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STAFF REPORT 

TO:   Planning Commission 

FROM:  Robert Massarelli, Community Development Director 
   Prepared by: Peggy Barthel, Assistant Resource Planner 

DATE:   September 14, 2017 

SUBJECT: Bell Haven Homeowners Association Lakebed Encroachment Permit 
CEQA Initial Study IS17-21 

  Supervisorial District 4 

ATTACHMENTS: 1.  Site Map 
2.  Memorandum from Philip Moy, Water Resources Director 
3.  Initial Study IS17-21 
4.  Public Comments  
5.  Recommended Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Project Name: Bell Haven Homeowners Association Lakebed Encroachment Permit 

Application: Lakebed Encroachment Permit, Initial Study 

Applicant: Bell Haven Homeowners Association 
 3400 Dillard Ave, Kelseyville, CA 95451 

Project Summary: The Applicant proposes to replace the existing ramp and floating dock 
system and create a contiguous elevated dock and pavilion with ramps 
down to a covered floating boat lift and a floating boat dock.  The new 
dock features would necessitate installing 21 8" steel pilings.  Lighting 
would also be installed to illuminate the dock deck and pavilion.  The 
parcel currently has a private dock facility, composed of an elevated dock 
with a ramp down to a floating dock.  The existing dock facilities occupy 
1,457 square feet.  The proposed facilities would occupy 3,063 square 
feet, increasing the floating dock area by 401 square feet and the elevated 
dock area by 1,205 square feet.   

 The rehabilitation is proposed to protect people and property from harm.  
The Applicant is taking this opportunity to upgrade its facilities with 
amenities to better serve property owners and guests.   

Location: 6460 Soda Bay Drive, Kelseyville, CA 

APN: 044-030-01 

Zoning: “O-FF” Open Space-Floodway Fringe 

General Plan: Public Facilities 

COUNTY OF LAKE 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Planning Division 
Courthouse - 255 N. Forbes Street 
Lakeport, California 95453 
Telephone 707/263-2221 FAX 707/263-2225 

 

Item #1 
9:05 A.M. 

September 28, 2017 



Page 2 of 13 

Flood Zone: Flood Zone AE: this parcel is in an area of 100-year flood; base flood 
elevation and flood hazard factors determined.  Parcel is mapped within 
the Floodway Fringe Combining District.  

Slope:   Less than 10% slope 

II. CLEAR LAKE SHORELINE ORDINANCE 
Construction, alteration, removal, maintenance, and use of any structure within the nearshore and 
foreshore, and alteration or use of the Lake or lands within the nearshore and foreshore shall be 
in compliance with the terms of the Clear Lake Shoreline Ordinance.  Permits shall be granted or 
denied in conformity with the standards and provisions set forth in the Ordinance. 

No person shall undertake or carry out any of the following activities within the nearshore or 
foreshore without first obtaining an administrative encroachment permit from the Lakebed 
Management.  

(A) Constructing or placing any pier, boat ramp, boat launching facility, navigational structure, 
buoy, jetty, breakwater, marina, harbor, shorezone protective structure, or any other 
improvement, a portion of which lies within the foreshore or nearshore.  The terms 
"construction or placement" include any additions or alterations to existing structures.  

(B) Filling or dredging.  
(C) Constructing or placing in the lake any cable, pipeline or subaqueous conduit.  
(D) Any use, operation, or activity with a significant impact on the public trust purposes of 

commerce, navigation, recreation, and fisheries.  
(E) Beach clearing. 

In accordance with the Clear Lake Shoreline Ordinance, applications for permits for above-listed 
projects which require an Initial Study to comply with the provisions of CEQA shall be 
submitted by the Community Development Department to the Planning Commission for action 
thereon when said application is deemed to be complete.  The Planning Commission shall take 
final action whether to approve the project with appropriate findings, to require modification and 
mitigation of the negative impacts of the project, or to reject such application.   

III. CLEAR LAKE SHORELINE ORDINANCE APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 
The application for a shoreline encroachment permit was reviewed by Lake County Lakebed 
Management for consistency with the Clear Lake Shoreline Ordinance.  Attachment 2 provides 
the determination prepared by Lakebed Management.  Lakebed Management determined the 
project complies with the Clear Lake Shoreline Ordinance and submitted the application to the 
Community Development Department for CEQA review.  A CEQA Initial Study was completed 
for the project, as discussed in Section VI below and included as Attachment 3.  The Applicant 
provided additional reports and information as requested for completion of the Initial Study.   
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(A) Applicants for any permit required pursuant to the terms of this chapter shall submit the 
application and information required to Lakebed Management. No permit shall be issued 
unless the application is complete and there is compliance with all the requirements of this 
chapter.  

Complete application was received by Lakebed Management. 
(B) Information Report.  

(1) Applicants for any permit required pursuant to the terms of this chapter shall provide such 
information and reports as are required by Lakebed Management. In establishing the 
information and reports that shall be provided, Lakebed Management shall require such 
information and reports as will demonstrate the applicant's compliance with the 
provisions of this chapter and as will adequately depict:  

(a) The site;  
(b) The proposed construction or use and the nature thereof;  
(c) Existing conditions on and near the site;  
(d) Probable effects on the environment of the proposed construction or use;  
(e) Wetlands in the area; and  
(f) The location of the property lines relative to the proposed project.  

(2) Lakebed Management shall require a site water quality plan to be prepared that will detail 
procedures for containment when control of pollutants and/or erosion is required.  

(3) Lakebed Management shall submit permit applications to Community Development 
Department for CEQA Review.  

(4) When the Community Development Department determines that the proposed 
construction or use, because of its sensitive nature or proposed location, poses potentially 
significant environmental hazards, it shall require the applicant to provide such scientific 
analysis and expert opinion as will adequately explore the same.  

(a) This information may be required in the form of an Initial Study or Environmental 
Impact Report pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA); and  
(b) The Community Development Department may also require other information, 
feasibility studies, reports or environmental studies consistent with the Lakebed 
Encroachment Permit Environmental Review Policy as are reasonably necessary to 
evaluate shorezone applications. 

IV. CLEAR LAKE SHORELINE ORDINANCE STANDARDS FOR REGULATING 
USES, OPERATIONS, CONSTRUCTION, AND ALTERATIONS, AND 
ACTIVITIES ON THE LAKE 

23.5-1 Before Lakebed Management shall issue any administrative encroachment permit, it must 
be established that the proposed use, operation, alteration, construction, or activity will not cause 
significant harm to:  

(A) The water quality of the lake, including but not limited to its clarity, temperature, color, 
taste and odor.  

The project will not adversely affect water quality.  
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(B) The nearshore and foreshore.  
The project will not adversely affect the nearshore or foreshore.  

(C) The land underlying the lake.  
The project will not adversely affect the lakebed.  

(D) Fish and other aquatic forms of life, their habitats, their breeding and spawning grounds.  
Potential impact to immature hitch in the nearshore and foreshore areas will be avoided by 
the seasonal timing of construction activities.  

(E) The natural beauty of the area.  
The project will not adversely affect the natural beauty of the area.  
(F) Navigation, safety, or health.  
The project will not adversely affect navigation, safety, or health.  

(G) The long-term preservation of the project site in its natural condition.  
No significant harm will be caused by this project.  

(H) Archeological or historical resources of state-wide significance.  
No archaeological or historical resources of state-wide significance have been identified.  

(I) The wetlands.  
No wetlands are identified in the location of the project.   

A CEQA Initial Study was completed for the project, as discussed in Section VI below.  
Potential environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant with Conditions of 
Approval and Mitigation Measures identified in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. 

23.5-2 Before Lakebed Management shall issue any administrative encroachment permit, it shall 
find that the proposed use, operation, alteration, construction, or activity will:  

(A) Be in furtherance of general statewide interest.  
The project will further the general statewide interest.  

(B) Not be inconsistent with the public rights of commerce, navigation, fishery, recreation, 
and preservation of the project site in its natural state.  

The project is consistent with public rights and preservation of the natural state of the site.  

(C) Not result in substantial interference with public use of the lake's navigable waters.  
The project will not interfere with navigation. 

(D) Be supported by sufficient accessory uses to accommodate the proposed construction or 
use.  

The project will be used as proposed by the Applicant.  
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(E) Not violate any other provision of law.  
The project does not violate any laws.  

(F) Not be incompatible with existing nearshore and foreshore uses or structures on or in the 
immediate vicinity of the littoral parcel.  

The project is consistent with nearby shorezone uses.   

V. CLEARLAKE SHORELINE ORDINANCE PIERS, DOCKS, BUOYS, BOAT 
RAMPS AND LAUNCHING FACILITIES 

23.6-1 Location of Piers, Docks, Buoys, Boat Ramps, and Launching Facilities. Piers, docks, 
buoys, boat ramps, and launching facilities, shall be located such that the standards established in 
Sections 23-5.1 and 23-5.2 are not violated.  No pier shall be located in such a manner as to 
interfere with the littoral rights of adjoining property owners.  

(A) Where permanent structures are to be approved in order to provide lake access through 
wetland areas, the use of piers or elevated rail ramps is required to reduce the loss of 
wetland habitat.  

The proposed structure will utilize existing nearshore pilings, consequently no nearshore 
vegetation will be affected and there are no wetlands in the vicinity of the proposed 
construction. Because the proposed work will utilize the existing dock infrastructure and 
the original structure complied with property line setbacks, the proposed work will comply 
with the Clear Lake Shoreline Ordinance. In 2000, the Planning Commission approved a 
variance for the Bell Haven Resort dock such that is could extend 182 feet beyond zero 
Rumsey, this is 82 feet longer than normally allowed. This extension was required to allow 
guests to safely moor their boats in the shallow waters of Soda Bay. The proposed work will 
not extend the length of the structure beyond the approved variance and will not interfere 
with the littoral access rights of adjoining property owners.   

23.6-2 Placement of Piers, Docks, Buoys, Boat Ramps, and Launching Facilities.  The 
placement of all piers, docks, buoys, boat ramps or launching facilities shall be permitted only 
within an area and to a depth defined as follows:  

(A) An area within lines extended parallel to and ten feet (10′) inward of property lines 
extending lakeward from the high water mark (7.79 feet Rumsey) into the foreshore and 
nearshore. Lakebed Management may require verification of the location of the property 
lines by a legal record of survey. Piers, docks, buoys, boat ramps and launching facility 
structures shared by two (2) adjacent properties or more may qualify for a zero lot line 
setback."  

In 2000, the Planning Commission approved a variance for the Bell Haven Resort dock 
such that is could extend 182 feet beyond zero Rumsey, this is 82 feet longer than normally 
allowed. This extension was required to allow guests to safely moor their boats in the 
shallow waters of Soda Bay. The proposed work will not extend the length of the structure 
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beyond the approved variance and will not interfere with the littoral access rights of 
adjoining property owners.   

(B) To a depth necessary for the safe mooring of a boat.  
In 2000, the Planning Commission approved a variance for the Bell Haven Resort dock 
such that is could extend 182 feet beyond zero Rumsey, this is 82 feet longer than normally 
allowed. This extension was required to allow guests to safely moor their boats in the 
shallow waters of Soda Bay. The proposed work will not extend the length of the structure 
beyond the approved variance and will not interfere with the littoral access rights of 
adjoining property owners.   

23.6-3 Types and Numbers of Piers, Docks, Buoys, Boat Ramps, and Launching Facilities. For 
purposes of this chapter, contiguous parcels under the same ownership shall be considered a 
single parcel, except as provided in subsection 6.3(E), below.  

(A) An owner of a littoral parcel may be permitted to construct one pier or dock and one or 
two launching facilities other than a boat ramp within the area described in Section 23-
6.2 for use in connection with the parcel by an individual or a family and guests if such 
pier, dock or launching facility will not violate the standards established in Sections 23-
5.1, 23-5.2 or 23-6.1.  

The Bell Haven Resort is a commercial enterprise, consequently section 26.6-3(A) does not 
apply.   

(B) An owner of a littoral parcel may be permitted to construct one boat ramp within the area 
described in Section 23-6.2, for use in connection with the parcel by an individual or a 
family and guests if such boat ramp will not violate the standards established in Sections 
23-5.1, 23-5.2 or 23-6.1.  

No boat ramp is proposed. 

(C) Regulatory Buoys. An owner of a littoral parcel may be permitted to install one or more 
regulatory buoys within the area described in Section 23-6.2 if such buoy will not violate 
the standards established in Sections 23-5.1 or 23-5.2. More than one regulatory buoy 
may be permitted only if the application is reviewed and approved with appropriate 
findings by Lakebed Management.  

No regulatory buoys are proposed.  

(D) Mooring Buoys. An owner of a littoral parcel may be permitted to install one mooring 
buoy within the area described in Section 23-6.2 for use in connection with the parcel by 
an individual or family and guests if such buoy will not violate the standards established 
in Sections 23-5.1 or 23-5.2.  

No mooring buoys are proposed.  
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(E) Homeowner's Associations, Condominium and Townhouse Developments, Mobile Home 
Parks, Resorts and Commercial Properties.  
(1) If a homeowner's association, condominium or townhouse development or mobile 
home park owns contiguous littoral parcels as common property for its residents, guests 
or tenants, it may be permitted to construct one pier or dock and two (2) launching 
facilities, other than a boat ramp, for use in connection with the parcels by its residents, 
guests or tenants if such pier, dock or launching facility will not violate the standards 
established in Sections 23-5.1, 23-5.2 or 23- 6.1.  
The proposed structure is consistent with this section of the Clear Lake Shoreline 
Ordinance that applies to commercial properties. The proposed structure consists of 
a single existing pier and expansion of the lakeward end of the facility to include a 
launching facility (boat lift), a second dock and a pavilion.  

(2) If a resort or commercial property owns contiguous littoral parcels for the use of its 
residents, guests, or tenants, it may be permitted to construct two (2) piers or docks and 
two (2) launching facilities, other than a boat ramp, for use in connection with the parcels 
by its residents, guests or tenants, if such piers, docks or launching facilities will not 
violate the standards established in Sections 23-5.1, 23- 5.2 or 23- 6.1. The second pier or 
dock shall be for the use of non-boating activities.  
No new facilities are proposed; the project proposes to increase the width of the 
existing pier.  

(3) A single pier or dock with more than one launching facility may be placed within the 
area described in Section 23-6.2 if the application is reviewed and approved with the 
appropriate findings by the Planning Commission as provided by Section 23-4.6 (B). 
More than one boat ramp shall not be permitted.  
No new facilities are proposed; the project will maintain the existing structure and 
widen the lakeward end of the pier. 

(4) For any proposed multiple launching facility, the structure shall not cover more than 
fifty percent (50%) of the shoreline frontage of the parcel or two hundred feet (200′), 
whichever is most limiting.  
The proposed structure will be 75 feet in width.  Lakebed management Staff 
determined that the shoreline frontage of the Bell Haven parcel is 150 feet.  
Therefore, the proposed structure complies with the Clear Lake Shoreline 
Ordinance. 

23.6-4 Construction.  

(A) A pier or dock shall not be permitted that includes a rockfilled cribbing, sheet piling, 
closely spaced wood or metal pilings or any other construction that would significantly 
impair water circulation. To permit free circulation of water, piers or docks shall be 
floating or shall be built on a foundation which is at least ninety percent (90%) open.  
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Complies 

(B) Only those materials having no deleterious effect upon water quality shall be used in the 
construction of any nearshore or foreshore structure. The work site shall be kept free of 
waste materials which could enter the water. Toxic materials, including oil, fuel oil, 
gasoline, coolant, fluid filters, and other contaminants shall be transported off site and 
disposed of at an approved facility.  

Complies 

(C) Regulatory buoys and mooring buoys shall be of a type approved by regulations of the U. 
S. Coast Guard. Vessels attached to mooring buoys shall conform to Title 14, Section 
6600.1 of the California Code of Regulations.  

Not applicable. 

(D) Fish houses located on docks or piers shall be open on at least one side unless they 
occupy an area no greater than one hundred (100) square feet.  

Not applicable.  

(E) Construction methods shall minimize disturbance of the underlying lands of Clear Lake 
and shall eliminate any subsequent siltation or other pollution resulting from the 
construction operations. Lakebed management may require pre-approval of construction 
methods and a site water quality plan.  

Complies 

(F) No structure within the nearshore or foreshore shall be constructed of any material which 
could subject members of the public to unreasonable risk of harm.  

Complies 

(G) All floating structures shall be clearly marked with the owner's name and address.  
Complies 

(H) All new structures shall be clearly marked with the street address of the property so that 
the address is visible from the water.  

Complies 

23.6-5 Size.  

(A) Length. Piers or docks shall not extend beyond a point where the water depth is greater 
than ten feet (10′) when the lake is at a level of zero on the Rumsey Gauge or that length 
necessary to dock or service the proposed number of boats, or one hundred feet (100′) 
measured lakeward from Zero Rumsey perpendicular to the shoreline, whichever is most 
limiting.  

The existing structure extends 182 feet beyond zero Rumsey as permitted in a variance 
issued by the Planning Commission; however neither the existing structure nor the 
proposed addition will exceed a depth of minus ten feet Rumsey.  
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(B) Height. No portion of any pier, dock or accessory thereto shall exceed a height of twenty 
feet (20′) above zero on the Rumsey Gauge.  
The height of the proposed structure will not exceed 20 feet Rumsey.  

(C) Width.  
(1) The width of a residential pier or dock, including all of its parts, shall not exceed fifty 
percent (50%) of the shoreline frontage of the parcel or thirty-five feet (35′), whichever is 
most limiting.  
The proposed width of the structure is compliant with the regulations for a 
commercial property.  

(2) The width of a single lane boat ramp shall not exceed fourteen feet (14′).  
Not applicable. 

23.6-6 Safety Devices. Lakebed Management may require piers or docks in the nearshore or 
extending lakeward from the nearshore to display in a conspicuous manner hazard lighting or 
similar devices as aids to navigation of a type approved by regulation of the United States Coast 
Guard.  
The proposed structure will not extend so far into the lake as to create a navigation hazard.   

23.6-7 Lost, Abandoned and Unsecured Floating Structures.  

(A) All floating structures placed or constructed upon the waters of Clear Lake must be 
securely attached to an immovable structure to prevent the floating structure from 
becoming a navigational hazard.  

The floating portions of the proposed structure will be affixed to anchored parts of the 
structure and consequently are in compliance with the Clear Lake Shoreline Ordinance. 

(B) Any unattended, lost, abandoned or unsecured structure found floating upon the waters of 
Clear Lake or in the nearshore or foreshore of the lake that has a value less than two 
hundred dollars ($200.00) may be removed by any police agency of a city, the Sheriff of 
Lake County, or the staff of Lakebed Management. The recovered structure may be 
disposed of at the discretion of the agency that removed it.  

Not applicable. 

(C) Any unattended, lost, abandoned, or unsecured structure found floating upon the waters 
of Clear Lake or in the nearshore or foreshore of the lake that has a value in excess of two 
hundred dollars ($200.00) shall be removed by Lakebed Management and stored for a 
period of three (3) months. If at the end of the three (3) months, no owner appears and 
proves his ownership, Lakebed Management shall cause a notice of the lost structure to 
be published at least once in a newspaper of general circulation. If, after seven (7) days 
following the first publication of the notice, no owner appears and proves his ownership, 
the structure shall be used by the County of Lake as it deems proper, or sold by the 
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Purchasing Agent of Lake County. If the Purchasing Agent is unable to sell any such 
structure, it may be disposed of at the discretion of Lakebed Management.  

Not applicable. 

(D) Before any such structure is returned to its owner, or the proceeds from the sale of any 
such structure are deposited into the County Treasury, the owner or the Purchasing Agent 
shall pay to the Lakebed Trust Fund storage fees at the rate often cents ($0.10) per square 
foot of structure per day of storage, reasonable costs for towing and transporting such 
structure to the place of storage, and the cost of publication of any notice required by this 
section.  

Not applicable. 

VI. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
A CEQA Initial Study for this project was completed (Attachment 3).  Comments were received 
from the public and are included as Attachment 4.  Recommendations and mitigation measures 
provided in IS17-21 were incorporated into the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Attachment 5) to 
reduce potential environmental impacts. 

Implementation of and compliance with project mitigation measures and conditions of approval 
identified in the CEQA Initial Study and the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, as outlined below, 
would avoid or reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels.   

1. AESTHETICS 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified.  Conditions are in place to ensure that 
lighting will not cause significant impacts.  

2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified. 

3. AIR QUALITY 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified.  

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Potential impacts will be reduced to less than significant with Mitigation Measures 
identified in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.  

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

No cultural resources are identified.  Conditions are in place to ensure that activity is 
halted and proper authority is consulted in case of discovery of cultural resources. 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
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No potentially-significant impacts were identified. 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified.   

8. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified.  

9. HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified.  

10. LAND USE & PLANNING 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified. 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES 

No potentially- significant impacts were identified. 

12. NOISE 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified.  Conditions are in place to ensure that 
construction will not cause significant noise impacts. 

13. POPULATION & HOUSING  

No potentially-significant impacts were identified. 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified. 

15. RECREATION 

No potentially significant impacts were identified.   

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified. 

17. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

No cultural resources are identified.  Conditions are in place to ensure that activity is 
halted and proper authority is consulted in case of discovery of cultural resources. 

18. UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS 

No potentially-significant impacts were identified. 
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VII. RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission approve the project with the following findings:  

A. Adopt a mitigated negative declaration for a Lakebed Encroachment Permit with the 
following findings: 

1. Potential environmental impacts related to biological resources have been mitigated to 
insignificant levels by use permit condition section C. 

2. Potential environmental impacts related to timing and monitoring have been mitigated to 
insignificant levels by use permit conditions section F.  

3. This project is consistent with land uses in the vicinity. 

4. This project is consistent with the Clear Lake Shoreline Ordinance with the incorporated 
mitigations and conditions of approval. 

5. As mitigated, this project will not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts. 

B. Approve Lakebed Encroachment Permit with the following findings: 

1. The proposed use, operation, alteration, construction, or activity will not cause significant 
harm to:  

(A) The water quality of the lake, including but not limited to its clarity, temperature, 
color, taste and odor.  

(B) The nearshore and foreshore.  

(C) The land underlying the lake.  

(D) Fish and other aquatic forms of life, their habitats, their breeding and spawning 
grounds.  

(E) The natural beauty of the area.  

(F) Navigation, safety, or health.  

(G) The long-term preservation of the project site in its natural condition.  

(H) Archeological or historical resources of state-wide significance.  

(I) The wetlands.  

2. The proposed use, operation, alteration, construction, or activity will:  

(A) Be in furtherance of general statewide interest.  

(B) Not be inconsistent with the public rights of commerce, navigation, fishery, 
recreation, and preservation of the project site in its natural state.  

(C) Not result in substantial interference with public use of the lake's navigable 
waters.  

(D) Be supported by sufficient accessory uses to accommodate the proposed 
construction or use.  
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(E) Not violate any other provision of law.  

(F) Not be incompatible with existing nearshore and foreshore uses or structures on or 
in the immediate vicinity of the littoral parcel. 

Sample Motions: 

Mitigated Negative Declaration  

I move that the Planning Commission find on the basis of the Initial Study (IS17-21) prepared by 
the Planning Division and the mitigation measures and conditions of approval which have been 
added to the project, that the Lakebed Encroachment Permit as applied for by the Bell Haven 
Homeowners Association will not have a significant effect on the environment and therefore a 
mitigated negative declaration shall be issued with the findings listed in the staff report dated 
September 14, 2017. 

Lakebed Encroachment Permit Approval 

I move that the Planning Commission find that the Lakebed Encroachment Permit applied for by the 
Bell Haven Homeowners Association on property located at 6460 Soda Bay Drive, Kelseyville does 
meet the requirements of the Clear Lake Shoreline Ordinance and that the Planning Commission 
has reviewed and considered the Mitigated Negative Declaration which was adopted for this project 
and the Lakebed Encroachment Permit be granted subject to the conditions and with the findings 
listed in the staff report dated September 14, 2017. 

 

NOTE:  The applicant or any interested person is reminded that the Clear Lake Shoreline Ordinance 
provides for a seven (7) calendar day appeal period.  If there is a disagreement with the Planning 
Commission, an appeal to the Board of Supervisors may be filed.  The appropriate forms and 
applicable fee must be submitted prior to 5:00 p.m. on or before the seventh calendar day following 
the Commission's final determination. 

Reviewed by:__________ 





 
 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Robert Massarelli, Community Development Director 

FROM: Philip Moy, Water Resources Director 

DATE: 7 September, 2017 

SUBJECT: Lakebed Management determinations for the Bell Haven Resort lakebed 
encroachment permit application.  

Lakebed Management received the original Dohring lakebed encroachment permit application 
on April 17, 2016. The complete application was received in August, 2016. 

It was initially unclear as to whether the property was commercial or residential, which affects 
the size restrictions on the proposed structure. Beyond the issue of size, there were 
environmental concerns as well. The proposed structure will be 75 feet wide, add 21 pilings and 
will nearly double the square footage of the existing structure, a significant expansion. 

One of staff’s first concerns regarded the width of the proposed structure, as residential 
property docks can be no wider than 35 feet; commercial docks can extend half the width of the 
shoreline frontage. Working with Mrs. Dohring, staff eventually concluded that the Bell Haven 
property was commercial. The widest point of the shoreline parcel was determined to be 150 
feet, which would allow a 75-foot wide dock; consistent with the shoreline ordinance. Once the 
application was deemed to be complete and compliant with the shoreline ordinance, it was 
transferred to the Community Development Department for CEQA review. 

Lakebed Management staff considered the potential environmental impacts of the project and 
determined the most likely adverse impact could be the potential for pile driving to affect young 
hitch in the nearshore and foreshore areas. Staff recommended that impacts to emergent 
shoreline vegetation be avoided or minimized and that pile driving be performed in accordance 
with California Fish and Wildlife guidelines. 

23.5-1 Based on the application and discussions with the applicant, lakebed staff concluded the 
project will not adversely affect water quality, the nearshore or foreshore, the lakebed, 
navigation, the natural beauty of Soda Bay or the lake, the natural condition of the site or any 
wetlands. The potential impact to immature hitch in the nearshore and foreshore areas will be 
avoided by the seasonal timing of construction activities. 

 

COUNTY OF LAKE 
WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 
255 N. Forbes Street 
Lakeport, California  95453 
Telephone   707-263-2344 
Fax   707-263-1965 

 
 
           Philip B. Moy, PhD 
           Water Resources Director    



23.5-2 Lakebed management staff further determined that the proposed structure will further 
the general statewide interest, is consistent with public rights and preservation of the natural 
state of the site, nor will it interfere with navigation and that the structure will be used as 
proposed by the applicant. The proposed structure will not violate any laws and is consistent 
with nearby shorzone uses. 

23.6-1 and 2 The proposed structure will utilize existing nearshore pilings, consequently no 
nearshore vegetation will be affected and there are no wetlands in the vicinity of the proposed 
construction. Because the proposed work will utilize the existing dock infrastructure and the 
original structure complied with property line setbacks, the proposed work will comply with the 
shoreline ordinance. In 2000, the Planning Commission approved a variance for the Bell Haven 
Resort dock such that is could extend 182 feet beyond zero Rumsey, this is 82 feet longer than 
normally allowed. This extension was required to allow guests to safely moor their boats in the 
shallow waters of Soda Bay. The proposed work will not extend the length of the structure 
beyond the approved variance and will not interfere with the littoral access rights of adjoining 
property owners. 

26.6-3 Lakebed management staff concluded that the Bell Haven Resort is a commercial 
enterprise, consequently section 26.6-3(A) does not apply.  No boat ramp, regulatory buoys or 
mooring buoy are proposed in the application. 26.6-3(E)(1) the proposed structure is consistent 
with this section of the shoreline ordinance that applies to commercial properties. The proposed 
structure consists of a single existing pier and expansion of the lakeward end of the facility to 
include a launching facility (boat lift), a second dock and a pavilion.  

23.6-4 Lakebed staff considered the materials and design of the proposed structure and found it 
to be in compliance with the shoreline ordinance. 

23.6-5 As noted above, the existing structure extends 182 feet beyond zero Rumsey as 
permitted in a variance issued by the Planning Commission; however neither the existing 
structure nor the proposed addition will exceed a depth of minus ten feet Rumsey. The height of 
the proposed structure will not exceed 20 feet Rumsey and the proposed width of the structure 
is compliant with the regulations for a commercial property. No boat ramp is proposed. 

23.6-6 The proposed structure will not extend so far into the lake as to create a navigation 
hazard. 

23.6-7(A) Lakebed management determined that the floating portions of the proposed structure 
will be affixed to anchored parts of the structure and consequently are in compliance with the 
shoreline ordinance. Sections 23.6-7(B) through (D) are not applicable.  
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California Environmental Quality Act 
 

INITIAL STUDY 17-21 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 
1.  Project Title: Bell Haven Homeowners Association Lakebed Permit  

2.  Permit Number: IS 16-24 

3. Lead Agency Name and Address: County of Lake 
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
Courthouse – 255 North Forbes Street 
Lakeport CA  95453 

4. Contact Person and Phone Number:  Peggy Barthel, Assistant Resource Planner II (707) 263-2221 

5. Project Location:  6460 Soda Bay Drive, Kelseyville; APN 044-030-01  
Lucerne Quad Section 6; T13N R8W, M.D.M. 

6. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: County of Lake  
255 N Forbes St  
Lakeport, CA 95453 

7. General Plan Designation: Public Facilities 

8. Zoning: “O” Open Space 

9. Description of Project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases of the 
project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation.  Attach additional 
sheets if necessary). 

The Applicant proposes to replace the existing ramp and floating dock system and create a contiguous elevated 
dock and pavilion with ramps down to a covered floating boat lift and a floating boat dock.  The new dock features 
would necessitate installing 21 8" steel pilings.  Lighting would also be installed to illuminate the dock deck and 
pavilion.  The parcel currently has a private dock facility, composed of an elevated dock with a ramp down to a 
floating dock.  The existing dock facilities occupy 1,457 square feet.  The proposed facilities would occupy 3,063 
square feet, increasing the floating dock area by 401 square feet and the elevated dock area by 1,205 square feet.   

The rehabilitation is proposed to protect people and property from harm.  The Applicant is taking this opportunity 
to upgrade its facilities with amenities to better serve property owners and guests. 

The properties associated with the littoral parcel 044-030-01 are zoned Resort Commercial, where accessory 
structures including piers and boat docks are allowed uses. 

A diesel powered, floating steel barge with a Bucyrus Series 22B crane and a free falling 2,700 lb. drop hammer 
pile-driver would be used to install 21 pilings and transport dock structure modules for disposal and assembly.  
The free-falling drop hammer pile-driver is the least obtrusive method available for installing pilings.  A 1-inch 
rubber spacer would be placed between the metal piling and the hammer to reduce noise and vibrations and protect 
the piling during installation.  The existing elevated dock would be removed from its pilings (the pilings would 
remain), and be disposed of by the contractor.  The existing dilapidated floating dock would also be removed by 
the contractor for disposal.  Construction is planned between October 15th and be December 24th.  

COUNTY OF LAKE 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Planning Division 
Courthouse - 255 N. Forbes Street 
Lakeport, California 95453 
Telephone 707/263-2221 FAX 707/263-2225 
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10. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  Briefly describe the project’s surroundings: 

The proposed project is located on a littoral parcel adjacent to parcels zoned “CR” Resort Commercial.  The 
proposed project would be provide additions to existing dock facilities.   

11. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., Permits, financing approval, or participation 
agreement.)  

California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife --- Lakebed Alteration Agreement 
County of Lake Water Resources --- Lakebed Encroachment Permit 
County of Lake Building Department --- Building Permit 

12. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area 
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1?  If so, has consultation 
begun?  Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, 
and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse 
impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review 
process.  (See Public Resources Code section 21083.3.2.)  Information may also be available from the 
California Native American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 
5097.96 and the California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of 
Historic Preservation.  Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3 (c) contains provisions 
specific to confidentiality.  

Requests for review of the project were sent to representatives of Middletown Rancheria, Big Valley Pomo, 
Elem Colony, and Koi Nation.  Middletown Rancheria responded that they have no specific comments.  They 
requested that if evidence of human habitation is found as the project progresses, that the work cease and they 
are notified immediately.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:  
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact 
that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Green House Gas Emissions  Population / Housing 

 Agriculture & Forestry  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Public Services 

 Air Quality  Hydrology / Water Quality  Recreation 

 Biological Resources  Land Use / Planning  Transportation / Traffic 

 Cultural Resources  Mineral Resources  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Geology / Soils  Noise  Utilities / Service Systems 

 Mandatory Findings of Significance   

 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the lead Agency) 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

  I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
  I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a 

significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project 
proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
  I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

  I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless 
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier 
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on 
the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
  I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 

potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that 
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
Initial Study prepared by: 
Peggy Barthel, Assistant Resource Planner 
 
         Date:    
SIGNATURE 
 
 
Robert Massarelli, Director 
Community Development Department 
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SECTION 1 
 
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported 

by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" 
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not 
apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" 
answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., 
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

 
2)  All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative 

as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 
 
3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, and then the checklist 

answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or 
less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an 
effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required. 

 
4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less 
Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how 
they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier 
Analyses," may be cross-referenced). 

 
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect 

has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this 
case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 

scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures, which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 

potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside 
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 
substantiated. 

 
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 

contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies 

should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental 
effects in whatever format is selected. 

 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance 
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KEY: 1 = Potentially Significant Impact 
  2 = Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation 
  3 = Less Than Significant Impact 
  4 = No Impact 
 

IMPACT 
CATEGORIES* 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and correspondence. 

Source 
Number** 

I. AESTHETICS 
Would the project: 

a)  Have a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic vista? 

  X  The project is not located in view of a scenic vista.   

There would be temporary visual impact to the site during construction related to 
the presence of equipment and materials. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7 

b)  Substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic 
highway? 

  X  Soda Bay Road is not considered a state scenic highway.  The project is 
anticipated to have only temporary visual impacts during construction and would 
not damage visual resources in the area.  No trees or rock outcroppings would be 
disturbed for the project. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7  

c)  Substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings? 

  X  See response to Section I (a). 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7 

d)  Create a new source of 
substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

  X  The proposed project includes lighting to illuminate the elevated dock deck and 
pavilion.  Lighting would not remain on all night.  Lights would be set on a timer 
for hours of predominant nighttime use or turned off when not in use.   

All lighting shall be consistent with Zoning Ordinance Section 21-41.8.  Lighting 
shall be kept to the minimum necessary for safety and security purposes and shall 
be shielded and directed downwards onto the facility and not onto adjacent 
properties. 

1, 2 3, 4, 5, 
6 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding 
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and forest 
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 

Would the project: 
a)  Convert Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

   X The project site is not on agricultural land.     1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 9, 10, 
11 

b)  Conflict with existing zoning 
for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

   X The subject parcel is not in a Williamson Act contract.   1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 9, 10, 
11 
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IMPACT 
CATEGORIES* 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and correspondence. 

Source 
Number** 

c)  Conflict with existing zoning 
for, or cause rezoning of, forest 
land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 
51104(g))? 

   X The project would not result in the rezone of forest land, timber land, or 
Timberland Production lands. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 9, 10, 
11 

d)  Result in the loss of forest 
land or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use?  

   X The project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to a non-forest 
use.  

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 9, 10, 
11 

e)  Involve other changes in the 
existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland, 
to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?  

   X The project would not induce changes to existing farmland that would result in its 
conversion to non-agricultural use.   

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 9, 10, 
11 

III. AIR QUALITY 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to 
make the following determinations. 

Would the project: 
a)  Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan? 

  X  The project is not expected to conflict with an air quality plan.  The project would 
involve limited use of welding equipment to remove the existing elevated dock 
and to construct new dock structures.  There would be temporary impacts to the 
site during construction related to the presence of equipment and materials. 

Motor boats currently use the existing dock, and future motor boat use of the 
repaired and expanded dock are expected to be consistent with existing use.  
Potential air quality impacts associated with motor boat exhaust are not likely. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
10, 12 

b)  Violate any air quality standard 
or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

   X See response to Section III (a). 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
10, 12 

c)  Result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment 
under and applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions, 
which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

   X The Lake County Air Basin is designated as an attainment area.  No criteria 
pollutants for the project region have been exceeded. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
10, 12 

d)  Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

   X The parcels in the project area are zoned “CR” Resort Commercial with 
residences and resort-related facilities in the immediate vicinity.  The project 
would involve limited use of welding equipment to remove the existing elevated 
dock and to construct new dock structures.  Construction would be temporary. 

Motor boats currently use the existing dock, and future motor boat use of the 
repaired and expanded dock are expected to be consistent with existing use.  
Potential air quality impacts associated with motor boat exhaust are not likely. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
10, 12 

e)  Create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

  X  No objectionable odors are expected.  Any odors from construction would be 
temporary.  

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
10 
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IMPACT 
CATEGORIES* 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and correspondence. 

Source 
Number** 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

a)  Have a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species 
in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 X   A Findings Report for Juvenile Clear Lake Hitch Habitat Assessment (Ross 
Taylor and Associates [RTA]) was prepared in June 2017.  Habitat used by 
juvenile Clear Lake hitch was observed in two of the four plot areas studied the 
project vicinity.  The report noted that the use of this habitat by juvenile hitch may 
be limited due to the extensive shoreline development to the west of the subject 
property.  The nearly one mile of developed shoreline has isolated this 
fragmented, yet relatively intact patch of shoreline vegetation.  For juvenile hitch 
to access the shoreline along the project property they would have to migrate 
through an extensive stretch of barren, low-quality shoreline habitat. RTA noted a 
weed barrier mat had been placed on the lake bottom of the existing dock and no 
vegetation was present.  Upon conversation with the contractor, RTA reported 
that the barrier mat could be removed during project implementation, which 
would increase the natural lake bottom within the proposed project area by 668 
square feet.   

Clear Lake hitch are known to spawn in tributaries like Kelsey and Cole Creeks, 
which are approximately 2.3 miles away from the proposed project site.  CDFW 
recommends construction between October 15 and January 1 to protect Clear 
Lake hitch habitat.  Construction of this proposed project is planned to begin 
October 15th and be completed by December 24th.   

According to Laird (2017), direct project impacts to hitch could occur from the 
use of a pile-driver installing new pilings.  Pile-driving activities may generate in-
water noise and vibrations sound exposure/pressure levels that could cause harm 
or displacement of juvenile hitch from nursery habitat to unprotected waters.  
Gas-filled organs in fish that are exposed to excessive under water noise or 
vibrations can rupture.  Common underwater sound pressure levels from impact 
pile driving at 10 meters have been reported to range from 170-205 decibels.  
Impacts to hitch from noise and vibrations can be avoided if this activity is limited 
to October 15th through December 31st when juvenile hitch would not be 
occupying habitats in the littoral zone.  During this period, juvenile hitch will 
most likely be located in pelagic environments away from the project area. 

Laird also notes that indirect impacts to hitch nursery habitat vegetation could 
occur because of the partial shade created by the elevated dock structure and by 
floating dock structures covering vegetation.  The existing dock traverses the 
littoral zone through 75 feet and out to 130 feet (100 feet Rumsey). The emergent 
and submergent vegetative cover in this area was rated heavy to very heavy (by 
RTA).  The width of the rehabilitated dock would be one foot wider than the 
existing dock; no impacts to hitch nursery habitat are expected from this dock 
expansion.  The new elevated dock will be extended from 130 to 270 feet (182 
feet Rumsey), which is the same footprint currently occupied by a floating dock.  
The new elevated dock would improve light transmission to any submergent 
vegetation in this reach (130 to 270 feet), as sunlight will be better able to 
penetrate the water because there will be more distance between the elevated dock 
and the water surface. 

Mitigation Measures: 
BIO-1:  Work within Clear Lake and the adjacent bank and riparian area 
shall be confined to the period October 15th to December 31st when juvenile 
hitch are pelagic. 

BIO-2:  A qualified biologist shall be on site daily during pile driving to 
ensure impacts of fish and wildlife habitat are minimized and to determine if 
any protected species such as hitch are present.  CDFW shall be notified if 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 10, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 
17 
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IMPACT 
CATEGORIES* 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and correspondence. 

Source 
Number** 

hitch is observed at the project site.  If there is a threat of harm to hitch or 
other aquatic wildlife, the biologist shall halt construction and notify CDFW. 

BIO-3:  Prior to initiating pile driving a biologist shall enter the water and 
attempt to physically move any fish at least 33 feet away from the piling 
being driven into the lakebed. 

BIO-4: A rubber spacer shall be placed between the metal piling and the 
hammer to reduce noise and vibrations. 

BIO-5:  Peak under-water noise levels from pile driving activities shall not 
exceed 206 decibels and 187 decibels accumulated Sound Exposure Levels.  If 
pile driving activities exceed the peak noise level threshold or any fish are 
killed during pile driving activities, all pile driving activities shall cease, and 
CDFW shall be contacted for further consultation. 

BIO-6:  Whenever there has been downtime of 30-minutes or more without 
pile driving, the contractor shall initiate the driving with a soft-start/ramp-
up procedure.  For impact driving, an initial set of three strikes shall be 
made by the hammer at 40-percent energy, followed by a one-minute waiting 
period, then two subsequent three-strike sets at 40-perecnet energy, with 
one-minute waiting periods, before initiating continuous driving. 

BIO-7:  The contractor shall take precautions to minimize turbidity/siltation 
during construction and post-construction periods.  Precautions shall 
include, but are not limited to: best management erosion control practices to 
stabilize all exposed/disturbed areas within the project site to the greatest 
extent possible. 

b)  Have a substantial adverse 
effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, and regulations or 
by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

  X  There is no riparian vegetation on either side of the existing dock itself, as the 
shoreline is a developed beach and lawn. 

 
The construction footprint would be limited to the immediate vicinity of the dock 
and the area of shoreline immediately located on either side of the existing dock.  
Riparian vegetation located further away from the existing dock would not be 
impacted. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 10, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 
17 

c)  Have a substantial adverse 
effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act (including, 
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

   X No removal, filling, or hydrological interruption is proposed with this project.   1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 10, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 
17 



10 of 20 

IMPACT 
CATEGORIES* 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and correspondence. 

Source 
Number** 

d)  Interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

   X Relative to the footprint of Clear Lake, the proposed project area is small and 
would not impede the ability of any fish or aquatic species to move freely 
throughout the lake or along the shoreline.  The shoreline would not be physically 
blocked.  The proposed construction window is brief (2 to 4 weeks), and 
construction would only occur during standard daylight work hours.  Once 
construction is complete, the migration of fish or other wildlife species would not 
be impeded. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 10, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 
17 

e)  Conflict with any local policies 
or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

 X   The Clear Lake hitch was listed as threatened under California Endangered 
Species Act in 2014.  Potential impacts to the Clear Lake hitch, along with 
mitigation measures, are discussed in Section IV (a). 

See Mitigation Measures in Section IV (a). 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 10, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 
17 

f)  Conflict with the provisions of 
an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

   X Although Clear Lake hitch was listed as threatened, no habitat conservation plan 
has been established. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 10, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 
17 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

a)  Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

   X The existing dock is not old enough to be considered a historical structure.  The 
project does not propose excavation.  Historic resources are not likely to be 
located under water in the project area. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

b)  Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an 
archeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

  X  Archaeological resources are not likely to be discovered under water in the project 
area.   

Should any cultural, archaeological or paleontological materials be discovered 
during construction, the applicant will be required to halt all activity in the 
vicinity of the find(s), and a qualified archaeologist retained to evaluate the find(s) 
and recommend mitigation procedures, if necessary, subject to the approval of the 
Community Development Director.   

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

  X  See response to Section V (b). 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

d)  Disturb any human remains, 
including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

  X  The project does not propose excavation.  Human remains are not likely to be 
discovered under water in the project area.   

The applicant shall immediately contact the Lake County Sheriff’s Department 
and the Community Development Department if any human remains are 
encountered. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
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IMPACT 
CATEGORIES* 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and correspondence. 

Source 
Number** 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Would the project: 

a)  Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving: 
 

i) Rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most 
recent Alquist- Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? 
Refer to Division of Mines 
and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

ii) Strong seismic ground 
shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground 
failure, including 
liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

   X Earthquake Faults 
An Earthquake Fault Zone map has not been established by the California 
Geological Survey under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act.   

Seismic Ground Shaking and Seismic–Related Ground Failure, including 
liquefaction. 
Lake County contains numerous known active faults.  Future seismic events in the 
Northern California region can be expected to produce seismic ground shaking at 
the site.  All construction would be required to be built consistent with Current 
Seismic Safety construction standards.  

Landslides 
According to the Lawrence Livermore landslide map series for Lake County, 
the area is considered generally stable and not a landslide risk. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 18, 19, 
20, 21 

b)  Result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

   X Ground disturbance will occur within the lakebed, where no topsoil will be 
disturbed.  Pilings are designed to be installed deep enough to support the 
associated structures. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8 

c)  Be located on a geologic unit or 
soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in 
on-site or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse? 

   X According to the soil survey of Lake County, prepared by the U.S.D.A., the on-
shore soils near the site are considered “generally stable” and there is little risk of 
landslide at the site.   

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 18, 21 

d)  Be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

   X Ground disturbance will occur within the lakebed, where soil type is unknown.  
Pilings are designed to be installed deep enough to support the associated 
structures. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8 

e)  Have soils incapable of 
adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where 
sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

   X No septic tanks are proposed or needed for the project. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Would the project: 

a)  Generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the 
environment? 

  X  The project would involve limited use of welding equipment to remove the 
existing elevated dock and to construct new dock structures.  A single diesel 
engine floating barge and drop hammer pile-driver would be utilized to install 21 
pilings over a 20-hour period and to remove and install dock structures during a 2 
to 4-week construction period. 

Combustion engine emissions are anticipated to be temporary and would not 
result in a significant impact to air quality standards.  During the construction 
period, equipment would produce combustion emissions including criteria 
pollutants. (Carbon Monoxide – CO,  Carbon Dioxide - CO2, Nitrogen Dioxide – 
NO2, Sulfur Dioxide – SO2, and Particulate Matter less than 2.5 and 10 microns – 
PM2.5 & PM10).  Ozone is not emitted directly into the environment but is 
formed in the atmosphere by complex chemical reactions between oxides of 
nitrogen and reactive organic gasses (ROG) in the presence of sunlight.  Ozone 
formation is greatest on warm, windless, sunny days.  The main sources of 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and ROG, often referred to as ozone precursors, are a 
result of combustion processes.  This project is unlikely to result in a violation of 
an air quality standard.   

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
12 

b)  Conflict with an applicable 
plan, policy or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

   X This project would not conflict with any adopted plans or policies for the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
12 

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the project: 

a)  Create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 

   X The boat facilities would not create an increased routine hazard for accidents that 
could involve the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  There 
would be no storage of large quantities of hazardous materials.  The barge has a 
self-contained fuel tank that meets current fuel storage standards. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 22, 23 

b)  Create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through reasonable foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

   X See response to Section VIII (a).   1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 22, 23  

c)  Emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of 
an existing or proposed school? 

   X Project is not within a quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6  

d)  Be located on a site which is 
included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

   X Property is not listed as a site containing hazardous materials. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 25 

e)  For a project located within an 
airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the 
project area? 

   X Project is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of an 
airport. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 26 



13 of 20 

IMPACT 
CATEGORIES* 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

All determinations need explanation. 
Reference to documentation, sources, notes and correspondence. 

Source 
Number** 

f)  For a project within the vicinity 
of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the 
project area? 

   X Project is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip.  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 26 

g)  Impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan? 

   X The project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.   

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 22, 23 

h)  Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands?  

   X The project is not expected to increase the risk of wildland fires.  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 22, 27, 28 

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Would the project: 

a)  Violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

   X The project is not expected to violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements.   

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 29 

b)  Substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a 
net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits 
have been granted? 

   X The project does not propose to utilize groundwater resources.   1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

c)  Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner that would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on-
site or off-site? 

   X The project would not alter existing drainage patterns nor result in soil erosion.  
Driving pilings may result in limited and short-term generation of suspended 
sediment on site but not as a result of altering any drainage. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 29 

d)  Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in 
flooding on-site or off-site? 

   X The project would not affect the volume of stormwater runoff nor affect or 
increase the volume of surface runoff in the project area.  

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 29, 30 

e)  Create or contribute runoff 
water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned 
storm water drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

   X The project would not affect the volume of stormwater runoff nor add any source 
of polluted runoff in the project area.  

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 29, 30 

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade 
water quality? 

   X The project would not affect water quality in the project area. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 29, 30 
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g)  Place housing within a 100-
year flood hazard area as mapped 
on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

   X The project does not involve the construction of housing within the 100-year 
floodplain. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6 

h)  Place within a 100-year flood 
hazard area structures which 
would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

   X The project is in a 100-year flood hazard area and the elevation of the dock 
structures are less than 12.74 ft. Rumsey (100-year flood level).  The floating 
dock structures would be of limited size (277 square feet and 768 square feet) and 
located 190 to 270 feet off-shore.  As such, they would not impede or redirect 
flood flows on Clear Lake. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 30 

i)  Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of 
the failure of a levee or dam? 

  X  There is no levee or dam located within the project area that could induce 
flooding within the project area.  The dock structures will be exposed to 
flooding.  While the floating dock is exposed and at risk from flood damage, it 
would not expose people to injury or death.  It is highly unlikely that people 
would be using the dock during a flood hazard event.  If the floating docks were 
to break away from their pilings, they could become a water hazard to navigation 
as flood debris. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 30 

j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, 
or mudflow? 

   X The dock structure could be inundated by a lake-generated tsunami, but the new 
elevated and floating dock structures would not cause inundation by a tsunami. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 22, 30 

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Would the project: 

a)  Physically divide an established 
community? 

   X The project would not divide a community. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6  

b)  Conflict with any applicable 
land use plan, policy, or regulation 
of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect? 

  X  The project does not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation.  The construction and use of accessory structures such as piers and 
boat docks are principally permitted uses and structures in Resort Commercial 
zoned property (Section 21-17.3).  Lake County’s local noise standards have an 
exemption for construction site sounds between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm., provided 
standard, reasonable practices are being followed (Section 21-41.11).  Lake 
County’s local ground vibrations standards also have an exemption if they are 
caused by temporary construction (Section 21-41.15). 

The County of Lake Lakebed Management Department is the responsible agency 
to determine if the project meets the Shoreline Ordinance and the Variance on file 
for this facility.  Lakebed Management has determined that the project in in 
conformance, and will issue a Lakebed Encroachment Permit upon the 
completion of the CEQA process.  

CDFW is a responsible agency for projects subject to the CEQA that are also 
subject to CDFW’s Lake and Streambed Alteration regulatory authority (F&G C 
Section 1600), and for projects that may result in a “take” of any species protected 
under California’s Endangered Species Act (CESA) (F&GC 2050).  CDFW has 
been consulted during the development of this project’s environmental assessment 
and design.  

The project’s proposed pile driving activity is subject to CDFW’s Lakebed 
Alteration authority, and that activity could result in a “take” of Clear Lake hitch a 
state protected species.  The project applicant has submitted a Notification to 
CDFW to secure a Lakebed Alteration Agreement.  With the successful 
implementation of mitigation measures described in Section IV, Biological 
Resources, the project will not impact or involve any “take” of Clear Lake hitch.  

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 31 
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c)  Conflict with any applicable 
habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

  X  There are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat 
conservation plan covering the project area.  The Clear Lake hitch was listed as 
threatened under California Endangered Species Act in 2014. 

See Mitigation Measures in Section IV (a). 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 17 

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

a)  Result in the loss of availability 
of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the state? 

   X The project site is not identified by the Lake County Aggregate Resource 
Management Plan as a mineral resource site.  

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 32 

b)  Result in the loss of availability 
of a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific 
plan, or other land use plan? 

   X See response to Section XI (a). 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 32 

XII. NOISE 
Would the project  result in: 

a)  Exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in excess 
of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

  X  There is the potential that construction activities could increase temporary 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity.  Lake County’s local noise standards have an 
exemption for construction site sounds between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm., provided 
standard, reasonable practices are being followed (Section 21-41.11).   

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6 

b)  Exposure of persons to or 
generation of groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 

  X  Construction activities may result in small scale ground vibrations related to 
grading and excavation activities.  However, this vibration would be short-term 
and is not anticipated to affect neighboring properties.  Impacts are expected to be 
less than significant.  Lake County’s local ground vibrations standards have an 
exemption if they are caused by temporary construction (Section 21-41.15). 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6 

c) A substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

   X The increases in noise levels would be temporary and would not result in a 
permanent increase in noise levels at the project site. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6 

d)  A substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

  X  See response to Section XII (a). 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6 

e)  For a project located within an 
airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

   X Project is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public 
airport. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 26 

f)  For a project within the vicinity 
of a private airstrip, would the 
project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

   X The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 26 
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
Would the project: 

a)  Induce substantial population 
growth in an area, either directly 
(for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)?  

   X The project would not induce substantial population growth in the area. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

b)  Displace substantial numbers of 
existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

   X No housing would be displaced as a result of the project 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

c)  Displace substantial numbers of 
people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

   X No people would be displaced as a result of the project. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 
Would the project: 

a)  Would the project result in 
substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, 
need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for 
any of the public services: 
 
 Fire Protection? 
 Police Protection? 
 Schools? 
 Parks? 
 Other Public Facilities? 

   X The project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with government facilities.  

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

XV. RECREATION 
Would the project:  

a)  Increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

   X The proposed project is on a parcel zoned “O” Open Space, and ownership of the 
parcel is listed as “Community Property.  However, the project proposes to make 
additions to an existing private dock on the parcel.  No increase of public 
recreational facilities would occur.  

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6 

b)  Does the project include 
recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might 
have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 

   X The proposed project is the rehabilitation and expansion of a private recreational 
dock facility.   

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC 
Would the project: 

a)  Conflict with an applicable 
plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance 
of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of 
transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel 
and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but 
not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit?  

   X The project would not conflict with any transportation plan, ordinance, or policy.  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 33 

b)  Conflict with an applicable 
congestion management program, 
including, but not limited to level 
of service standards and travel 
demand measures, or other 
standards established by the 
county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or 
highways?  

   X See response to Section XVI (a). 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 33 

c)  Result in a change in air traffic 
patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

   X The project does not involve any impact to air traffic patterns. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 26 

d)  Substantially increase hazards 
due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

   X The project would not increase hazards do to a design feature.   1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 22, 22 

e) Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

   X The project would not result in inadequate emergency access.    1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 22, 33 

f)  Conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 

   X The project does not conflict with alternative transportation programs.  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 22, 33 
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XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 

21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, 
or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

a)  Listed or eligible for listing in 
the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as 
defined in Public Resources Code 
section 5020.1(k), or 

  X  A request for review of the project was sent to representatives of Middletown 
Rancheria, Big Valley Pomo, and Koi Nation.  The Middletown Rancheria 
responded that they have no specific comments.  They requested that if evidence 
of human habitation is found as the project progresses, that the work cease and 
they are notified immediately.   

Should any cultural, archaeological or paleontological materials be discovered 
during construction, the applicant will be required to halt all activity in the 
vicinity of the find(s), and a qualified archaeologist retained to evaluate the find(s) 
and recommend mitigation procedures, if necessary, subject to the approval of the 
Community Development Director.  The applicant shall immediately contact the 
Lake County Sheriff’s Department and the Community Development Department 
if any human remains are encountered. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

b)  A resource determined by the 
lead agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code section 
5024.1.  In applying the criteria set 
forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe.  

  X  See response to Section XVII (a).    1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
Would the project: 

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

   X No wastewater treatment would be required for this project. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
34 

b)  Require or result in the 
construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

   X This project would not induce the need for new wastewater treatment facilities.   1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
34 

c)  Require or result in the 
construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of  
existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?  

   X The project would not require the construction of new storm water facilities or 
the expansion of existing facilities. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
34 

d)  Have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

   X There is no requirement for water supplies for this project.   1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
34 
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e)  Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider, 
which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

   X There is no need for wastewater treatment for this project. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 34 

f) Be served by a landfill with 
sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid 
waste disposal needs? 

   X Very little, if any, waste would be disposed at the local landfill.  The landfill 
has the capacity to accommodate the minimal construction-related waste.  The 
proposed project would not significantly impact local or regional landfills.   

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 24 

g)  Comply with federal, state, and 
local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste? 

   X The county landfill has sufficient capacity to service the minimal solid waste 
disposal needs of the project. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 24 

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

a)  Does the project have the 
potential to degrade the quality of 
the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

 X   The potential impacts to Clear Lake hitch identified in the project area would be 
adequately minimized through the implementation of mitigation measures such 
that the project would have a less than significant impact on biological resources. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 13, 14, 
15, 16, 17 

b)  Does the project have impacts 
that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects 
of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future 
projects)? 

 X   Potentially significant impacts have been identified related to Biological 
Resources.  Implementation of and compliance with mitigation measures and 
project conditions of approval would avoid or reduce potential impacts to less 
than significant levels and would not result in cumulatively considerable 
environmental impacts.   

ALL 

c)  Does the project have 
environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

 X   The mitigation measures relating to Biological Resources would insure that there 
would be less than significant impacts to neighboring residents due to the 
construction and use of the proposed facilities. 

ALL 
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1. Lake County General Plan 
2. Kelseyville Area Plan  
3. Lake County Zoning Ordinance 
4. Site Visit July 13, 2017 
5. Community Development Department Application Materials 
6. U.S.G.S. Topographic Maps 
7. California Department of Transportation: http://www.dot.ca.gov 
8. U.S.D.A. Lake County Soil Survey 
9. Lake County Important Farmland 2006 map, California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program 
10. Lake County Serpentine Soil mapping 
11. Lake County Department of Agriculture  
12. Lake County Air Quality Management District  
13. California Natural Diversity Database 
14. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory 
15. Letter to County of Lake from Pacific Coast Fish, Wildlife & Wetlands Restoration Association, February 6, 

2017 
16. Findings Report for Juvenile Clear Lake Hitch Habitat Assessment, Ross Taylor and Associates, June 23, 2017 
17. Bell Haven Homeowners Association Dock Rehabilitation and Expansion Initial Study and Mitigated 

Negative Declaration, Alderon Laird, June 2017 
18. Lake County Natural Hazard database 
19. U.S.G.S. Geologic Map and Structure Sections of the Clear Lake Volcanics, Northern California, 

Miscellaneous Investigation Series, 1995 
20. Official Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone maps for Lake County  
21. Lawrence Livermore landslide map series for Lake County, 1979  
22. Lake County Emergency Management Plan 
23. Lake County Hazardous Waste Management Plan, adopted 1989 
24. Lake County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan and Siting Element, 1996 
25. Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List: www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public 
26. Lake County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, adopted 1992 
27. California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, fire hazard mapping 
28. Kelseyville Fire Protection District 
29. National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
30. Lake County Water Resources Department  
31. Lake County Shoreline Ordinance 
32. Lake County Aggregate Resource Management Plan 
33. 2010 Lake County Regional Transportation Plan, Dow & Associates, October 2010 
34. Lake County Special Districts 



From: Joan Sturges
To: Peggy Barthel; "do.it.n@hotmail.com"; "Aldaron Laird"; "tanya.sgeya@wildlife.ca.gov"; Mireya Turner; chuck

sturges (chucksturges@hotmail.com); kelseyingalls@hotmail.com; "Dana Sturges"
Cc: "Rob.Brown@lakecounty.gov"; Tina Scott; Jim Steele; Jeff Smith; Moke Simon; Scott Webb; Robert Massarelli
Subject: Re: Bell Haven Homeowners Association Lakebed Permit
Date: Friday, September 01, 2017 2:11:00 PM

Peggy  ---
 
I am opposed to the changes of this dock for the following reasons:

1)      I do not want to look at the structure at the end of the dock as it will be blocking half of my
view shed.

2)      Bell Haven is a private family compound and is no longer a resort.  One does not spend $6
million dollars on structures and another million dollars on landscaping to generate rental
income, even high end. 

3)      I understand that a variance in the year 2000 was granted for extra boat parking along the
floating dock at the end.  Since the reason for the variance is no longer valid, the new dock
needs to be 82 feet shorter than the existing dock.  The 2000 variance was for boat parking
along the floating dock and not for structures with high roofs, etc.

4)      The property owners do not own enough lake frontage for the width of the structures they
are proposing.  I will drop off to your office the 1923 maps of the subdivision, compliant filed
on August 18, 1970, and the judgment filed August 30, 1978, current pictures of the area,
and the homeowners association that currently controls the promenade and other common
areas in the Soda Bay Spring Subdivision Property Owners Association.  Even with the lot line
adjustment in 1930, you will see from the maps all they have is a single rounded corner lot
on the lake with less than 50 feet of actual lake frontage, therefore that proposed dock will
be sitting in front of my property.  Again, I do not want to look at it.  I am opposed to any
structure at the end of the dock.  An umbrella would have the same effect and not be
permanent when not in use.                   

5)      The length, width, and height of the proposed structures is way different then the dock
currently there.  I understand they are trying to accomplish this project on a rebuild,
remodel, repair permit.  They are adding 21 new piling, which is major and not just a
repair/remodel.  They just built a 3,000+ square foot home on the remodel permit of a 1,000
square foot home.

6)      Currently they are in a half dozen violations of the court judgement by blocking access to the
lake and the promenade.  It seems that the current violations should be brought into
compliance before any new privileges are extended.

7)      I have been sitting here working and watching the lake and wild life for 35 years.  I have seen
on my property and lake frontage 128 species of birds, mink, otters, foxes, raccoons,
possums, skunk, turkeys, deer, etc.  The most disruptive element of the new proposed dock
would be the disruptions of the flock feeding that involves thousands of coots, pelicans,
geese, ducks, eagles, herons, egrets, etc. The feeding patterns are often in from of my
property as it is the only place left on the water fount in Soda Bay that does not have
monstrous docks.  You are the custodians for the lake.  Are we going to let southern
Californian aristocrats pave our lake?

8)      We have a quit peaceful neighborhood and docks make a lot of noise.  We do not need
more noise.
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9)      The lights on the dock destroys your night vision and most of the stars disappear.
10)   There is a lot of daily maintenance on docks as a goose poops 26 times a day and I counted

20 of them on their front lawn yesterday.
11)   As the court judgement out lines and the homeowners association agrees that no trees, or

plantings, or any permeant structures or items should be made to the promenade without
board consent.  Any toys left along the promenade and Soda Bay Drive are concerned for
community use.

12)   If the dock building structures were close to the shore line behind the trees it would not be
so offensive and be more in compliance.

13)   Mireya Turner advised me that this matter will go before the planning commission on

Thursday, September 28th at 9:05am.  I have a number of concerned citizens that want to
attend.  I will have them contact your office.  Please let me know the place and of any
changes and dates or time for the planning commission hearing for public input.

 
Thank you for your consideration in this very import matter to me.
 
Cheers!
Joan Sturges
3385 White Oak Way
Kelseyville, CA 95451
Office: 707-279-1188
Fax: 707-279-1188
Cell: 707-272-1866
 
Certified Public Accountant
Certified Fraud Examiner
Certified Valuation Analyst
Private Investigator
 
Confidential: This message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipients(s) and may contain confidential,
proprietary, and/or privileged information protected by law.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not use, copy, or distribute
the message or its attachments.  If you believe you have received this message in error, please contact the sender and destroy all copies
of the original message.
 
Pursuant to U.S. Treasury Department Circular 230, we are informing you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this
communication (including any attachments hereto) was not intended or written to be used, and it cannot be used by any taxpayer for
the purpose of avoiding tax penalties that may be imposed n the taxpayer.  In addition, if any such tax advice is used or referred to by
others in promoting, marketing or recommending any partnership or other entity, investment plan or arrangement (which should be
assumed to the case by a taxpayer that is not our client with respect to the subject matter of the communication), then (1) the advice
should be construed as written in connection with the promotion or marketing by others of the transactions(s) or matters(s) addressed
in this communication and (2) the taxpayer should seek advice based on the taxpayer’s particular circumstances from an independent
tax advisor.

 





From: teresa marks
To: Peggy Barthel
Cc: Rob Brown; Jim Steele; Jeff Smith; Tina Scott; Moke Simon
Subject: Bell Haven Lakebed Permit, APN 044-030-01
Date: Friday, September 08, 2017 2:49:44 PM

Dear Ms. Barthel,
Please consider a revision of the permit for the dock extension and dock structure for Bell Haven (formally Resort)
in Soda Bay.
The dock extension of 82 feet seems excessive as does the dock structure of 70 feet width which I understand is
more than 20 feet longer than the owner's lake frontage.  This does not blend with the neighborhood, not to mention
the eyesore created for other lakefront owners.  I would rather see the charm and integrity of this small, modest but
beautiful, neighborhood preserved.  This scope of dock and structure does not fit in.
Thank you for your consideration.
Teresa Marks
Riviera Heights
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From: Marilyn Schnabl
To: Peggy Barthel
Subject: Bell Haven Lakebed Permit, APN 044-030-01
Date: Saturday, September 09, 2017 7:24:49 AM

Dear Peggy,

I am writing on behalf of Chuck and Joan Sturges who will be the victims of "Lakeview Loss" if their
neighbors are allowed to add footage to their existing dock on Clear Lake.  Apparently, though the
request is coming from what used to be a resort compound, it is now a private residence and the permit
that is to be looked at by the county may not be correct.  My understanding is they are asking to extend
their dock 82 feet longer than permitted for a private residence with a large covered structure over 70 feet
wide when they apparently only have 50 feet of lake frontage.

The Sturges couple say the Bell Haven property has had wonderful improvements over the past couple of
years, but the owners are residents of Southern California and this is a vacation home for them.  My
understanding is that they are applying for a permit to repair the existing structure, but they are planning
to add 21 additional pilings to extend the current dock.  All of this would obstruct the wonderful lake view
that the Sturges family has always had from their property.

I hope you can please take some time to review this permit request from Bell Haven and help the Sturges
family to keep their beautiful view of Clear Lake, but also allow the Bell Haven request to be a correct
repair of the dock and not an addition to what already exists.  I believe this would be in the best interest of
both parties.

Thank you for your time in reading my letter,

Marilyn Schnabl Guenther

CC Rob Brown, Jim Steele, Jeff Smith, Tina Scott, Moke Simon  
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From: Jeffree
To: Peggy Barthel
Cc: Bob.Brown@lakecountyca.gov; Jim Steele; Jeff Smith; Moke Simon; Moke Simon
Subject: Bell Haven Lakebed Permit APN 044-030-01
Date: Saturday, September 09, 2017 11:17:07 AM

I am writing to protest the approval of the construction/repair work  at Bell Have, Permit APN 044-030-01. 
Inasmuch as this will significantly impair the lake view of neighboring properties with longstanding
presence in the area, I believe such a project to be seriously unfair and inequitable. As a homeowner
nearby, who also cherishes his view of the lake, I am extremely aware of how detrimental this change
could be to the well-being of affected parties, as well as to the property value.   I urge you to vote against
approval of this permit.  Thank you.
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From: Roland A. Croteau
To: Peggy Barthel
Subject: Bell Haven Lakebed Permit
Date: Saturday, September 09, 2017 11:52:57 AM

From: "Roland A. Croteau" <croteau.roland025@gmail.com>
Subject: Bell Haven Lakebed Permit
Date: September 9, 2017 at 11:49:57 AM PDT
To: js@joansturges.com, vickie Jolliffe <vickiejolliffe44@gmail.com>, 
peggybarthel@lakecountyca.gov, Rob.Brown@lakecountyca.gov, 
Jim.Steele@lakecountyca.gov, Jeff.Smith@lakecountyca.gov, 
Tina.Scott@lakecountyca.gov, Moke.Simon@lakecountyca.gov, "Roland 
A. Croteau" <croteau.roland025@gmail.com>

To all concerned Parties;

I/we are in receipt of a letter dated September 5, 2017 
regarding the Bell Haven Lakebed Permit; APN 044-
030-01.

Joan Sturges (author of the letter) is obviously 
concerned as she feels her way of life being 
threatened.

Based on my limited understanding/information; new 
“pilings” are NOT permitted in Clearlake. It sounds 
like that restriction can be circumvented should the 
supervisors agree to allow an “exception”.

For whatever my observations/opinions may be 
worth.., I offer the following.

I lived in Grants Pass, Or. for 20 years. I/we 
experienced an influx of people into Josephine County 
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especially after the Bay Area earthquake of 1988. Our 
“way of life” started changing dramatically. Housing 
prices increased two and threefold the “normal”. That 
alone caused a huge ripple effect. Within a couple of 
years we had 6 different gangs “tagging” and causing 
all manor of mayhem. We had our first murder and 
drive-by shooting in January of 1999. After 
considerable deliberation, my (now deceased) wife 
and I decided to leave Josephine County for we 
concluded Grants Pass would never get back to what 
we loved most.., our (former) way of life. “Money 
talked.”

According to my studies, (in an effort to understand 
what was/is happening in the United States [and the 
world]) I read there was a “world census” in the year 
1900. It was estimated there were 1.5 billion people on 
planet Earth. Most of us know we are at 7.2 billion 
today and the world population is exploding 
exponentially.

My point; in my opinion, there is no way to stop 
“growth”. I also believe “money talks”. Allow/permit 
a longstanding lake policy (I believe put in place to 
help maintain the integrity of our lake) to be 
circumvented and (another?) precedent will be set.

Again, in my opinion (born of life experience), 
integrity is compromised, often, ever-so-subtly.., one 
little decision at a time until “the former” becomes 
unrecognizable.



To me.., the bigger question is; what do we want for 
Lake County’s future? How will what we do today 
effect our children and their children (and so on)?

From what little I know, the Bell Haven family has 
spent millions on their part-time home here on 
Clearlake. I suspect they are accustomed to getting 
what they want.

“Growth” and “non-growth both come at a price. As I 
see things, the Board of Supervisors are tasked with 
making some very difficult decisions. What bears 
more weight; economics or striving to maintain Lake 
County’s way of life? 

Does anyone remember what happened to the “Salton 
Sea” (east of San Diego) in the 1970’s? Was/is that the 
harbinger?? Will we take note?

With concern,
Roland A. Croteau
(Vickie Jolliffe’s partner)



From: gary templeton
To: Peggy Barthel
Subject: Bell Haven Lakebed Permit, APN 044-030-01
Date: Saturday, September 09, 2017 3:11:46 PM

Dear Peggy,

I am writing to you to please not pass the above mentioned permit as it blocks neighboring views of the
lake and it is too large and not actually replacing what was previously built there.

If approved it would be out of compliance for the 50' of lake frontage they have acquired.  When given the
opportunity to vote on this permit please take time to reflect on how it impacts others.

Thanking you in advance for your consideration on this project.

Sincerely yours,

Diane Templeton
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From: John Hamner
To: Peggy Barthel
Cc: Rob Brown; jim.steel@lakecountyca.gov; Jeff Smith; Tina Scott; Moke Simon; "tina@pilateslakecounty.com"
Subject: Public comment on Bell Haven request
Date: Sunday, September 10, 2017 5:38:42 AM

Ms. Barthel and County Supervisors,
 
We are writing on behalf of my friend and accountant Joan Sturges. I have known Joan for 25 years,
and we have been to her home for personal and professional reasons many times over the years.
Her small home is one of the most peaceful places I have ever visited in the county, primarily due
to the lake view with the sweeping mountains in the background.
 
I have recently learned that a neighbor, Bell Haven, has submitted a request for a “repair of an
existing structure” so that they may add 21 additional pilings, extend their dock by 82 feet and
build a 70 foot wide structure at the end of this dock. If this happens it will ruin the view and the
peaceful setting for Joan and all of the neighbors within a half mile of these beachside homes. This
proposed structure is nearly the square footage of many of the homes whose view will be ruined!
 
I encourage you to consider denying this project. Lake County, and Clear Lake in particular, is too
precious a resource to allow self-indulgent projects like this one.
 
Thank you in advance for considering our request.
 
John Hamner and Tina Woelbling
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From: ELLEN KARNOWSKI
To: Peggy Barthel
Subject: Issues with a permit
Date: Sunday, September 10, 2017 12:48:42 PM

To Mrs. Peggy Barthel,
Assitant Resource Planner
Lake county courthouse
Sept. 10, 2017

Dear Mrs. Barthel:
I will be unable to attend the hearing on Sept. 28th at 9 am when this matter will be publicly
heard, but I would like to express my opinion to you in this email since I will be at work at
that time.
I have used Joan Sturges as my tax preparing accountant for many years. Joan has a home
that is probably approximately one hundred years old or so, make of stone and surrounded
by older oak trees; it is a very private quiet place. I just learned that her privacy and lake view
will be intruded upon tremendously.
Her neighbor, the Bell Haven private family compound has prepared a bid to put in 21 pilings
into the lake. This raises issues of disturbing the lake-bed, noise issues and environmental
issues to say the least. Also, extending their dock 82 feet is just way too long and
unnecessary. This is out of line with their 50 feet of lake frontage that they actually have. The
proposed structure is one-third the size of Joan's complete house. It is out of place here, and
is going to take away at least half of the Sturges' lake view area.
This project seems out of place in our rural county; the cul-de-sac area where Bell Haven is
located is very narrow and small and it is definitely out of place in the manner they have
proposed. The Bell Haven folks do not live here; they actually reside in southern California.
Their part-time residence does not get to impede on locals' lake views and access, apart from
other environmental issues which this usage implies.

Thanks for reading and considering my opinion,
Ellen Karnowski
nature1194@hotmail.com
707-591-6708
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From: Barbara Harris
To: Peggy Barthel
Cc: Rob Brown; Jim Steele; Jeff Smith; Tina Scott; Moke Simon
Subject: Bell Haven Lakebed Permit, APN 044-030-01
Date: Sunday, September 10, 2017 3:39:32 PM

I wish to express my dismay regarding the referenced permit request.  An
oversized dock on a populated shoreline will destroy the beauty along
the bay as well as the views from neighboring homeowners.  When making
your determination for this "Taj Mahal," please consider the negative
impacts it brings to the neighborhood.

Barbara Harris, Resident of Lake County
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From: Eva Johnson
To: Peggy Barthel
Cc: Jim Steele
Subject: Bell Haven Permit
Date: Sunday, September 10, 2017 5:26:28 PM

Please do not issue a permit to extend the dock at Gell Haven. We have been here in Soda Bay since the 50’s and
this will take away the essence of this lovely bay. No one should be allowed to exceed the accepted rules we have all
lived by these many years. This would look outlandish but more important hurt the environment. I sincerely hope
you will do the right thing and deny this permit. Sincerely—Eva Johnson -long time property owner in Soda Bay
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From: Dana Testa
To: Peggy Barthel; Tina Scott
Cc: Patty Thompson; js@joansturges.com
Subject: Bell Haven Extension
Date: Sunday, September 10, 2017 6:20:43 PM

Dear Peggy & Tina

My family and I have resided part time in Lake County since 1999. We have a vacation home on the water ever
since we fell in love with the County. We come up to enjoy the lake and its surroundings frequently.

We have lived through the good and the bad when it comes to the environment, everything from blue algae and
primrose taking over the lake to this year's flooding. But we are still here because the natural beauty remains
untouched and protected by all those who live in this county.

It would be a tragedy if county officials allowed Bell Haven to build a monstrosity of a dock. Please do not allow
this to happen. You must protect our lake environment from being overrun with these unruly monstrosities.

Let's be sure to keep an eye on the lake as badly as some people treat it, but all of us should always work to protect
it, and do what is right so our children's children have the opportunity to enjoy it. Let's respect the miles of shoreline
and the non-commercialization that has not yet invaded our lake.

Please do NOT support Bell Haven extension.

Sincerely,
Dana Testa
3014 Willow Road
Kelseyville, CA

Sent from my iPhone

.

mailto:Peggy.Barthel@lakecountyca.gov
mailto:Tina.Scott@lakecountyca.gov
mailto:pthompso99@gmail.com
mailto:js@joansturges.com


From: Janice Thompson
To: Peggy Barthel
Subject: Bell haven
Date: Monday, September 11, 2017 10:24:33 AM

Ms Barthel,
I am writing to you regarding the application for permit APN 044-030-01. This permit should not be issued because
the planned dock extension and structure would have a devastating impact on the view and serenity of the
surrounding residents.

It is my understanding that the structure planned would be over 70 feet wide when they have only 50 feet of lake
frontage.

All of the residents' input and rights should be considered and not just that of the homeowner seeking the permit.
The project they are proposing would have a negative impact on all those who live in the area and have a right to
enjoy their own view.

Thank You,
Janice Thompson
Lake County resident.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Patty Thompson
To: Dana Testa
Cc: Peggy Barthel; Tina Scott; js@joansturges.com
Subject: Re: Bell Haven Extension
Date: Monday, September 11, 2017 12:50:58 PM

Hi Peggy and Tina -
I echo Dana's comments as well.  We have owned our home in Soda Bay since 1999, and even
though we are considered "weekenders", we have a strong desire to keep the Lake as pristine
as it can be.  We have had our issues and concerns over the years, and thought many a time
about selling, but our two children who just turned 15 on Saturday (yes, they are twins), would
never let us as they love the place that much too.  We remodeled our home about 9 years ago
and invested in our future there!

The proposed monstrosity of a structure in Soda Bay concerns me to no end.  While our view
won't be impacted, I feel for those around the property that they will be impacted and not have
full access to the lovely views that they have all paid for.  

Please do the right thing and do not support the extension.

Sincerely,
Patty Thompson
3014 Willow Road
Kelseyville, CA
408-893-5761 (cell)

On Sun, Sep 10, 2017 at 6:20 PM, Dana Testa <dtesta2@yahoo.com> wrote:
Dear Peggy & Tina

My family and I have resided part time in Lake County since 1999. We have a vacation
home on the water ever since we fell in love with the County. We come up to enjoy the lake
and its surroundings frequently.

We have lived through the good and the bad when it comes to the environment, everything
from blue algae and primrose taking over the lake to this year's flooding. But we are still
here because the natural beauty remains untouched and protected by all those who live in
this county.

It would be a tragedy if county officials allowed Bell Haven to build a monstrosity of a
dock. Please do not allow this to happen. You must protect our lake environment from being
overrun with these unruly monstrosities.

Let's be sure to keep an eye on the lake as badly as some people treat it, but all of us should
always work to protect it, and do what is right so our children's children have the
opportunity to enjoy it. Let's respect the miles of shoreline and the non-commercialization
that has not yet invaded our lake.

Please do NOT support Bell Haven extension.

Sincerely,
Dana Testa
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3014 Willow Road
Kelseyville, CA

Sent from my iPhone

.



From: Brenda Young
To: Peggy Barthel; Rob Brown; Jim Steele; Jeff Smith; Tina Scott; moe.simon@lakecountyca.gov;

js@joansturges.com
Subject: Bell Haven Property, Soda Bay
Date: Monday, September 11, 2017 5:05:21 PM

Hello,

We understand that the owners of Bell Haven, who do not reside in our county, have asked
for a permit to extend the current dock on their property longer than what is
currently allowed for a residence. We also understand that they are planning to put a large
covered structure on it.  

As homeowners with property on the lake, and business owners in Kelseyville, my husband
Ken Young and I find this absurd.  Our lake is a beauty with diverse natural habitats and
allowing someone to come in and destroy this natural ecology should not be permitted. We
believe that owning a home on our beautiful shoreline is a privileged and homeowners may
be allowed a dock to use the lake, (although we will never put one in) however; there are
limits.  Just because someone has the finances to create this kind of structure should not be
reason to give them permission.  

We trust that you will all protect our lake as well as the creatures that reside here by turning
down this ridiculous request.

Sincerely,
Kenneth W. & Brenda K. Young
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From: Linda Marie
To: Peggy Barthel; Rob.Brown@lakecountca.gov; Jim Steele; Jeff Smith; Tina Scott; .Moke.Simon@lakecountyca.gov
Cc: Joan Sturges
Subject: Bell Haven proposed extended dock
Date: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 2:36:39 PM

Greetings,

Joan Sturges has contacted me asking for comments regarding the proposed Bell Haven
extended dock permit.  According to Joan, the dock will be 82 feet longer than permitted for a
residence, plus it will be over 70 feet wide when their property has only 50 feet of lakeshore! 
Besides breaking current laws, this massive structure would block over half of Joan's lake
view.  That would be tragic!  Joan and her family have lived there for many years, and have
taken meticulous care of their property.  It would be completely unfair to now allow someone
else to destroy their beautiful view by granting variances to the established laws. The laws
were established to make it fair for everyone who is lucky enough to have lakeshore property. 
Please maintain those laws.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Linda Marie
Lakeport  
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From: Eileen Martin
To: Peggy Barthel
Cc: Rob Brown; Moke Simon; Jim Steele; Jeff.Smith@lakecounty.gov; Tina Scott; js@joansturges.com
Subject: Bell Haven Lakebed Permit, APN 044-030-01
Date: Thursday, September 14, 2017 10:58:20 AM

It should be required of anyone that has any power to say yes or nay to ruin anyone's view to
stand on The Sturges front lawn and judge for themselves. It amazes me that this could even
be considered; to ruin a lifetime view of the lake for a better view for very few. To supervisor
Moke, I think I know you well enough to see for yourself in person, then kill this before it is
seriously considered.
                     Tim& Eileen Martin
                    Sunrise Mobile Home Transporting. PO box 156 Cllk Oaks
P.s if this were to pass*** what would be next?!

mailto:Peggy.Barthel@lakecountyca.gov
mailto:Rob.Brown@lakecountyca.gov
mailto:Moke.Simon@lakecountyca.gov
mailto:Jim.Steele@lakecountyca.gov
mailto:Jeff.Smith@lakecounty.gov
mailto:Tina.Scott@lakecountyca.gov
mailto:js@joansturges.com


From: Lauren Pennisi
To: Peggy Barthel
Subject: Fwd: Soda Bay Dock
Date: Thursday, September 14, 2017 1:25:16 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lauren Pennisi <cruscr@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Sep 14, 2017 at 1:23 PM
Subject: Soda Bay Dock
To: peggy.bertel@lakecountyca.gov, tina.scott@lakecountyca.gov,
Rob.Brown@lakecountyca.gov, Jeff.Smith@lakecountyca.gov, Jim.Steele@lakecountyca.gov

Hello,
I am a homeowner in Soda Bay and I want to strongly urge you to deny the permit APN 044-
030-01 allowing a homeowner to expand their dock and add 21 pilings in Soda Bay. For the
beauty of our bay and the health of our lake, I sincerely hope you will deny this permit.
Thank you,
Lauren Pennisi
cruscr@gmail.com
(925)784-8233
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From: Joe Pennisi
To: Peggy Barthel; Tina Scott
Cc: Lauren Pennisi
Subject: Bel Haven Dock Extension in Soda Bay APN 044-030-01
Date: Thursday, September 14, 2017 4:33:47 PM

Ms Barthel & Ms Scott,

We are concerned neighbors who own property on Soda Bay (3001 Willow Rd).  We just learned about the permit
application to build a monstrous dock with roof structure directly across the bay from our home in Bel Haven.

Such a structure seems out of scale and character for our beautiful bay and we ask that this proposal be denied. 
Please feel free to contact us with any questions.

Regards,

Lauren & Joseph Pennisi
3001 Willow Rd
Kelseyville, CA 95451
925-339-1101 tel
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From: lynne nave
To: Peggy Barthel
Subject: Bell Haven permit
Date: Friday, September 15, 2017 12:48:05 PM

Concerns: It's been brought to my attention that a request for permit to extend and expand a dock at the Bell Haven
compound in Soda Bay is in review by you and other supervisors in Lakeport. I am a previous resident of
Buckingham Estates, 1775 Westlake, and have enjoyed the lake and community for many years. It really seems that
this construction could very well become a navigational hazard as well as impact the shoreline negatively. Please
use good judgement in your decision. Thank you! Paul Nave

Sent from my iPhone
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COUNTY OF LAKE 

MITIGATION AND MONITORING PLAN 

For 

Bell Haven Homeowners Association Lakebed Encroachment Permit 

IS 17-21 
 

Pursuant to the approval of the Planning Commission on September 28, 2017, there is hereby granted to 

the Bell Haven Homeowners Association a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan with the following 

conditions of approval.  This Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall authorize construction of a 

contiguous elevated dock and pavilion with ramps down to a covered floating boat lift and a floating boat 

dock at 6460 Soda Bay Drive, Kelseyville; APN 044-030-01. 

Findings 

1. The IS/MND for the Project has been prepared in compliance with the provisions of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Lake 

County Implementing Procedures for CEQA.  

2. The Planning Commission has considered the IS/MND. 

3. The IS/MND reflects the independent judgment of the Planning Commission.  

4. The Planning Commission has found that there is no substantial evidence that the proposed 

project, as mitigated, will have a significant effect on the environment.   

A. General 

1. This project shall substantially conform to the application materials submitted to the Community 

Development Department May 27, 2017.  Minor modifications not resulting in increased 

environmental impacts may be approved in writing by the Community Development Director. 

2. The project shall be consistent with the applicable Performance Standards of Article 41 of the 

Lake County Zoning Ordinance. 

3. Prior to construction a Lakebed Encroachment Permit and a Building Permit shall be obtained so 

that appropriate inspections can be made of the various installation/construction processes.  

4. The CDFW filing fee shall be submitted as required by CEQA statute, Section 21089(b), and 

Fish and Game Code Section 711.4.  The fee must be submitted to the Community Development 

Department within 30 days of approval of the mitigated negative declaration. 

5. These mitigation measures do not abridge or supersede the regulatory powers or permit 

requirements of any federal, state or local agency or special district or department that may retain 

a regulatory or advisory function as specified by statute or ordinance. Lake County Watershed 

Protection District shall obtain permits and approvals as may be required from each agency. 

B. Aesthetics Condition of Approval 

1. All lighting shall be consistent with Zoning Ordinance Section 21-41.8.  Lighting shall be kept to 

the minimum necessary for safety and security purposes and shall be shielded and directed 

downwards onto the facility and not onto adjacent properties. 

C. Biological Resources Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1. Work within Clear Lake and the adjacent bank and riparian area shall be confined to the 

period October 15th to December 31st when juvenile hitch are pelagic. 

BIO-2. A qualified biologist shall be on site daily during pile driving to ensure impacts of fish 

and wildlife habitat are minimized and to determine if any protected species such as hitch are 

present.  CDFW shall be notified if hitch is observed at the project site.  If there is a threat of 

harm to hitch or other aquatic wildlife, the biologist shall halt construction and notify CDFW. 

BIO-3. Prior to initiating pile driving a biologist shall enter the water and attempt to physically 

move any fish at least 33 feet away from the piling being driven into the lakebed. 
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BIO-4. A rubber spacer shall be placed between the metal piling and the hammer to reduce noise 

and vibrations. 

BIO-5. Peak under-water noise levels from pile driving activities shall not exceed 206 decibels 

and 187 decibels accumulated Sound Exposure Levels.  If pile driving activities exceed the peak 

noise level threshold or any fish are killed during pile driving activities, all pile driving activities 

shall cease, and CDFW shall be contacted for further consultation. 

BIO-6. Whenever there has been downtime of 30-minutes or more without pile driving, the 

contractor shall initiate the driving with a soft-start/ramp-up procedure.  For impact driving, an 

initial set of three strikes shall be made by the hammer at 40-percent energy, followed by a one-

minute waiting period, then two subsequent three-strike sets at 40-percent energy, with one-

minute waiting periods, before initiating continuous driving.  

BIO-7. The contractor shall take precautions to minimize turbidity/siltation during construction 

and post-construction periods.  Precautions shall include, but are not limited to: best management 

erosion control practices to stabilize all exposed/disturbed areas within the project site to the 

greatest extent possible. 

D. Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources Condition of Approval 

1. Should any cultural, archaeological, or paleontological materials be discovered during 

construction activities, all activity shall be halted in the vicinity of the find(s), and a qualified 

archaeologist retained to evaluate the find(s) and recommend mitigation procedures, if necessary, 

subject to the approval of the Community Development Director.  The Applicant shall 

immediately contact the Lake County Sheriff’s Department and the Community Development 

Department if any human remains are encountered. 

E. Noise Condition of Approval 

1. All construction activities, including engine warm-up, are limited to from 7AM to 7PM to reduce 

the impact to a less than significant level.  Back-up beepers shall be adjusted to the lowest 

allowable levels. 

F. Monitoring and Timing 

1. All construction shall occur between October 15 and January 1 of any given year, unless an 

extension is granted by the Community Development director based on weather conditions. 

2. The permit holder shall permit the County of Lake representative(s) or designee(s) to make 

periodic inspections at any reasonable time deemed necessary in order to assure that the activity 

being performed under authority of this permit is in accordance with the terms and conditions 

prescribed herein. 

3. This permit shall be valid for an indefinite period of time unless it expires or is revoked pursuant 

to the terms of this permit. 

      Robert Masserelli 

      Community Development Director  

 

      By:____________________________________ 

      Danae Bowen, Office Assistant III 

 

Acceptance 

I have read and understood the foregoing Conditions of Approval and agree to each and every term 

and condition thereof. 

 

 

Date:____________________  _________________________________________ 

      Signature of applicant or authorized agent 

      _________________________________________ 

      Printed name of applicant or authorized agent 


































































































































































































































	Prepared by: Peggy Barthel, Assistant Resource Planner
	APN: 044-030-01
	Zoning: “O-FF” Open Space-Floodway Fringe
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	**Source List

	The proposed project is on a parcel zoned “O” Open Space, and ownership of the parcel is listed as “Community Property.  However, the project proposes to make additions to an existing private dock on the parcel.  No increase of public recreational facilities would occur. 




