








































2021/2022 Budget Calendar

September 8, 2020
Work Plan/Budget Elements Discussion

September 22, 2020
Work Plan Workshop

October 13, 2020
Work Plan Adoption

October 27, 2020
Budget Presentation Workshop

November 10, 2020
Budget Adoption



Thank You
Nick Kooiker, CFO/Auditor
509-586-1186
nick@portofkennewick.org
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Port Commission 

From: Tim Arntzen, CEO 

Date: August 25, 2020 

Re: Vista Hangars, Further Discussion 

The commission directed that staff present a development strategy with respect to a buildout of 
the Vista Hangars.  On July 28, 2020 staff and consultants presented to the commission a report 
detailing a fully renovated buildout with additional information which considered the optional cost 
of new construction.  Substantial commission discussion ensued; with the commission 
expressing little or no desire to remodel the hangars as identified in the report (i.e. a full 
renovation buildout with expenses ranging from $4,000,000 to $11,000,000).  In the meeting of 
August 11, 2020, the commission accepted the CEO’s offer to discuss the issue further at the 
next commission meeting (August 25, 2020).   

It appears that the commission would like have further discussion to determine what, if any, 

action should be taken regarding the hangars.  Such discussion could include proceeding with 
lean hangar remodeling and associated budgeting; selling the hangars; demolishing and re-
building anew; value engineering the project; or putting the hangars on pause while considering 
the mostly unknown and potentially significant impact that the Coronavirus Pandemic might have 
on all future land sales and construction at Vista Field overall.  Such a pause would also allow 

 (Peterson believes the primary question to be: Is it important at Vista Field that the 
Port maintain control over a portion of the site (like Clover Island, Columbia 
Gardens) to curate the tenant/use mix OR should the Port sell (like Spaulding) and 
let the tenant mix be driven 100% by the private sector?  I believe this needs to be 
answered first…and the recent discussions with the DPZ team yielded the 
recommendation that the master developer (Port) retain control of those properties 
and not conditionally sell and hope for the best.  Per Lizz the developers they work with 
retain the crucial pieces (such as the hangars and the gateway location and the first 
vertical improvements set the tone so it’s imperative that tone is set properly.  Once 
the Sell and Condition use or Retain a Control use question is answered it seems the 
discussion could move to the next step, but the Commission needs to Start at the Start. 
Would the Commission rather have $500,000 or absolute control of their current focal 
property?  What better “thing” could the Commission do with $500,000? Heck float 
idea that the sale price should be at least the purchase price (recent Racetrack 
example) and see the response.  
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the Commission to assess the changing market conditions and be sensitive to avoid competition 
with a potential glut of vacant office, commercial and restaurant space within the community.    

Due to the magnitude of policy and budget implications, discussion regarding the hangars’ future 
seems to warrant ample consideration.  It is a weighty matter and commission may want to take 
an extensive look at a variety of options.  Such a thoughtful review would take some time.  And 
I would ask does commission wish to remain consistent with the extensive public input process 
established for Vista Field planning, and if so, should any analysis include public participation?  
In addition, the 2021/2022 work plan and budget have legal deadlines and staff and commission 
must move forward in finalizing those documents. Thus, taking a calculated approach with 
respect to the hangars might seem problematic at first glance.  However, that may not be the 
case.   

The budget and work plan can actually move forward while the commission takes the time 
necessary to carefully and strategically consider what to do with the hangars as major assets at 
Vista Field.  In short, as will be discussed below, the commission could establish funding for 
“capital projects at Vista Field” which could include projects yet to be determined (which may or 
may not include the hangars).  In other words, budget some funding to address items of 
importance to the commission at Vista Field.  Then, after fully discussing and determining the 
fate of those hangars, the commission can determine if/what/how it wants to spend that 
funding—either on the hangars—or not OR where to allocate the revenue captured from a sale 
of the hangars.  The point is, budgeting now and preserving the hangar conclusion for the near 
future will allow Commission to fulfill their work plan and budget obligations in the short term. 
And it will provide flexibility for Commissioners to analyze options and make a thoughtful, 
strategic determination regarding capital improvements at Vista Field. 

With that in mind, I would suggest the commission consider establishing a goal for the upcoming 
two-year budget and work plan whereby a report is prepared which explores further options.  
Additional ideas/options/opportunities are likely out there.  Then, if a viable and cost-effective 
plan for the hangars is uncovered the commission could move forward.  Should the commission 
authorize a further look, it might be helpful to consider the following items: 

Historical Perspective.  When considering the future of the hangars, it may be useful to take an 
historical look at how and why the port purchased them in the first place.  The commission that 
authorized the purchase of the hangars recognized that the owners of the hangars were 
instrumental in fighting to keep the airport open.  Likely a full and fair discussion related to airport 
closure and site reuse would not have taken place with those influential community members 
exhibiting substantial influence over port policy making.  One might suggest that the value of the 
hangars should be examined (to a certain extent) in this historical context.   

Full Buildout.  It appears clear to staff that the commission unanimously agreed that the full 
buildout option is just too expensive. So, unless directed otherwise, staff will spend no further 
time on this alternative.  As we discussed at the previous meeting, trying to guess at the cost of 
remodeling was futile.  And I don’t believe anyone would have guessed the cost of a full buildout 
would be so very expensive.  The report was helpful in that it provided us with a new perspective; 
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we now have quality information in front of us.  We now can say “too expensive” and know that 
as a fact.   

Lean Renovation Options.  The scope of the earlier report was limited.  However, as was 
discussed at the earlier meeting, there may be other options available rather than just a full 
buildout.  What might a “lean” redevelopment look like?  Are there examples out there? 
Commissioner Moak shared the Box Park development in Savannah GA, which used cargo 
containers as lean, vibrancy-building techniques.  Port staff and commissioners are familiar with 
Wynwood Yard, an area in Miami, Florida where cargo containers and sun shades have been 
utilized to create a large, vibrant area of pop-up retail.  And a similar, well-known development 
is Downtown Container Park located on Fremont Street in Las Vegas, Nevada.  Perhaps 
container development may offer a lean option for Vista Field.  Would building codes in 
Washington allow for container development, are there different standards and considerations 
as yet unknown, what input would DPZ have regarding this as a “first start”?  

Public Private Partnership.  This was mentioned as a possibility for the hangars.  As part of the 
analysis staff could research the options and opportunities this possibility might provide and 
present those findings to commission. 

Financial Partnerships.  Would any of our partners seek to contribute to a “lean” hangar remodel, 
for example?  Partners have expressed some preliminary interest in supporting hangar 
redevelopment.  Understanding partner interests and potential for contributions might help clarify 
and inform commissioners in making a final determination as to what a hangar (or other project) 
could look like. 

Extrinsic Value of Hangar Buildings & Locations.  Do the hangars have value beyond their book 
value (i.e. as a remnant of historical use, as the southern gateway to the project, or as Gary 
Black’s pattern language “manner of arrival”)?  Should this question be explored in greater 
detail? 

Selling the Hangars.  It was also mentioned that the hangars could be sold.  This option should 
be explored and addressed.  If it is, a number of other questions should be asked such as:  would 
a private sector purchaser invest $400-$800 per square foot in the hangars (regardless of not 
having to pay prevailing wage)?  Just as full hangar remodel seems to be too expensive for the 
port, it could prove too expensive for the private sector as well.  Is the port the only entity that 
can appropriately deal with the hangars?  Is the private sector the right party to own these 
assets?  What protections and guarantees does the commission have that a private user will put 
them to a use which complements new-urbanism and Vista Field as a regional town center?   

Coronavirus Impacts.  What financial impacts might we experience?  Will demand for building 
and development slow?  Based on pre-Covid contract and scoping, the Vista Hangar report 
identified potential uses which are currently struggling.  Should the port plan for and improve the 
hangars for industries which are foundering under pandemic restrictions?  What guidance could 
or should the port obtain with respect to potential economic and business impacts from the 
Covid-19 Pandemic before making any decision which may significantly impact the southern 
entrance to Vista Field? 
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Rural County Capital Funding (RCCF) Eligible Projects.  The hangers initially appeared to be a 
strong candidate for RCCF funding.  County staff and at least one county commissioner have 
expressed interest in some form of hangar remodel.  A remodel could likely meet statutory and 
county requirements for funding, should the commission decide to pursue a hangar-related 
project.  Aside from the hangars, currently the port has no strong contenders for RCCF funding.  
Given the restrictions inherent in and scrutiny of RCCF projects, it might behoove the 
commission to marshal RCCF funds toward a project or projects that would be viewed favorably 
and score highly with the county by meeting their economic development objectives. 
 
Industrial Development District Funding.  At a recent meeting the Industrial Development District 
(IDD) funding mechanism was touched upon briefly.  I add this item simply to determine whether 
more discussion is desired by the commission.  In a nutshell, the IDD is a voter authorized levy 
increase to be used for port property improvement. 
 
Current Workload.  The port commission and staff will have considerable workload related to 
Vista Field and can remain busy and fulfilled for the next two years regardless of a final 
determination on the hangars. Keep, sell, demolish, renovate—whatever the outcome, we as a 
team can focus on the monumental task of implementing the community vision at Vista Field.  
There is much to do in preparing, marketing and selling lots, and working to ensure that new-
urbanism design is understood and seamlessly implemented by the private sector.  We only get 
one “first start” and those first projects will set powerful expectations moving forward.  In order 
to ensure a successful phase one implementation, I would suggest that having flexibility and the 
support of the port commission will be critical so as to not be spread too thin in pursuing other 
projects and losing focus on Vista Field.   
 
Conclusion.  With respect to the budget and work plan, “the show must go on”.  We have 
legislative deadlines that must be met regarding those documents, so we must complete those 
processes in the near future.  However, one could argue that the process of determining the 
ultimate future of the hangars is not necessarily as time sensitive.  Time and again, when 
discussing Vista Field the commission has said, let’s do it right, not just “right away”.  The 
commission might apply that same perspective to the hangars; taking time to receive and review 
expanded analysis, and to take thoughtful and deliberate action in determining the highest and 
best use of those hangars.   
 
Does the commission include a substantial line item in the 2021/2022 budget for a major capital 
project at Vista Field, and wait a few months to better understand the impacts and effects from 
Covid?  Maybe the future will look a little clearer and waiting could help determine the best 
course forward with respect to the hangars and potential uses.  And if not used for hangars, that 
budget item could be used for other Vista Field capital projects, including but not limited to 
additional infrastructure.  Nothing says the commission has to allocate all of its funding with 
specificity.  It could put funding in the budget now for uses to be identified in the near future.  In 
other words, the commission could put aside Vista Field funding now and wait a little while to 
see what extended impact (if any) Coronavirus is having on the economy; during which time a 
detailed analysis and review of hangar option could help inform the commission’s final decisions. 
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