directors

No director or uncompensated officer of the Association shall be personally liable to the
Association for monetary damages for conduct as a director or an officer; provided, however,
that this provision shall not eliminate nor limit the lability of a director or an officer for any act
ar omission occurring prior to the date of adoption of this Article nor expand or otherwise
increase such liability and, provided further, that this provision shall not eliminate or limnit the
lighility of a director or an officer for:

(&) Any breach of the director’s or an officer’s duty of loyalty to the Association.

{(b) Acts or omissions not in good faith or which involve intentional misconduct
or & knowing violation of law;

(c) Any unlawfil distabafion;

(d) Aoy transaction from which a director or an officer derives an improper
personal benefit; and
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- (€) Any act or omission in violation of the provisions of the Oregon Nomprofit
Corporation Act concerning director conflict of interest, loans to or guarantees
for directors and officers, or lizbility for unlawful distributions.

No amendment to or repeal of this Arficle or the law relating to this Arficle shall apply to
expand or otherwise increase the liability of any director or officer or the corporation for
or with respect to any acts of omissions occurring prior to such amendment or repeal.

If the Oregon Nonprofit Corporation Act or successor statute is amended to
anthonze the further elimination or limitation of the Liahility of directors or officers, then
the liability of a director or an officer of the Association shall be eliminated or Iimited to

the fullest extent permitted by the statirte as so amended.

ARTICLE IX

Indemnification
The Association shall indemnify to the fullest extent permitted by the Oregon
Nonprofit Corporation Act, as in effect as of the date of the adoption of these provisions
and may be subsequently amended, any current or former director or officer of the
Association who is made, or threatened to be made, a party to an action, suit or
proceeding, whether civil, criminal, administrative, investigative or other (including an
action, suit or proceeding by or in the right of the Association), unless such indemnified
person shall have been adjudicated liable to the Association, by reason of the fact that
such person is or was a director or officer of the Association, or while serving as a
director or officer of the Association, is or was a fiduciary within the meaning of the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 with respect fo any employee benefit
plan of the Association, or is or was director, officer, partner, trustee or fiduciary of
another corporation, partnership, joint venture, trust employee benefit plan or other
enterprise serving at the request of the Associaion. No amendment to this Article that
limits the Association’s obligation to indemnify any person shall have any effect on such
obligation for any act or omission that occurs pror to the effective date of the

arnendment,

This Article shall not be deemed exclusive of any other provisions for
indemnification or advancement of expenses of directors, officers, employees, agents and
fiduciaries that may be included m any statute, bylaw, agreement, general or specific
action of the Board of Directors, vote of members or other document or arrangement. In
the event subsequent amendment to the Oregon Nonoprofit Corporation Act reduces or
diminishes such person’s rights to indemnification, such amendments shall not apply to
the extent permitted by law.

ART