SWOT Analysis - Possible Action Plan

Strength Weakness ‘Opportunities Threat NMAC Proposal Ideas (PI)
Helpful to achieving the objective Harmful to achieving the objective Helpful to achieving the objective Harmful to achieving the objective

Move to green and move forward with paddling education - What do
people need to know to be able to go out? And put that information
out. P1 - OSMB becomes the resource of education, website (no cost,
already doing). Working with water trails. P1 - Establish and Identify
what is out there (i.e. outdoor schools, other education programs,
'YMCA, Boy Scouts, Camp Fire, etc.) Get involved with kids
programs - Reach out to paddling clubs, retailers, liveries, shuttle
operations regarding education. PI - Use the poster for outreach (after
changes) - (possible program for retailers of a "certified store,
keeping their customers safe on the water") - Billboards - P1 -Establish
a pilot project on chosen public rivers, class 11 or below
areas...Deschutes (downtown Bend), Rogue (Baker Park &/or Shady
Cove), & Clackamas (Barton to Carver area) surveying/educating
people on life jackets, SPD & know before you go at access/launch
points (different method at each site; retailers outreach, launch ramps

- compare historical citations/warnings, what
method worked, did citations decrease with what method) -
Mandatory PFD wear?, begin the process - research bicycle rule in
multnomah county.

Actively integrate non-motorized boater needs and participation into agency operations

NM storage -Secure place for recurrent use. High demand, potential for increased revenue - Can encourage | Cost - Space - NEPA process (federal) - Lack of facilities - Continued awareness of youth diabetes/obesity - Links between | Continuing loss of waterfront property to higher $ uses - Can Half green and half yellow - step child to seize the opportunities -
boaters to take advantage of other things a town can {Currently not available} water sports and environmental awareness - Can help dispurse  |encourage boaters to take advantage of other things a town can ~ [maybe attach to “user fee, user benefit -
offer/economic stimulus users - Look at/identify existing facilities for future development - | offer/economic stimulus - Cost - Best use of space con -
Create additional user days - Convenience {Expensive - Localized}
Integrate water trails into a statewide plan OPRD through 2014 - Consistent voice of the information Overuse of an area - how should a water trail be defined - Needs to be updated/more distribution - One-stop website for Driving people to certain facilities will impact them and create [ Step child to Education piece & seize opportunities - PI - State Parks
Inconsistency of the different water trails - {Can be improved - |users potential for more enforcement - Users have more information | has a water trails plan, partner with and bring a meeting together OR

Lack of funding - Lack of staffing - Localized} than skill - More users on water with limited skill and primary water trail associations - have discussions regarding the role
understanding - {Potential for localized fees} of the Marine Board, who is the best to coordinate the water trails
program. (funding is through the lottery money)

P1 - Establish an advisory committee strictly non-motorized, LE,
NGO's...keep as only non-motorized until more established.

P1 - bring awareness and continuing education to LE Maine Patrol
regarding NM boating, all aspects - P1 - discuss equipment needs for
NM awareness/patrols.




Increase outreach to and communication with all boaters user grouj

P1 - Using NMAC for designing localized signage standard for
NM - P1 - assess current signs on launch ramps and determine
the needs (dups., standards) - P1 - Establishing hazard signs
localized

ropriate fees for non-motorized boaters

>

> Commercial/recreational fee - same or different? (charge differently depending on
livery/guide/club/non-profit, etc.) Proposed fees should be different

> AIS fees already apply - Will additional fees be detremental?

> Understand negative impacts of fees

Fees for specific uses - (i.e. amenity fees, based on impact?) Restrooms, parking, launching, etc.

Many are already in place, users expect it - Facility development
through grants - It's not a registration -use it, pay for it at the site -
Fees are variable from site to site - AIS model or other fee models in
place in other states that OSMB could use - Commercial already
paying through outfitter/guide & livery - Tyvek tag options already in
place

Risk of making activity too expensive - OSMB doesn't own any
facilities -the waterway managers' do - Some of the fees (Corps
example), do not go back into the facility - Limited on the number of
fees you can charge - Overhead costs for facility staff who do charge
(and the enforcement component) - Don't want to run anyone out of
business (fee structure is important) - Commercial already paying -
Paddlers are notorious tightwads - users need to see that they are
getting something for their $ - Legislative aspect - Economy -
Enforcement impacts - Fee burden (over lapping amenity fees) -
Resources needed to execute - {Only puts funding where usage is -
users not using amenities - creates more usage not intended for access
environmental issues}

Access fees go into maintenance - Greater ability to collect data on use
from how the fee is captured (type of user) - Fair & equitable
depending on the entity - Fee for the person, not the boat - Begin
charging to register liveries - Follow AIS sliding scale on rate - AIS
tag could morph into NMB tag including AIS - Users need to know
the benefits for the fee - Where the $$$ goes - "Taxation with
representation” - Educate about where fees go and how it benefits the
users - Positive PR campaign

Goes to green and take out the word ‘mandatory’ - P1 - Establish
incentive based education card - PI - Seek legislation of NM
education - PI - Determine what is required to be in the education
program by NMAC

Fees are variable from site to site...may drive overflow to non-fee
areas - Liveries - Reduced number of liveries/financial impact -
Depends upon structure per person, per use day, per boat it could
become burdensome to commercial - Fair to little and big business - In
short term push back - Long term OK - Decrease recreational activity -|
I've always done it why pay - Low environmental impact - Not like a
‘motorboat - Privacy concerns - Not different fees based on length -
Don't penalize for multiple boats - Less use of the site - Non-
compliance - Push back from users - {Regionalized dispersed funding
environmental issues - enforcement issues - users not using amenities
(go around) - Capacity issues}

Fees based on boat - PI - More exploration of fees for OR boaters -
Spring of next year needs to have a determination

Balance the needs of motorized and non-motorized boaters

Get law on water in tor: craft

Recent program successful - Improves credibility.

Funding - Time - Putting LE in watercraft that limits their
effectiveness and response

LE who've at least tried NM have a better understanding of safety
and needs - Use PWC or smaller craft to approach NM

 Trying to coordinate shuttle - time inefficiencies, etc. - Use
appropriate watercraft for purpose (rescue, inspection, meet-
greet, etc.)

PI - Assess the need for non-motorized boats for Marine Patrol and if
itis a value in the county or leave as is.

P! - Baseline for public meeting and regional (Urban vs. Rural) data
collection for facilities, LE, more education and how do we deal with
ss web survey for the general public
to give opinions regarding facilities, improvements, signs, conflicts,
etc.




issues to accommodate the needs of all boaters
Adequate facilities for law enforcement to respond to incidents and waterway conditions

Existing facilities have access points or land available

Funding - Waterfront access sites being developed w/o water
related uses - Lack of public land

Staff Jennings site in Portland - Creative access points (pole
slides, bridge right-of-way, etc.)

Wild scenic areas, permit limitations - Cost to limited use
emergency access - Do not limit to LE use only - Public has right

public torized
traditional docks, storage, infrastructure, etc.)

(instead of

change it non-

Portland wants to be #1 livable city...

Funding - Waterfront access sites being developed w/o water
related uses - no incentive to developers - Rowing/paddling clubs
are often classified as "health club” in zoning and don't qualify as
water-related uses - {Lack of land or competitive use - Need
funding to carry this out}

'Youth obesity/diabetes awareness, interest in more ways to get
active - Sites can generate $ as meeting/wedding/etc - Facilities -
Planning incentives

{Funding, local liability - Perception of specialized structures for
NM but we currently don't fund marinas - If resources are not
identified, will not sit well with motorized boaters}

‘Combine all facilities boxes together - All types of facilities for urban
vs. rural non-motorized boaters

PI- Start the dialogue to managing agencies regarding facility needs
and wants Pl - have a dedicated non-motorized coordinator at OSMB -
P1 - Engage with public services (PGE, Utilities, etc.) - P1 - Create a
checklist (tool list) for NGO's for possible projects (consideration list)
of how to and with whom to communicate and what to think about
(HOW TO list)
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