
Board of Harbor Commissioners
Crescent City Harbor District

April 8, 2026
Regular Harbor Commission Meeting



                     Regular Meeting
Board of Harbor Commissioners of the Crescent City Harbor District

                           Chair Rick Shepherd, Vice Chair John Evans   
Commissioner Gerhard Weber, Commissioner Dan Schmidt, Commissioner Annie Nehmer

 
AGENDA

Date:  Wednesday, April 8, 2026  
                             
Time: Closed Session:  1:00 p.m. 
 Open Session:    2:00 p.m.
   
Place: 101 Citizens Dock, Crescent City, CA, and via Zoom Webinar, 

                VIRTUAL MEETING OPTIONS

 TO WATCH (via online)    TO LISTEN (via telephone)
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/6127377734  Dial (669) 900-6833, please enter 612 737 7734# (meeting ID)
      or, one tap mobile:  +16699006833,,6127377734#



1.    Preliminary Items

a.   Call to Order 

b. Roll Call

         c.     Pledge of Allegiance



1.    Preliminary Items

d.    General Public Comments

The general comment period is provided for subjects not included on the agenda but within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the District. Each person is limited to a maximum of 3 minutes of speaking time. To 
maintain meeting decorum, Board members and staff should refrain from responding to statements or 
questions during this time, but may be available to follow-up with members of the public after the meeting.



2.   Adjourn to closed session:

a.  CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION
Government Code section 54956.9(d)(1), Name of case: Fashion Blacksmith, Inc. v. Crescent City Harbor District
Facts and circumstances: post-judgment discussions regarding payment terms

b.  CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL—ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Initiation of litigation pursuant to paragraph (4) of subdivision (d) of Government Code section 54956.9: 1 potential 
case

c.  CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS
Government Code section 54956.8; Property Address: Undeveloped land, along Starfish Way, between the 
intersections with Citizens Dock Rd and Anchor Way, in Crescent City, CA, which is a portion of Assessor Parcel No. 117-
020-016, consisting of approximately 95,000 square feet; District negotiators: Mike Rademaker (CEO/Harbormaster), 
Cameron Weist (Special Counsel), Ryan Plotz (Counsel), Andrew Flynn (Financial Consultant), Sandy Moreno (Financial 
Consultant); Negotiating parties: Sean E. McGraw, Scott Lawhon, and Daniel Dahan; Under negotiation: Price and 
payment terms



2. (continued) 

d. CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS 
Government Code section 54956.8; Property Address: 750 US Highway 101, Crescent City Harbor, CA 95531 
District negotiators: Mike Rademaker (CEO/Harbormaster), Cameron Weist (Special Counsel), Ryan Plotz (Counsel), 
Andrew Flynn (Financial Consultant), Sandy Moreno (Financial Consultant); Negotiating parties: Daniel Dahan, Sean E. 
McGraw, and Scott Lawhon; Under negotiation: Price and payment terms 

e.  CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS
Government Code section 54956.8; Property Address: 159 Starfish Way, Crescent City, CA 95531 
District negotiators: Mike Rademaker (CEO/Harbormaster), Cameron Weist (Special Counsel), Ryan Plotz (Counsel), 
Andrew Flynn (Financial Consultant), Sandy Moreno (Financial Consultant); Negotiating parties: Daniel Dahan, Sean E. 
McGraw, and Scott Lawhon; Under negotiation: Price and payment terms



3. [2:00 P.M.] Reconvene in open session and disclose any reportable action taken during closed session.

    

Public Comment?



3.    Preliminary Items

b.    General Public Comments

The general comment period is provided for subjects not included on the agenda but within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the District. Each person is limited to a maximum of 3 minutes of speaking time. To 
maintain meeting decorum, Board members and staff should refrain from responding to statements or 
questions during this time, but may be available to follow-up with members of the public after the meeting.



4. Consent Calendar: 

 Consent Calendar items are considered routine and will be approved by one motion. The public, staff, or 
Commissioners may request specific items be removed from the Consent Calendar for separate 
consideration. 

 a) Approve minutes of the March 24, 2026 Special Meeting and March 25, 2026 Regular Meeting 
 b) Approve CSS Invoice# 13115-12
 c) Approve Kolstad Land Surveyors Invoice# 1561 & 1562
 d) Approve CalMuni Advisors Invoice# 2026-CM134
 e) Approve Weist Law Firm invoice# 2026-M137
 f) Approve Summit Accounting Services Invoice# 22320

Public Comment?
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5) Consider special rate for slip A-1. 
 No action was taken on this agenda item. 
 
6. Communications, Reports, and Directions to Staff 
 a. Harbor Commissioner & Committee Reports 

b. CEO/Harbormaster Report 
 c. Financial Report 
  i. Approve vehicle fleet reduction and refinance 

ii. Update on grant billing 
iii. Update on 24/25 audit status 
iv. Update on 25/26 budget review 
v. Update on USDA loan modification plan 
vi Update on CPRA requests 
vii. Status report on other pending projects 

 
7) MEETING ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

  
 
 

Attested by:  
 Justin Hanks 

Clerk of the Board 









- -
INVOICE 
Invoice# 2026-CM134 

Balance Due 

$4,417.50 

Invoice Date : 

Terms : 

Due Date: 

March 31, 2026 

Net45 

May 15, 2026 

CalMtihi 
ADV l SOR S'-0 

Bill To 

CalMuni Advisors 
1401 21st Street 

Suite 5778 
Sacramento California 95811 

U.S.A 
kelsey@calmuniadvisors.com 

https:/ /www. ca I mun iadvisors. com/ 

Crescent City Harbor District 

# Item & Descript ion Qty Rate Amount 

Notes 

Hourly Advisory Services 
Financial modeling and ana lyses to support initiatives to bu ild fiscal capacity for 

the District. Staff and Commission meetings included. 

14.25 

Sub Total 

Total 

Balance Due 

310.00 4,417.50 

4,417.50 

$4,417.50 

$4,417.50 

CalMuni Advisors thanks you for your business. If you have any questions please reach out, we are happy to help. To access a copy of CalMuni 
Advisors W-9, it is available here: https://tinyurl.com/nnjbkt37 

CHECK INSTRUCTIONS: Please make check payable for the Total Invoice Amount to California Municipal 
Advisors, LLC and mail to the firm address above with a copy of this invoice. 

OR 

WIRE TRANSFER INSTR UCTIONS: Please provide for immediate wire transfer of the Total Invoice Amount to California 
Municipal Advisors, LLC in accordance with the following: 

Crafted with ease using in';oice 
Visit 7nhn r.nm/invnir.P tn r.rPRtP tr11lv nmfpssioniil invoir.P.s 



Weist Law 
1875 S Bascom Ave, Suite 2400 Campbell, California 95008 
U.S.A 
831 -438-7900 
kelsey@weistlaw.com 
https://www.weistlaw.com/ 

Crescent City Harbor District 

Please note that our business address has changed to: 

1875 S Bascom Ave, Suite 2400 

Campbell, CA 95008 

Invoice Date: 

Terms: 

Due Date: 

Invoice 
# 2026-M137 

Balance Due 

$6,267.50 

March 30, 2026 

Net45 

May 14, 2026 

All checks should be delivered to this new address moving forward. Please update your records accordingly. Thank you! 

Bond Counsel Hourly Fees 
Per Agreement dated January 30, 2026 

For assistance with financial planning 

11 .50 545.00 

Sub Total 

Total 

Balance Due 

6,267.50 

6,267.50 

$6,267.50 

$6,267.50 

The Weist Law Firm thanks you for your business. If you have any questions please reach out, we are happy to help. To access a copy of 
The Weist Law Firms W-9, it is avai lable here: https://tinyurl.com/3h 3j28sz 

CHECK 1NSTRUC710NS: Please make check payable for the Total Invoice Amount to Weist. Law LLP and mail to the fin11 
address above with a copy of this invoice. 

OR 

WIRE TRANSFER INSIRUCTJONS: Please provide for immediate wire transfer of the Total Invoice Amount to Weist Law LLP in 
accordance with the following: 

Aci7Zoho 
Crafted with ease using Q::J Invoice 

\licit --,"hn rn~ /in\lniro tn rro::1to tr1 d\l nrnfoc:c:inn::11 inHniroc: 





6:50AM 

04105126 

Summit Accounting Services & Taxes 
Time by Client Job Detail - Sandy Moreno 

July 2025 through March 2026 

Date Name Payroll Item Billing Status Duration Class 
-

Crescent City Harbor District 
BOD Mtg 
07/2212025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 2:30 SAS Attend BOD mtg 
07/23/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 2:30 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
08/11/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 0:30 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
08/13/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 2:45 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
08/27/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 3:00 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
09/09/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 4:15 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
09/'10/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 5:00 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
09/16/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 1:45 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
09/24/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 3:30 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
10/08/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 5:00 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
10/22/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 5:30 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
11/12/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 5:45 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
12/05/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 3:30 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
12/10/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 3:00 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
12/17/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 3:45 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
12131/2025 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 2:00 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
01/14/2026 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 4:30 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
01/16/2026 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 0:30 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
01/18/2026 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 1:30 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
01/28/2026 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 3:45 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
02/11/2026 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 3:15 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
02125/2026 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 3:00 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
03/1012026 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 3:30 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
03/11/2026 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 4:00 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
03/24/2026 Sandra Moreno Unbilled 2:30 SAS Attend BOD Mtg 
Total BOD Mtg 80:45 

Total Crescent City Harbor District 80:45 

TOTAL 80:45 

._, X 

7~-,5-, 

S'o -:, :l."O 

7 5 :: s &~i . .2 ~ 

Notes 

Page1 



5. Discuss and approve request by Community System Solutions to hold a fundraising music and beer festival on 
Whaler Island on July 4, 2026, from 6 PM to 9 PM.

 

Public Comment?
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April 8, 2026 
 
To: Mike Rademaker, Crescent City Harbor District CEO and 
the Crescent City Harbor District Board of Commissioners 
 
From: Mike Bahr, CEO, Community System Solutions 
 
RE: Board Agenda Item: Discuss and approve request by Community System Solutions 
to hold a fundraising music and beer festival on Whaler Island on July 4, 2026 from 6 
p.m.-9 p.m. 

Hello Commissioners, 
 
Community System Solutions is requesting Board approval to hold a music and beer 
festival on Whaler Island on Saturday, July 4, 2026 as a funding raising event for Community 
System Solutions.  
 
The event will feature dj’s, live music and local and regional beers. 

We are requesting to use the Whaler Island parking lot – Please see the image below. 

The event would be held from 6 p.m. - 9 p.m.  

We have worked out this time with the Crescent City Del Norte Chamber of Commerce 
Executive Director. That time does not compete with any events the Chamber has going on.  

Our set up would start around 4 p.m. 

We believe our event falls under Special Event Fee Schedule C. However, we do not need 
any Harbor staƯ time. (We know they will all already be very busy that day). 

We intend to charge for admission and sell tickets for beer. We will secure a one-day, non-
profit event liquor license for sales and serving of beer onsite. 

If the Harbor restaurants are closed that day, we may sell food via food trucks. Those trucks 
would pay the Harbor fees for being at an event in the Harbor.  

If the restaurants are open, there will also be in and out privileges, and hopefully some of 
the attendees will eat at one of the restaurants in the Harbor. 

For the event, we are not requesting any fee waivers from the District. 

We are requesting to exceed the use of “up to 5,000 square feet” that is allowed in 
Schedule C. We do not expect to use all of the space we are requesting, but for ease of 
setting up a fencing area it is easier to just fence oƯ the back part of parking lot.  
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We believe the location we have picked will not interfere with the overflow truck and trailer 
parking lot for those using the boat ramp. 

We can work with District staƯ if we need to set up in less of the space. 

Our plan is to place orange plastic fencing along the base of Whaler Island, and potentially 
close the Whaler Island trail during the event, as a safety measure so people cannot climb 
the rocks on the Island during the event. 

We will provide security. They will prevent anyone from going oƯ site with alcohol. Security 
will also enforce the fireworks ordinance. And they will help prevent people from climbing 
up Whaler Island 

We would like to start setting up early in the day on the 4th. We would prefer to block 
parking in that area first thing in the morning, to prevent any logistical problems from 
vehicles being parked in the event area. 

We will work with Distract staƯ for when we can put up plastic fencing and no parking 
signs.  

The fireworks display will be at 10 p.m. that day. We will ensure the event area is ready for 
fireworks parking by 9:10 p.m. That will allow the Harbor District to use the area for car 
parking for the City fireworks display. CSS is happy to assist with parking and car and 
pedestrian control duties. We will coordinate those services with Harbor management 
team. 

On the following image, we have shown in orange where we would like to place the fencing 
for the event.  We have the ability to use less space to accommodate boat trailer parking if 
there is a salmon season.  

 

We appreciate your consideration of our 
request. 

I will be in attendance via Zoom at the 
meeting if you have any questions or 
comments. 

Thank you, 

Mike Bahr 

CEO, CSS 

 



6.   Annual marketing report from the Crescent City-Del Norte County Visitor Bureau.

 Download Video Presentation: 
https://www.ccharbor.com/files/4da129263/CC-DN+Visitor+Bureau+-+Annual+Report+-+VIDEO.mp4

Public Comment?

https://www.ccharbor.com/files/4da129263/CC-DN+Visitor+Bureau+-+Annual+Report+-+VIDEO.mp4
https://www.ccharbor.com/files/4da129263/CC-DN+Visitor+Bureau+-+Annual+Report+-+VIDEO.mp4
https://www.ccharbor.com/files/4da129263/CC-DN+Visitor+Bureau+-+Annual+Report+-+VIDEO.mp4
https://www.ccharbor.com/files/4da129263/CC-DN+Visitor+Bureau+-+Annual+Report+-+VIDEO.mp4
https://www.ccharbor.com/files/4da129263/CC-DN+Visitor+Bureau+-+Annual+Report+-+VIDEO.mp4
https://www.ccharbor.com/files/4da129263/CC-DN+Visitor+Bureau+-+Annual+Report+-+VIDEO.mp4
https://www.ccharbor.com/files/4da129263/CC-DN+Visitor+Bureau+-+Annual+Report+-+VIDEO.mp4


 

2026 ANNUAL MARKETING REPORT 
CRESCENT CITY-DEL NORTE COUNTY  

VISITOR BUREAU 
 

 



IN 2024, DEL NORTE COUNTY WAS UP +5% IN DIRECT 
TRAVEL SPENDING.

WE OUTPACED THE CALIFORINIA STATE AVERAGE 
INCREASE OF +3%. 

WE OUTPACED OUR FELLOW NORTH COAST COUNTIES, 
SHASTA COUNTY, SISKIYOU COUNTY, 

& CURRY COUNTY, OREGON. 

DIRECT TRAVEL SPENDING DEFINITION: All expenditures on goods and services made by travelers (visitors) at a destination,
 including both trip-related expenses and incidental purchases. 

SOURCES: DEAN RUNYAN ASSOCIATES, 2024 ECONOMIC IMPACT OF TRAVEL FOR VISIT CALIFORNIA AND TRAVEL OREGON

HUMBOLDT CO. +3.4%LAKE CO. +2.2%

CURRY CO. -2.2% MENDOCINO CO. +1.6% SHASTA CO. +2.6%

SISKIYOU CO. +3.6% 

NORTH COAST REGION +2.7% 

SOUTHERN OR COAST REGION +1% 



$182K

$580K

$622K

DESTINATION MARKETING FUNDING
HOW VISIT DEL NORTE COUNTY’S MARKETING FUNDING 
COMPARES TO COMPETING DESTINATIONS

HUMBOLDT CO.LAKE CO.TRAVEL 
CURRY COAST

DEL NORTE CO.

$1.6M

INCLUDES
HUMBOLDT 

LODGING
ASSN + 

HUMBOLDT
COUNTY

$1.55M

$4.3M

SHASTA
CASCADE: 

$227K

REDDING:
$3.1 

MILLION

SHASTA
COUNTY

1M

Tourism marketing funds for Visit Del Norte County 
are significantly lower than our neighboring destinations.

  
  

SHASTA CASCADE
& REDDING

MENDOCINO CO.



$580K

25%

PERCENTAGE OF TLT 
DEDICATED 

TO TOURISM PROMOTION 
IN OREGON

(2015)

80%

14%

21%

29%
15%





7. Public update on the status of RV Park development negotiations.

Public Comment?
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Staff Report 

To:  Interested Members of the Public 

From:  Mike Rademaker, CEO/Harbormaster 

Date:   April 8, 2026 

Subject:  Status of RV Park Development Negotiations and Evaluation of Alternative 
Operating Scenario 

Background 

The District is currently engaged in negotiations concerning the future development and 
operation of its two RV park properties. These discussions involve prospective long-
term ground leases that could extend for as long as forty years. The scale of what is 
being negotiated is substantial. Depending on the final business terms, the total 
revenue to the Harbor over the life of a lease could exceed $10 million, while the private 
capital investment required from a selected developer is expected to be at least $2 
million and could potentially reach $10 million or more. The revenue associated with a 
successful agreement could represent approximately ten percent of the District’s 
operating budget. These figures are very significant by any measure. They underscore 
that the Board will be asked to approve a long-horizon decision with potentially profound 
consequences for the District’s financial condition and future operational flexibility. 

Because of the size, duration, and importance of the contemplated agreements, a 
careful and methodical negotiating process is necessary. All parties understandably 
wish to see progress. At the same time, the desire for speed must be balanced against 
the need to avoid repeating the District’s prior mistakes with leases that could impose 
long-lasting financial harm. In negotiations of this magnitude, haste can be far more 
costly than patience. At the same time, prospective developers can only keep capital 
and development resources available for a finite period, and therefore negotiations must 
advance in a commercially reasonable timeframe. 
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For perspective, the present timeline can be placed in historical context. The Board last 
issued an RFP (request for proposals) for development of its RV parks on September 
21, 2020. Negotiations with Renewable Energy Capital, LLC subsequently began on 
December 1, 2020. The Board ultimately approved a lease agreement with REC just 
over 16 months later, on April 8, 2022. That prior process occurred with a completely 
different set of negotiators, and a different composition of Board members, and yet the 
negotiation timeline has been comparable to the current process, underscoring the 
difficulty of forming an agreement of this magnitude. For the current process, RFP 
responses were received in September 2025, and it is now April 2026. Measured 
against the District’s own recent history, the present timeframe is not extraordinary. It is 
within the range that one would reasonably expect for a complex real estate and 
concession transaction involving multiple parcels, multiple consultants, significant due 
diligence, and large projected financial consequences. 
 
The District has especially strong reason to proceed cautiously because of the failure of 
the REC lease. That prior transaction did not produce the promised result. REC 
defaulted under its lease, failed to come even remotely close to the performance levels 
that had been agreed to under the lease, and in the process all parties suffered 
tremendous damage, in terms of finances and reputation. The prior lease terms proved 
to be unrealistic, including rent projections approaching one million dollars annually for 
the three parcels collectively. The result was not merely a disappointing business 
outcome; it cost the District years of time and required a recalibration of strategy after 
the public had already been led to expect substantial progress. Given the District’s 
current financial challenges, a second comparable mistake could be far more damaging. 
For that reason, the current negotiations have been approached with a much higher 
level of scrutiny, skepticism, and financial discipline. 
 
Current negotiations have involved two prospective developers, Crescent City Holdings, 
based out of San Juan Capistrano, and BSD Property Management, based out of Long 
Beach. The District’s negotiating team has included the Harbor’s chief executive, two 
attorneys, two financial advisors, and a nonprofit grant consultant with business-
development experience. The District has also consulted with the California Department 
of Parks and Recreation, which administers similar concession and ground-lease 
arrangements for RV parks and other visitor-serving facilities. In addition, because the 
District is simultaneously working through debt restructuring issues, staff has had to 
consult with the USDA, the District’s largest lender, regarding projected revenues from 
potential RV park redevelopment. That consultation is important because projected 
lease revenues may affect broader District financial planning and restructuring 
discussions. In short, these negotiations do not exist in isolation; they intersect with the 
District’s capital planning, debt strategy, and long-term operating outlook. 
 
Accordingly, the amount of work required has been considerable, and the delay cannot 
fairly be understood simply as parties failing to agree on a single rent number. The 
issues under discussion have included, among many others, 1) whether any rent-
abatement period is appropriate to support construction and mobilization; 2) what the 
minimum annual guarantee should be; 3) what percentage rent based on gross receipts 
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is reasonable; 4) what schedule of rent escalations should apply over time; 5) how 
much capital investment should be mandatory; 6) what restrictions should govern the 
type, quality, and character of improvements; 7) what events constitute default; 8) what 
cure periods should apply; 9) how to structure audit rights to verify percentage-rent 
reporting; 10) how to address subtenants, licensees, or affiliated operators; 11) what 
buyout provisions, if any, should exist; 12) and what protections are necessary to 
prevent the District from again entering into a transaction based on overly optimistic 
assumptions that are not supported by actual financial capacity. This is not even an 
exhaustive list, and reflects only some of the most prominent terms of the proposed 
agreement. 
 
Each one of those subjects has involved multiple rounds of analysis, drafting, redrafting, 
and strategic reassessment. Even a single disputed provision can require days of 
review and back-and-forth. When numerous major issues are being negotiated 
simultaneously, the process naturally becomes lengthy. That is especially true where the 
stakes are high and the parties periodically need time to evaluate proposals, consult 
advisors, gather backup information, and, at times, allow discussions to cool before 
reengaging productively. 
 
The process has also required extensive due diligence on both sides. The District has 
had to evaluate the business history, financial capability, and general reliability of 
prospective developers. At the same time, the prospective developers have needed 
substantial disclosure from the District in order to model risk, assess feasibility, and 
understand the operational and legal characteristics of the properties. This has involved 
the exchange of literally hundreds of pages of information and supporting materials. The 
District has also had to complete or advance other supporting work, including land 
survey coordination, CEQA-related findings, and findings under the Surplus Land Act. 
Those are not superficial exercises. They are part of the legal and practical foundation 
required to move responsibly toward a final transaction. 
 
The Board should therefore understand that the time expended to date has not been 
unproductive delay. On the contrary, the negotiations have already produced meaningful 
value by forcing a more realistic evaluation of revenue assumptions, developer capacity, 
capital requirements, operational risk, default remedies, and long-term lease 
economics. Over the last several months, the potential deal structures have evolved 
considerably, with differences of potentially millions of dollars depending on how major 
economic terms are resolved. That alone justifies deliberate attention. The District is 
attempting to secure a transaction that is both financeable and enforceable, while 
protecting itself against the kind of overpromising that contributed to the failure of the 
prior lease. 
 
Alternative Scenario if the Board Declines to Approve an RV Park Operator Lease 
 
As part of its evaluation of available options, staff has also prepared and attached two 
budget scenarios for a District-operated alternative. These budgets are intended to help 
the Board understand what the District might reasonably expect if it chose not to enter 
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into a lease with a private developer and instead attempted to operate the parks through 
a property-management and camp-host model. Both scenarios assume occupancy 
levels that may be attainable through enhanced signage and more aggressive 
marketing, without any major capital improvements on the scale of those contemplated 
by the private developers. Under this model, the District would engage a property 
manager at ten percent of gross receipts and rely on camp hosts, with housing provided 
in lieu of wages, to support customer service, cleaning, and routine maintenance. The 
model is highly dependent on excellent customer service, aggressive website and 
marketing management, and consistent on-site responsiveness. It also assumes that 
the Bayside apartment and the RHV office require modest capital improvements. It is 
conservative by historical standards, but ambitious compared to recent performance. 
 
The first budget scenario applies the District’s current pricing structure. Under the 
standard-price exhibit, Bayside is projected to generate total annual revenue of 
$510,023, total expenses of $346,580, and net income of $163,443. The RHV exhibit 
projects total annual revenue of $516,220, total expenses of $354,713, and net income 
of $161,507. Combined, the two parks would therefore produce approximately $324,950 
in net income under that scenario. Notably the exhibits show no administrative overhead 
allocation.  
 
The second budget scenario reduces rental rates in an effort to improve 
competitiveness in light of the fact that the parks presently lack the full set of amenities 
offered by stronger market competitors. Under the reduced-pricing exhibit, Bayside is 
projected to produce net income of $136,001 and RHV is projected to produce net 
income of $115,493, for combined net income of approximately $251,494. That is 
materially lower than the standard-price scenario in the first year, which is to be 
expected because the reduced-pricing model sacrifices some near-term revenue in 
order to improve marketability. Importantly, both exhibits use the same monthly 
occupancy assumptions. As a result, the reduced-pricing exhibit principally shows the 
immediate effect of charging less, but does not yet capture the longer-term upside staff 
would hope to achieve if more competitive rates produce stronger occupancy, greater 
market penetration, more repeat business, and improved public perception over time. In 
other words, the lower-rate scenario yields less net income in the near term, but its 
strategic rationale is that improved occupancy should strengthen performance in future 
periods beyond the initial budget horizon.  
 

Reality Check: Practical Constraints of the Self-Operation Alternative 
 

The District-operated alternative must be put in proper perspective. These budgets 
demonstrate that self-operation may be financially possible under favorable 
assumptions, but they do not make that option equivalent to a long-term lease with a 
qualified private developer. First, the District-operated model does not provide the 
immediate private capital infusion that a development lease could provide. Second, it 
leaves the District directly exposed to the operational risks of hospitality management, 
including occupancy risk, customer-service failures, maintenance performance, 
collections, staffing continuity, regulatory compliance, and reputational harm. Third, the 













8.  Communications, Reports, and Directions to Staff

a.   Harbor Commissioner & Committee Reports

(1) Commissioner Dan Schmidt

(2) Commissioner Annie Nehmer

(3) Commissioner Gerhard Weber

(4) Vice Chair John Evans

(5) Chair Rick Shepherd



8.  Communications, Reports, and Directions to Staff

b. CEO/Harbormaster Report 



8.   Communications, Reports, and Directions to Staff

          c.   Financial Report

 i. Balance Sheet by month
 ii. Profit and Loss by month
 iii. Budget to Actual as of 03/31/26
 iv. Cash Flow Report for March 2026
 v. Update on grant billing
 vi. Update on 24/25 audit status
 vii. Review 25/26 Q3 budget and approve adjustments
 viii. Update on USDA loan modification plan
 ix.  Update on CPRA requests
 x. Status report on other pending projects
 

























































9.    MEETING ADJOURNMENT

Adjournment of the Board of Harbor Commissioners will be until the next meeting scheduled for Wednesday, 
April 15, 2026, at 2 p.m (Special Meeting). The Crescent City Harbor District complies with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act. Upon request, this agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to person 
with disabilities, as required by Section 12132 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §12132). 
Any person with a disability who requires modification in order to participate in a meeting should direct such 
request to (707) 464-6174 at least 48 hours before the meeting, if possible.
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