
Gauging  the  health  of  Lake
Tahoe tributaries
By Tom Lotshaw

Wading in the Upper Truckee River in South Lake Tahoe, Sean
Tevlin and Tiffanee Hutton run fine mesh nets through the
water to collect benthic macroinvertebrates, insects that live
on the bottom of streams and require clean water and good
habitat.

Populations  are  poor,  even  in  shallow  riffles  where  they
should  be  thriving.  Instead  of  stoneflies,  mayflies,
caddisflies, and other indicators of healthy Sierra streams,
they find mostly blackfly larvae, a species more tolerant of
pollution and degraded stream conditions.

Assistant  environmental  specialists  for  TRPA,  Tevlin  and
Hutton  wade  150  meters  of  the  Upper  Truckee  River,  Lake
Tahoe’s largest tributary, and one of its largest contributors
of clarity-robbing fine sediment.

They assess the river’s habitat conditions and aquatic life,
measure water temperature, flow, and depth, and make extensive
notes  about  its  physical  attributes,  such  as  riparian
vegetation  and  substrate  size.
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Stream  channels  restored  or
enhanced
2010: 2,780 feet
2011: 8,207 feet
2012: 13,117 feet
2013: 1,570 feet
2014: 1,000 feet
2015: 1,601 feet
Source:  Lake  Tahoe  Environmental
Improvement Program Project Tracker
Photo/LTN:  Trout  Creek  in  March
2016

This span of river in the meadows near Highway 50 is in
marginal  condition.  There’s  heavy  channelization,  bank
erosion, and a layer of fine sediment carpeting the bottom.
Water temperatures are high. Similar to the insect life, fish
habitat and populations are lacking.

Lingering impacts from cattle grazing and logging decades ago
are  partly  to  blame  for  degrading  the  stream.  But  urban
stormwater runoff from the highway and the nearby Sierra Tract
neighborhood  also  discharges  directly  into  the  river,
something  the  city  of  South  Lake  Tahoe  and  Caltrans  are
working to address with water quality improvement projects.

Downstream, the California Tahoe Conservancy is planning a
broader project to restore the Upper Truckee Marsh. It’s the



largest remaining marsh in the Tahoe basin and its restoration
would greatly benefit the Upper Truckee River’s water quality
and habitat.

“It’s  sad  to  see  poor-quality  sections  of  streams  in  a
beautiful environment like Tahoe, but it shows just how far we
have to go to get where we want to be in terms of stream
health,” Tevlin said.

Lake Tahoe’s mid-lake water clarity measurements get lots of
attention  as  a  key  indicator  of  water  quality  and
environmental health. But regular monitoring of the 63 streams
that flow into Lake Tahoe also provides important information
about water and habitat quality, plant and animal populations,
and overall watershed health.

Tevlin leads TRPA’s stream bio-assessment program. Each year
from June through September, Tevlin and his assistant assess
the  health  of  randomly  selected  sections  of  Tahoe’s
tributaries.  They  range  from  remote,  rugged  streams  with
raging whitewater to small backcountry trickles and streams
through golf courses and urban areas.

Information from the assessments helps measure the success of
stream  restoration  projects,  water  quality  improvement
projects, and conservation measures. It also helps determine
whether Tahoe is meeting the mandate to attain and improve
threshold standards for things such as water quality and fish
habitat.

Tevlin estimates about one-quarter of Tahoe’s tributaries are
in  marginal  condition.  The  rest  are  in  good  or  excellent
condition.

Streams in the Tahoe basin can face many challenges. During
the last four years of drought, many streams have seen low
water levels and high water temperatures lethal to fish. Other
common  issues  include  erosion,  sedimentation,  stormwater
pollution,  invasive  species,  and  culverts  that  block  fish



passage.  In  a  2010-11  survey  of  218  stream  structures  on
public land in the Lake Tahoe Basin, including old culverts
and  dams,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  found  64  percent  are
impassable to fish.

“Compared to the rest of California and Nevada, our streams
are pretty good. But for the relatively pristine environment
we have, there are a lot of issues,” Tevlin said.

Tevlin hopes to see overall stream health improve because of
the stream restoration projects that agencies have completed
and other projects in planning. “A lot of sites are falling in
areas that have been restored or are going to be restored, so
we should see the trend line improving. But it will take
time,” Tevlin said.

And as the health of Tahoe’s tributaries improves, the water
quality, clarity, and health of Lake Tahoe will benefit as
well.

Tom Lotshaw is public information officer at Tahoe Regional
Planning  Agency.  This  article  first  appeared  in  Tahoe  In
Depth.

Art, wine event benefits LTCC
Foundation
Tahoe’s Got Taste is part art show, part wine tasting.

The May 20-21 event is at the Beach Retreat & Lodge in South
Lake Tahoe.

Featured artists include Claudia Garza, Ellen Nunes, Bonita
Paulis, Ginny Schankerman, Amy Hackleman, Kelley Hackleman,
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Matthew Welter, Bruce Lee and Hib Engler. Ten percent of sales
will  be  donated  to  the  Lake  Tahoe  Community  College
Foundation.

 

Friday’s 6-9pm event is $15; Saturday’s event includes dinner,
costs $50 and is from 6:30-9pm.

More information and to purchase tickets, go online.

Snippets about Lake Tahoe
·      Steven Brooks from Barton Family Medicine will discuss
men’s health at a free lecture on June 9 from 6-7pm at Lake
Tahoe Community College.

·       Truckee’s council members and planning commissioners
are having a joint meeting May 24 to discuss climate planning.
The meeting starts at 6pm at the airport.

·       Here is the Caltrans roadwork schedule for El Dorado-
Tahoe for this week.

·       Truckee is having a budget workshop on May 19 from
2-8pm at the airport.

·       South Tahoe Public Utility District’s board is set to
vote on the 2016-17 budget on May 19 at 6pm, 1275 Meadow Crest
Drive, South Lake Tahoe.

http://www.tahoebeachretreat.com/
https://www.laketahoenews.net/2016/05/snippets-lake-tahoe-202/
https://www.laketahoenews.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/El-Dorado-Tahoe.pdf
https://www.laketahoenews.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/El-Dorado-Tahoe.pdf


Burning Man looks to further
develop desert ranch
By Jenny Kane, Reno Gazette-Journal

Black  Rock  City  LLC,  the  nonprofit  that  hosts  the  annual
Burning Man gathering, has scored a major zone change that
will help the organization develop a rural ranch property
outside of the Black Rock Desert.

The zone change, approved unanimously Tuesday by Washoe County
commissioners,  means  that  up  to  500  workers  and
volunteers will be able to temporarily stay at Black Rock
Station, a parcel of land owned by Black Rock City. Crews
working for the nonprofit spend several months preparing for
the main Burning Man event at Black Rock Station. Burning Man
is a 70,000-person, weeklong celebration of the arts that
lasts through Labor Day weekend in the Black Rock Desert.

While  maybe  not  immediately,  the  piece  of  property  will
undergo  major  changes  in  the  future,  according  to  Washoe
County Senior Planner Eric Young.

Read the whole story

Tahoe Tails — Adoptable Pets
in South Lake Tahoe
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Bandit

Bandit is a large 12-year-old Maine Coon cat who is very
sweet. He likes other cats, dogs and children. He came to the
shelter when his owner moved and couldn’t take him.

Bandit  is  neutered,  microchipped,  tested  for  FIV,  and
vaccinated. He is at the El Dorado County Animal Services
shelter in Meyers, along with many other dogs and cats who are
waiting for their new homes.

Go to the Tahoe animal shelter’s Facebook page to see photos
and descriptions of all pets at the shelter.

Call 530573.7925 for directions, hours, and other information
on adopting a pet.

For  spay-neuter  assistance  for  South  Tahoe  residents,  go
online

.

— Karen Kuentz

https://www.laketahoenews.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Bandit-black-cat.jpg
http://www.tahoeanimals.org/


Untangling EDC measures E and
G
By Joann Eisenbrandt

Proponents of Measures E and G say these measures will:

“Restore the purpose of zoning, which is to segregate uses
that are incompatible and to implement the policies which
will preserve the rural character of the county.”

Opponents of Measures E and G say these measures will:

“Threaten our open spaces, water and rural way of life.”

El Dorado County’s 2004 General Plan lists as its objective,
“To foster a rural quality of life.” The difficult question
for voters on June 7 is whether voting “yes” or voting “no” on
Measures E and G will protect the rural nature of El Dorado
County the General Plan envisions. To do this, they must be
able to make sense of the proliferation of roadside signs,
advertisements,  flyers,  online  videos,  editorials  and
community meetings trying to convince them to vote one way or
the other.

Measures  E  and  G  are  complex  because  they  focus  on  the
county’s 2004 General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. These often-
technical documents outline how land in the county can be
used. In December 2015, the Board of Supervisors approved the
Targeted  General  Plan  Amendment/Zoning  Ordinance  Update
(TGPA/ZOU) which made limited amendments to the 2004 General
Plan  and  extensive  updates  to  the  Zoning  Ordinance.  The
TPGA/ZOU was challenged in court by Rural Communities United,
a local nonprofit. That litigation is pending.

Measures E and G make specific changes, additions or deletions
to some of the county’s land-use policies. But beneath the
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details lies the bigger question: How will Measures E & G
affect the future physical, economic and social development of
El Dorado County, and is this a future that voters support?

Measures E and G: A two-year process

In early 2014, Sue Taylor of Save Our County and Laurel Stroud
of Residents Involved in Positive Planning filed a notice of
intent  to  circulate  a  petition  with  the  county  elections
office for two ballot measures. At that time, they were called
Initiative  3  and  Initiative  5.  Petitions  were  circulated,
signatures  obtained,  counted  and  certified  by  county
elections, and then forwarded on to the Board of Supervisors,
but the entire process was not completed in time to make the
Nov. 4, 2014, ballot.

No on E and G signs are mostly found on
the West Slope.

What the initiatives propose

Measure  E,  titled  “Initiative  to  Reinstate  Measure  Y’s



Original intent – no more paper roads,” amends policies in the
Traffic and Circulation Element of the 2004 General Plan as
well reverses changes made to Measure Y in 2008.

In 1998, voters first approved Measure Y, the “Control Traffic
Congestion Initiative.” It added policies to the 1996 General
Plan prohibiting residential development projects of five or
more units that would cause or worsen level of service (LOS) F
traffic congestion. LOS F is at the bottom of the traffic flow
measurement scale and is essentially gridlock. Measure Y also
prevented adding new roads to the list of roads that the 2004
General  Plan  allowed  to  operate  at  LOS  F  without  voter
approval; required developers to pay fees that would mitigate
the traffic impacts of their new developments and prohibited
county  tax  revenues  being  used  to  mitigate  these  traffic
impacts without voter approval. Measure Y was to remain in
effect for 10 years.

In 2008, the Board of Supervisors put Measure Y on the ballot
for an extension, but with modifications. These allowed the
board to override by a fourth-fifths vote the prohibition
against developments creating LOS F and enabled the county to
use tax revenues to pay for needed road improvements caused by
new development as long as the roads projects were in the
county’s capital improvement program.

Measure  E  would  undo  these  2008  changes,  and  return  with
several modifications to Measure Y’s 1998 configuration. It
would remove the board’s four-fifths vote override. No new
roads or segments of roads could be added to the list of roads
permitted  to  operate  at  LOS  F  without  voter  approval.
Infrastructure  improvements  needed  because  of  residential
developments that could create LOS F would have to be built
first,  not  just  put  into  the  CIP  before  “any  form  of
discretionary approval can be given to a project.” Measure E
would not allow county tax revenues to be used to pay for
building these road capacity improvement projects, but would
allow state and federal grant funds to be used.



As Taylor told Lake Tahoe News, “We wanted to hold developers’
feet  to  the  fire  and  make  them  pay  for  their  own
infrastructure  upfront  instead  of  putting  the  road
improvements needed to meet the new demands of development
into a five-, 10-, or 20-year capital improvement program.”
She called these CIP projects “paper roads” because when or
whether they would actually be built “exists only on paper.”

Measure  G,  the  “initiative  to  retain  El  Dorado  County’s
current zoning and rural assets”, changes some policies of the
General Plan back to what they were in the 2004 plan, adds a
number of policies and deletes others. It requires that where
a land use designation is inconsistent with current zoning,
the land use designation is amended to match existing zoning.
Land use designations are broad categories, like agriculture
or residential or commercial, while zoning refers to more
specific land uses allowed within each area, such as high-
density  residential,  or  agricultural  grazing  or  timber
production.

Which specific uses are appropriate in each broad category and
which uses are compatible adjacent to each other is where much
of  the  controversy  over  zoning  and  zoning  changes  lies.
Measure G includes a land use compatibility matrix showing
which uses are compatible or incompatible with each other.

The  measure  also  provides  for  a  minimum  200-foot  setback
between  agricultural  zoned  and  adjacent  agriculturally-
incompatible  uses.  It  restores  the  Mixed  Use  Policies
(residential, business and retail) to the lower units per acre
densities in the 2004 General Plan, and does not allow for
such properties to have only a residential use. It further
requires the implementation of the General Plan’s Cultural and
Historical Resource Policies.

It  modifies  or  deletes  several  General  Plan  water  supply
policies to “ensure an ongoing balance between water supply
and demand in El Dorado County.” Medium-density, high-density



and multifamily residential projects as well as commercial,
industrial  and  research  and  development  projects  in  both
community regions and rural centers would have to connect to
public water systems. Community regions and rural centers are
the  areas  where  more  intense  development  is  likely  to  be
directed.

The Yes on E and G supporters want to
regulate growth.

On this side of the ring we have

Supporters of Measures E and G include such community groups
as Save Our County, Shingle Springs Community Alliance, Rural
Communities United, and Residents for Responsible Planning,
plus a range of local residents and businesspeople.

Opponents of Measures E and G include the El Dorado County
Chamber of Commerce, El Dorado Hills Chamber of Commerce, Farm
Bureau,  El  Dorado  Winery  Association,  Citizens  for  Water,
Alliance  for  Responsible  Planning  (EDCARP),  and  Parker
Development.  They  also  include  individuals  and  business
owners.

There  are  many  complex  layers  of  interaction  among  the



organizations and individuals who support or oppose Measures E
and  G.  These  are  not  intended  to  be  comprehensive  lists.
Complete information on committees for and against Measures E
and G, their members and their funding sources is available on
the elections’ website.

Key points of disagreement

A full-page ad appearing in West Slope publications points to
the most-debated potential impacts of Measures E and G. It
says, “… these careless, poorly written measures undermine our
county’s water rights and hurt our ability to maintain a safe,
clean and reliable supply of fresh water for local farms,
vineyards, ranches and homes. They also push development into
our rural areas, reduce funding for local roads and highways,
and make our economy more ‘volatile’.”

Conforming land use to zoning

How land will be used is the “bedrock” issue. Opponents of
Measure G are concerned that in the case of conflicts, it
would change land use designations to match zoning. What the
TGPA/ZOU did in 2015 was the opposite. It changed the zoning
ordinance to conform to the General Plan land designations.
California  Government  Code  Section  65860(c)  says,  “In  the
event that a zoning ordinance becomes inconsistent with a
general plan by reason of amendment to the plan, or to any
element of the plan, the zoning ordinance shall be amended
within a reasonable time so that it is consistent with the
general plan as amended.”

The  impartial  analysis  prepared  by  County  Counsel  Mike
Ciccozzi as part of the ballot materials for Measure G says,
“The measure would require that El Dorado County amend General
Plan land use designations to match zoning. Although such
action would ensure consistency between the General Plan and
the zoning ordinance, it would do so in an atypical way …
accordingly,  implementation  would  likely  require  additional

http://www.edcgov.us/Elections/


analysis and action by the county.”

Measure  G  was  written  in  2014,  before  the  TGPA/ZOU  was
approved, so it refers to the situation as it existed then.
Proponent Sue Taylor told Lake Tahoe News, “When we did this
initiative, the county was still working on the General Plan
overhaul. Land use and zoning didn’t match. We were told by
planning that these conflicts would be looked at individually
to check for compatibility. Now (with the TGPA/ZOU) they have
made decisions based on their own judgment instead of using
the criteria in the General Plan. They say the way Measure G
is going to conform uses is illegal because land use should
trump zoning. I say that the board has total power over land
use and they could have matched them earlier.”

Precisely how Measure G would be implemented were it to pass
depends on whether the existing lawsuit against the TGPA/ZOU
is upheld or denied.

Defining discretionary development

EDCARP has devoted an entire page of its website to the no on
E and G effort. Alliance President Maryann Argyres described
the  organization  to  Lake  Tahoe  News  as  a  volunteer
organization that is focused on research. “We don’t start out
with a premise.” The website describes them as a “coalition of
the middle — those who feel the dialogue on land use has been
dominated  by  no-growth  advocates  on  the  one  hand  and
development  interests  on  the  other.”

They  do  not  support  “ballot  box  planning  and  initiatives
promoted by personal interests and agendas,” but have formed a
committee to actively oppose Measures E and G. They believe
the Initiatives, “contain ‘poison pills’ that obstruct General
Plan  implementation,  along  with  economic  development,
expansion  of  agriculture,  housing  and  jobs.”

A main concern for EDCARP and other opponents is that E and G
would  prohibit  “discretionary  projects.”  What  discretionary



projects are and how E and G would affect them depends on who
you  ask.  Opponents  paint  it  with  a  broad  brush.  EDCARP’s
website says the Initiatives will “stop discretionary actions
by the county needed to allow job centers, research parks,
tourist  recreation  businesses,  lighted  ball  fields,  home
occupations,  hotels,  wineries,  retail  stories,  even  the
expansion  of  existing  businesses.  The  list  is  virtually
endless.”

In a letter to members of the El Dorado Hills Chamber of
Commerce,  President  Debbie  Manning  says,  “They  effectively
stop  all  non-residential  uses  (agricultural,  public
facilities,  business  park  research  and  development,
commercial,  CSD  and  government  actions)  that  require
discretionary  approvals.  What  project  doesn’t  need  county
approval?”

Lori Parlin of Shingle Springs Community Alliance and a member
of the Yes on Measures E and G Committee, disagrees. She says,
“Discretionary project means that the project is not allowed
by right and would either need the Planning Commission or
Board of Supervisors to pass legislation, such as a General
Plan amendment, in order to allow the project. This measure
does nothing to remove a property owner’s right to request a
rezone or change. All of this only kicks in if the development
creates LOS F (gridlock traffic).”

Asked  for  his  definition  of  “discretionary  projects”  as
applied by Measure E, County Counsel Ciccozzi responded in an
email to Lake Tahoe News, “The interpretation of this language
should the initiative measure pass will be one of the issues
that must be addressed.”

Parlin agrees, “We have talked to County Counsel about all of
this. The word discretionary will have to be further defined.”

Words matter

The EDCARP website says, “Words matter, especially language



used in ballot measures and other laws.” Taylor agrees. She
has concerns that the ballot title and language as prepared by
the county do not accurately describe the measures’ purposes
and may confuse voters. The resolutions to put Measures E and
G on the June 7 ballot with the descriptions provided by the
county came before the Board of Supervisors on Feb. 23 as part
of the consent agenda. Taylor and other E and G supporters met
with county counsel and staff on Feb. 22 to go over their
concerns. Taylor had asked in writing that the resolutions be
pulled from the consent agenda for full discussion before they
were adopted. Anyone may request the pulling of an item from
the  consent  agenda,  but  only  a  member  of  the  board  can
actually pull it.

The resolutions were not pulled and were approved as presented
with Supervisor Shiva Frentzen voting no. Taylor subsequently
filed a writ of mandate in El Dorado County Superior Court to
have the language changed. To uphold the writ, the court would
need to find that the petitioner had shown by “clear and
convincing evidence” that the county’s language was “false,
misleading, or inconsistent with the requirements of [Election
Code] section 9105.” On April 1 the court found Taylor had not
met that burden of proof and denied the writ. Judge Warren
Stracener  said  in  the  denial,  “Also,  there  is  no  legal
requirement that the ballot question be the most accurate,
most comprehensive, or fairest that a skilled wordsmith might
imagine.”

On April 5, the county put a press release on its website’s
home  page  regarding  Stracener’s  decision.  “The  county  is
pleased with the court’s ruling,” it said, “and believes that
the ballot questions are a fair representation of the proposed
initiative Measures E and G.”

Déjà vu all over again

Measures E and G are not the first contentious land use-based
initiatives to show up on El Dorado County ballots. In 2014,



Measures M, N, and O focused on similar issues and proved
equally confusing to voters. Measures M and O were supported
by basically the same groups now in favor of E and G, and
opposed by those who now oppose E and G. Measure N is a bit
trickier. There was a committee opposed to M, N and O and also
a committee in favor of N but opposed to M and O. Some who
started  out  supporting  certain  measures  ended  up  opposing
them. Texts of these measures, as well as all the committees
formed and financial contributions made are available through
the county elections website.

All three initiatives failed.

Growth and staying rural

Opponents of E and G say that by putting restrictions on high-
density residential development in community centers and along
the Highway 50 corridor, it will have negative impacts on the
county’s  growth  and  economic  development  and  will  drive
development into rural areas. Laurel Brent-Bumb, CEO of the El
Dorado County Chamber of Commerce, told LTN, “We’re going to
grow whether somebody doesn’t want it or not and it has to
happen where the infrastructure can support it. If it doesn’t
happen there, it will happen in our rural communities.”

Brent-Bumb  believes  the  2008  version  of  Measure  Y  still
contains its original intent and has no problem with funding
for road improvements going into the CIP or the board of
supervisors  overriding  restrictions  against  projects  that
create LOS F road impacts by a four-fifths vote. “I trust in
my elected officials,” she said. “I don’t believe that our
elected officials would pass by a four-fifths vote something
that would make you sit and eat your lunch on Highway 50 while
you are waiting to get to work.”

Taylor counters, “Development moving into rural areas can only
happen if the board votes to approve it regardless of issues
with water or roads. That’s not what’s on the books. They



would have to do General Plan amendments.”

This brings up the larger question of how “rural” is defined.
Maryann Argyres of EDCARP, who is also on the Farm Bureau
board  of  directors  and  past  president  of  the  Apple  Hill
Growers Association, explains, “I have lived in Camino for 43
years. I have a small apple ranch. I live in a rural area. I’m
against E and G. If you live in a community region with a
backyard and a back fence, you are not rural. You live in a
county  that  is  mostly  rural,  but  a  community  region  is
designed to have 1 percent growth per year.”

Brent-Bumb and the chamber are members of the No on E and G
Committee  for  which  Parker  Development  and  its  affiliated
companies, Marble Valley Company LLC and Serrano Associates
LLC, are major funders, with contributions close to $500,000.
Asked if this concerned her, Brent-Bump replied, “No on E and
G is a very diverse committee and our objective is to defeat
these initiatives. We can only do this by being funded and
Parker  has  agreed  to  write  those  checks.  I  am  quite
comfortable  with  that.”

Asked by Lake Tahoe News why Parker Development was willing to
spend so much money to defeat Measures E and G, Kirk Bone,
director of government relations, said, “These measures would
gut  the  county’s  General  Plan  and  would  make  it  very
difficult, if not impossible, to do something as simple as
obtaining a building permit or any other minor discretionary
approvals. We are proud to be part of a broad-based coalition
including the Farm Bureau and chambers of commerce attempting
to preserve the adopted General Plan.”

Sue Taylor doesn’t see it quite that way, “Parker Development
says vote no on Measure E because what they want to do with
open space is to build on it.”

Water, farms, apples and wineries

The Farm Bureau, El Dorado Winery Association and Citizens for



Water oppose Measures E and G. The Farm Bureau’s mission is
to, “Protect, promote, and enhance the economic opportunities
and  long-term  viability  for  El  Dorado  County  farmers,
ranchers, and foresters.” Farm Bureau President Jim Davies
told  Lake  Tahoe  News,  “Measure  E  will  make  development
illegal. It will force people to move to those parcels of land
in the open space. In some areas, like Rural Centers, Measure
G  forces  any  kind  of  development  there  to  have  a  water
purveyor supply them. There couldn’t be a grocery store in Mt.
Aukum. In places in the south county, that little bit of
commercial  would  help  them  dramatically  with  their  agri-
tourism. This will become incredibly expensive because it will
be litigated to pieces.”

“If property is zoned by right to be developed, that’s a
ministerial project,” Taylor said in defense of Measure G. “It
doesn’t go before the board. There are 17,000 parcels that can
be built on right now. Only the supervisors can decide when
it’s time to open up more land for development. “

The Farm Bureau is also not concerned with the large financial
role  being  played  by  Parker  Development  in  the  effort  to
defeat E and G. “Parker has been engaged with the General Plan
process since the inception. We’ve also been engaged in that
process and have tried to be at the table and help our members
get what they need as ag entities, but we are not connected
with Parker Development. Parker is defending their turf. We
have problems with E and G for a number of reasons and they
have them for different reasons. We are cooperating because
neither party wants E and G to pass.

“We are only developers in the sense that we develop a piece
of land to raise apples or graze cows. We are not trying to
chop up the county so it looks like Daly City. I’ve been
looking at those green hills (along the Highway 50 corridor)
and it pains me to see houses going up, but people want to
come here. I’d prefer they be there rather than in Camino,
Coloma or Fair Play. The state would say your growth rate is 1



percent and if you don’t (grow that much) we are going to
require you to grow.”

Former El Dorado County Supervisor Bill Center disagrees. “It
isn’t a state requirement that we grow 1 percent. The state
can  only  mandate  that  you  provide  enough  zoned  land  for
affordable housing. That’s it. The Housing Element, which the
county  has  certified  as  being  consistent  with  this
requirement, says there is enough zoned land available to
build affordable housing. You could not find a statement (in
state law) that mandates that percentage of growth for El
Dorado County.”

The media blitz

Bill Center is in a unique position, representative of the
complex  advertising  campaigns  being  waged.  The  EDCARP
website’s No on E and G page has a video of Center expressing
concerns before the Board of Supervisors in 2014 regarding the
impacts on discretionary projects of changing the 2008 version
of Measure Y. He is also in a video on the Save Our County
website expressing his support for Measures E & G. Measure E
would make such changes. These appear to be contradictory
positions.

“I’ve been on both sides of the field with that issue,” Center
said. “I have had to decide what is discretionary and what is
ministerial as an official. I was concerned about the breadth
of  (Measure  M’s)  language  but  I’ve  had  18  months  of
perspective. The county has been arrogant and controlled by
development interests. Those development interests, some of
them like Serrano and Marble Valley, are paying for all the
ads and signs. That money has had a big impact on the El
Dorado County Chamber of Commerce, and promises have been made
regarding water supply that have influenced the farmers and
wineries.”

“I don’t think we can make progress,” Center believes, “until



the  county  starts  listening  to  the  general  public  in  a
respectful way rather than essentially telling them to shut up
and go home while rolling out the red carpet for developers.
I’m voting in favor of E and G because I think it will help
balance the scales.”

The El Dorado Winery Association and Citizens for Water have
signed mailers that were sent out to voters. These mailers,
along with the one sent out by the El Dorado County and El
Dorado Hills chambers of commerce seem to point to county-
generated documents as validation for their positions. The El
Dorado  Winery  Association  flyer  says,  “Please  read  the
county’s official analysis of Measures E and G, which explains
how they force development into rural areas, reduce funding
for roads and destabilize our local economy.”  The Citizens
for Water flyer adds, “According to the impartial analyses
prepared  by  the  county,  Measures  E  and  G  undermine  our
county’s  water  rights,  hurting  the  county’s  ability  to
maintain a safe and reliable supply of clean, fresh water for
local farms and families.”

There are two sets of county-prepared documents on Measures E
and G that these flyers might be referencing. One is the
impartial analysis for each measure composed by County Counsel
Ciccozzi, which appears on the elections website and in ballot
materials.  These  are  designed,  Ciccozzi  explained,  “to
describe the effect of the measure on existing law and the
operation of the measure as information to the voters.”

The second set is the two reports written in 2014 at the
request of the Board of Supervisors as part of their decision-
making process on the initiatives. These reports were prepared
by county counsel and county staff at the direction of the
CAO’s office and offer their analysis of a broad range of the
initiatives’ potential impacts on land use and finances for
use by the board. “The best characterization of the reports
would be informational,” the county counsel told Lake Tahoe
News. “We will not speculate as to what the opponents of



Measures E and G mean when they use the term ‘official county
analysis’.” The county has put a link to these two reports on
its website. Here is the one for Measure G  and the one for
Measure E.

Lake Tahoe News did not receive responses back from those who
produced these materials.

Voters have an admittedly difficult task ahead of them. The
vocal, and often confusing, fight over Measures E and G only
serves to point out how central to the future of El Dorado
County that land use decisions are, and how strongly so many
feel about just what that future should be.

Opinion:  Time  to  reassess
pivotal 1990s
By Andrés Martinez

Welcome back, ’90s; I’ve missed you.

Monica Lewinsky is on the speaking circuit. American cable
networks have served up series on the O.J. Simpson trial and
the Clarence Thomas confirmation hearings. As we contemplate
sending the Clintons back to the White House, ’90s economic
globalization,  anti-crime  efforts,  welfare  reform,  and
financial deregulation are all on trial.

The ’90s were an exuberant interlude between the Cold War and
the post-Sept. 11 era. Hardly anyone disputes that. The debate
is over whether you think we wasted this exuberant interlude
by  indulging  in  mindless  pursuits,  or  whether  the  decade
stands, as Bill Clinton asserts, as a consequential time of
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sound  governance,  impressive  innovation,  and  expanding
opportunity.

I am with Clinton in this debate, but it isn’t hard to see the
appeal  of  the  counterargument  that  this  was  a  decade—as
“Seinfeld”,  the  iconic  TV  sitcom  of  the  ’90s  referred  to
itself— “about nothing.” The notion is that American society,
liberated  from  the  decadeslong  nuclear  standoff  with  the
Soviets, was allowed to exhale, and focus on frivolity.

As a society, we struggled in the ’90s to assess risk, and
this was as true in foreign policy as it was in the business
world and in politics. The end of the Cold War allowed America
to consolidate our capitalist model as the default for the
international  order.  It  also  made  policymakers  far  more
opportunistic  about  weighing  the  costs  and  benefits  of
engaging  American  military  power  around  the  world.  We
oscillated  between  being  enamored  of  our  sole  superpower
status and being mindful of our historic reluctance to play
global policeman. We were stunned at how easy it was to defeat
Saddam  Hussein’s  army  in  the  first  Gulf  War,  but  then
chastened by the loss of 18 Marines in Somalia. We tragically
stood by as genocide took place in Rwanda, but later, somewhat
belatedly, led NATO to destroy ethnic Serbian militarism in
the Balkans, even as we allowed looming threats from terrorist
actors  to  fester  elsewhere,  like  Afghanistan,  with  fatal
consequences in the 2000s.

However, the sense that we were no longer stuck in a divided,
zero-sum world proved enormously beneficial for cross-border
collaboration and economic expansion around the world. The
Europeans transformed their common market into a full-blown
union, with a shared currency. The North American Free Trade
Area  was  born.  In  Asia,  the  world’s  most  populous  nation
became more integrated into the global economy; and a loose
set  of  governing  trading  rules  became  the  World  Trade
Organization.



With nationalism resurgent in 2016, and even well meaning
First World elites fetishizing locally sourced everything, I
miss the spirit of those days: the recognition that we are all
in this together, and the ambition to raise living standards
around the world.

Globalization  and  technology  exacerbated  inequality  within
many countries over time. But it’s less often acknowledged
that the single most important economic story of the past two
decades is the unprecedented decline in dire poverty around
the world, and the expansion of a global middle class.

On the domestic front, too, the ’90s were the opposite of a
wasted  decade.   The  U.S.  economy  registered  its  longest
economic  expansion  ever,  from  March  1991  to  March  2001.
Americans  enjoyed  rising  wages,  low  inflation,  and
accelerating  productivity,  thus  almost  forgetting  about
economic cycles and the concept of risk. Government deficits
gave way to healthy surpluses. The financial exuberance around
the Internet’s adoption proved to be irrational, but the hype
around the transformative power of the new technologies was
well deserved.

For  Americans  living  in  cities,  the  decade  saw  a  vast
improvement in our physical surroundings as well. I lived in
New York in 1990, then mired in the fearful mood captured in
“Bonfire of the Vanities”, Tom Wolfe’s 1987 novel. When I
returned near the end of the decade after a stint away, I
found  Manhattanites  as  likely  to  be  worried  about  the
Disneyfication of their city as they were about their personal
safety. Violent crime in New York declined by more than half
in  the  1990s,  and  public  spaces  throughout  the  city  were
reclaimed for public enjoyment. The same was true in cities
across the country.

It’s as reasonable to second-guess the decade’s bipartisan
anti-crime legislation and strategies, as it is to second-
guess our embrace of globalization in those years. But the



conversation should start with recognition of how much things
improved. Pretending the 1990s were a wasteland of frivolity
is  a  recipe  for  losing  sight  of  that  exuberant  decade’s
bountiful, lasting legacies.

Andrés  Martinez  writes  the  Trade  Winds  column  for  Zócalo
Public Square, where he is editorial director. He is also
professor  at  the  Walter  Cronkite  School  of  Journalism  at
Arizona State University and a fellow at New America.

Benefits of meditation at a
young age
By Bobby Azarian, New York Times

It’s  long  been  known  that  meditation  helps  children  feel
calmer, but new research is helping quantify its benefits for
elementary school-age children.

A 2015 study found that fourth- and fifth-grade students who
participated  in  a  four-month  meditation  program  showed
improvements in executive functions like cognitive control,
working  memory,  cognitive  flexibility  —  and  better  math
grades. A study published recently in the journal Mindfulness
found similar improvements in mathematics in fifth graders
with attention deficit hyperactivity disorder. And a study of
elementary school children in Koreashowed that eight weeks of
meditation  lowered  aggression,  social  anxiety  and  stress
levels.

These investigations, along with a review published in March
that  combed  the  developmental  psychology  and  cognitive
neuroscience literature, illustrate how meditative practices
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have  the  potential  to  actually  change  the  structure  and
function of the brain in ways that foster academic success.

Read the whole story

Your dog does actually love
you
By Brian Alexander, Outside

Is doggie love real? While it may seem obvious to you that
your dog loves you, there’s been very little scientific data
that dogs feel the equivalent of love for their owners. Some
have argued that humans, who crave love and social bonds, see
what  they  want  to  see  when  they  ascribe  “love”  to  their
dogs, while the dogs are simply playing a game to manipulate
you for food and care.

Now, from a team of neuroscientists in Japan, comes compelling
evidence, released today in the journal Science, that dogs
really do love their owners.

In  two  different  experiments,  the  team,  led  by  Takefumi
Kikusui of Azabu University, measured levels of a hormone
called oxytocin in response to dogs and owners gazing into
each others’ eyes.

Read the whole story
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Sand Harbor boat ramp open
Increased water levels at Lake Tahoe have allowed for the
opening of the boat ramp at Sand Harbor.

For now, only boats under 14 feet will be able to launch. As
the lake raises, Lake Tahoe Nevada State Park officials hope
to allow more boats to launch.

Boaters  are  required  to  have  their  powered  watercraft
inspected and/or sealed prior to arriving at the ramp. For
more information on the invasive species program, go online.

The  boat  ramp  is  open  Monday  through  Wednesday  from
7am-3:30pm, and Thursday through Sunday from 6am-8pm. The cost
to launch is $20 per vehicle.

Sand Harbor State Park is located three miles south of Incline
Village on Highway 28.
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