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May 24  –
Sept 24

• Focus groups held with feedback from 
SES, Clean Water Management 
Council, and Clear Lake Integrated 
Science Symposium

May 25 –
August 2025

• Mailed Survey  

Today
• Results of Outreach Perspectives –

findings & recommended next steps

Outreach Perspectives Project – To Date



Focus Groups – Perceived causes of water quality issues

What do you believe is the most 
influential driver of reduced water 
quality in Clear Lake? 

3.8

4.1

5.0

5.7

6.0

6.0

6.1

6.6

6.8

7.1

7.5

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0

Gravel mining

Invasive Carp and other species

Water level (precipitation & drought)

Erosion

Illegal dumping and other illegal activities

Septic system function

Road runoff

Urban runoff

Internal loading (sediment-based nutrient recycling)

Ag runoff (vineyards, licensed cultivation)

Wetland loss (natural shoreline vs wetland)



Focus Groups: Water quality drivers - grouped
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Focus Groups: Clear Lake’s Appearance 2 Centuries Ago

What did Clear Lake look 
like in the year 1824, 2 
centuries ago? What does a 
pre-development Clear 
Lake look like?

For perspective, Clear Lake is 
one-half million to 2.5 million 
years old, post-colonial 
development began in 1850 
when cattle farming began in 
the region.



Mailed Survey



Mailed Survey - Results

• 7,100 surveys mailed 

• Stratified random sampling of Property 
Owners

• 2 SFR rates tested:   $9.75 &   $22.50
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Mailed Survey – Results cont’d

• 809 responses (3.4% margin of error)

• 62.5% support at $9.75 rate

• 59.8% support at $22.50 rate
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Public awareness campaign - native plants, proper septic system install & maint

Dedicated funding best way to ensure clean water and avoid local flooding

Vegetation management including shoreline restoration and tules

Increased water Q monitoring for proper management

Green infrastructure to improve drainage and protect Clear Lake

Fund Clear Lake’s recreation and drinking water uses

The measure helps reduce human impacts like runoff and septic pollution

The measure helps prevent flooding by fixing aging drainage systems

Funds cleanup to keep pollution out of Clear Lake and creeks

The measure funds oxygenation to reduce cyanobacteria blooms

Fund trash and pollution removal before it reaches Clear Lake

The measure keeps recreation safe by controlling pollution and cyanobacteria

% Support

Support by Projects and Issues

Much More Likely Somewhat More Likely No Impact Somewhat Less Likely Much Less Likely

Mailed Survey – Community Issues & Priorities



Mailed Survey: Write-in comments

Property Owners in Favor of the Assessment
37 Overall Support for the Proposed Assessment
66 Support with Environmental Concerns 
12 Coments on Taxes
3 Comments on CPI

22 Transparency / Need more info 

140 Total

Property Owners Against the Assessment
67 Taxes & Assessments are already too High
26 Mistrust or Lack of confidence in the District/Government
4 Fixed Income

27 Enforcement/Fee based on use and/or pollution
8 Parcel does not receive benefit from assessments

22 Cost
12 Specific Questions

166 Total



Focus Groups and Mailed Survey: Key Alignments

• Focus groups identified perceived causes of poor water quality

• Survey measure support for solutions

Issue Area Focus Group Concern Survey Message Support Level

Runoff & Septic Biggest water quality concern Reduce runoff and fix septic systems Very High

Flooding & Drainage
Related to runoff and local 
flooding

Maintain drainage systems and 
ensure funding Very High

Trash & Pollution Illegal dumping, debris
Remove trash before it reaches Clear 
Lake High

Cyanobacteria Blooms
Nutrient recycling from 
sediments

Oxygenation systems and safer 
recreation High

Ecosystem Health
Invasive species, wetland loss, 
erosion Restore shorelines and native plants Moderate

Climate & Water Levels Low concern Not directly addressed Low / N/A

Education Campaigns Not emphasized Promote native plants and septic care Low



Focus Groups and Mailed Survey: Key Alignments

• Issues BOTH seen as major causes AND that 
survey messages addressed directly drove the 
most support:

• Causes: runoff, septic

• Solution: reducing human-linked water Q 
impacts

Narrative Insight

• Focus Group participants see water Q as human-caused 
and fixable through maintenance, cleanup, and 
prevention

• Survey results confirm that messages emphasizing 
practical, visible outcomes – less flooding, cleaner 
water, safer recreation – outperform abstract or 
educational appeals



Recommendations

• Community shows support for a property-related 
Fee at $22.50

• Proceed with next steps (Benefit Funds 
Assessment / Funding Options Memorandum 
phase)

Outreach Perspectives Project Takeaways

• People support direct, visible actions (drainage fixes, trash 
removal, and bloom control)

• Runoff and septic issues are seen as top priorities

• Education and climate topics attract less interest (de-emphasize)

• Frame restoration and education as supporting clean water goals 
(cause & effect to reinforce)



Benefit Funds 
Assessment

• Potential Revenue 
Mechanism 
Implementation

Future – Potential 
Implementation of 

Funding Source

• Fee Study

• Balloting

Funding Measure Feasibility

Next Steps



Questions?                  

 

Water Resources Contact: 
Pawan Upadhyay Pawan.Upadhyay@lakecountyca.gov 

SCI Contacts: 
John Bliss john.bliss@sci-cg.com 
Chris Coulter chris.coulter@sci-cg.com
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mailto:john.bliss@sci-cg.com
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