
Study:  Extreme-weather
winters more common
By Rob Jordan, Standford

This  past  July  was  the  hottest  single  month  in  Earth’s
recorded history, but warming isn’t the only danger climate
change holds in store.

Recent years have seen a dramatic increase in the simultaneous
occurrence of extremely cold winter days in the Eastern United
States and extremely warm winter days in the West, according
to a Stanford-led study published in Journal of Geophysical
Research  Atmospheres.  Human-caused  emissions  of  greenhouse
gases are likely driving this trend, the researchers report.

“There’s this idea that the past few winters were more extreme
than usual, particularly since the conditions in the East and
West were so different,” said senior author Noah Diffenbaugh,
an associate professor of Earth system science at the School
of Earth, Energy & Environmental Sciences and a senior fellow
at the Stanford Woods Institute for the Environment. “Looking
back at temperature data from the past 35 years, we’ve found
that in fact 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 did have the biggest
difference in winter temperature between the East and West.”

Read the whole story

 

https://www.laketahoenews.net/2016/09/study-extreme-weather-winters-common/
https://www.laketahoenews.net/2016/09/study-extreme-weather-winters-common/
http://news.stanford.edu/2016/09/01/extreme-weather-winters-becoming-common/


North Lake Tahoe lodging tax
revenue jumps
Hotel taxes increased by 18 percent in Placer County in the
fiscal year that ended June 30 compared to 2014-15.

Transient  occupancy  tax  collections  in  the  Tahoe  area
increased by more than $3 million in the county’s previous
fiscal year, from July 2015 through June 2016, including more
than $900,000 in unpaid back TOT collected. Collections were
especially high during the winter ski season, but up the rest
of the year, too.

Nearly 4,000 lodging operators in Placer County are registered
to collect TOT.

TOT revenues are spent at the discretion of the Placer County
Board of Supervisors. Placer now spends $2 million per year in
TOT revenue to improve the TART bus system to better serve
workers and visitors and keep cars off the road to improve air
and water quality. The additional revenue collected this year
will go right back into investment in new priority projects,
such as completing missing links in the regional trail network
along  the  north  shore  and  between  Truckee  and  lake  shore
communities of Tahoe City and Kings Beach.

Calif. court upholds ‘pension
spiking’ reforms
By Richard Halstead, Marin Independent Journal

A state appeals court has upheld the Marin pension board’s
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interpretation  of  a  2013  state  law  aimed  at  eliminating
“pension spiking.”

Marin County Employees’ Retirement Association, commonly known
as the pension board, was sued by four labor organizations —
the Marin Association of Public Employees, the Marin County
Management  Employees  Association,  Service  Employees
International Union 1021 and the Marin County Fire Department
Firefighters’ Association.

As the court noted in its decision, Marin County was one of
the  first  pension  organizations  to  implement  the  Pension
Reform Act. On Dec. 18, 2012, MCERA’s board reacted to the
legislation by announcing a new policy for the calculation of
retirement  benefits  —  a  move  aimed  at  so-called  pension
spiking. Pension spiking occurs when a governmental agency
includes additional pay as part of a calculation in order to
drive up an individual’s pension benefits.

Read the whole story

Blueprint  to  combat  opioid
abuse in Nevada
By Pashtana Usufzy, Las Vegas Review-Journal

Gov.  Brian  Sandoval’s  Prescription  Drug  Abuse  Prevention
Summit  concluded  Thursday  with  a  laundry  list  of
recommendations to reduce opioid abuse in Nevada, at least
some of which are expected to be included in a legislative
package the governor will send to the Legislature next year.

Suggestions  from  about  400  health  care  professionals,
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politicians and others attending the two-day summit included
identifying physicians and others who overprescribe opioids,
ensuring that patients who abuse drugs are connected with
rehabilitation services and increasing access to the overdose-
reversing drug naloxone.

The summit also revealed some hopeful news: The number of
reported opiate-related overdose deaths declined statewide in
2015, though state officials say they don’t yet know why.

Read the whole story

Obama  says  Reid  is  1  of
Senate’s greatest leaders
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Sen. Harry Reid, D-Nev., has been working on Lake Tahoe issues
for decades. Photo Copyright 2016 Carolyn E. Wright

By Scott Sonner, AP

STATELINE — Sentimental? No. Tough? Yes.

A credit to Nevada and his country? Absolutely.

That’s how President Obama describes Sen. Harry Reid as the
Nevada Democrat’s 30-year career in Congress winds down.

“I’ll miss Harry, even though he’s not a sentimental guy,”
Obama told a crowd of about 7,000 this week at the Lake Tahoe



Summit at Harveys.

The president shared a story about Reid’s telephone habits
familiar to most who’ve known the son of a hard-rock miner
over the years.

“Anybody  who’s  ever  gotten  on  the  phone  with  Harry  Reid,
you’ll be making conversation, and once he’s kind of finished
with the whole point of the conversation, you’ll still be
talking and you realize he’s hung up,” Obama said to laughter.

“And he does that to the president of the United States,” he
said.  “It  takes  you,  like,  three  of  four  of  these
conversations to realize he’s not mad at you, but he doesn’t
have much patience for small talk. ”

Reid, who is retiring at the end of this year, is a “tough”
character whom Obama believes will “go down as one of the best
leaders the Senate ever had.”

“I could not have accomplished what I accomplished without him
being at my side,” the president said. “So I want to say
publicly, to the people of Nevada, to the people of Lake
Tahoe, to the people of America: I could not be prouder to
have worked alongside the Democratic leader of the Senate,
Harry Reid. ”

Obama  made  his  first  ever  visit  to  Tahoe  for  Wednesday’s
summit at the request of Reid, who also persuaded President
Bill Clinton to attend the first such summit in 1997.

Obama said Reid has been an environmental champion not only
for Nevada, but the entire nation.

“Right after I took office, the very first act Harry’s Senate
passed was one of the most important conservation efforts in a
generation.  We  protected  more  than  2  million  acres  of
wilderness and thousands of miles of trails and rivers. That
was because of Harry Reid,” Obama said.



Reid was the driving force behind the creation of the only
national park in Nevada, Great Basin National Park near Ely on
the Nevada-Utah line, he said, as well as the protection of
more  than  700,000  acres  in  the  Basin  and  Range  National
Monument Obama designated last summer.

But his environmental legacy may prove to be the efforts he
put into bringing together dispirit interests to begin to
reverse a dramatic loss of Lake Tahoe’s famed clarity.

“Two  decades  ago,  the  senator  from  Searchlight  trained  a
national spotlight right here, on Lake Tahoe,” Obama said.
“And as he prepares to ride off into the sunset … this 20th
anniversary summit proves that the light Harry lit shines as
bright as ever.”

Ban on gun sales to marijuana
card holders upheld in Nevada
case
By Sudhin Thanawala, AP

A  federal  government  ban  on  the  sale  of  guns  to  medical
marijuana card holders does not violate the Second Amendment
of  the  U.S.  Constitution,  a  federal  appeals  court  said
Wednesday.

The ruling by the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals applies to
the  nine  Western  states  that  fall  under  the  court’s
jurisdiction,  including  Nevada,  California,  Washington  and
Oregon.

It came in a lawsuit filed by S. Rowan Wilson, a Northern
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Nevada  woman  who  tried  to  buy  a  firearm  in  2011  after
obtaining  a  medical  marijuana  card.

The gun store refused, citing the federal rule on the sale of
firearms to illegal drug users.

Marijuana remains illegal under federal law, and the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives has told gun sellers
they can assume a person with a medical marijuana card uses
the drug.

The  9th  Circuit  in  its  3-0  decision  agreed  that  it’s
reasonable  for  federal  regulators  to  assume  a  medical
marijuana  card  holder  is  more  likely  to  use  the  drug.

In addition, a ban on the sale of guns to marijuana and other
drug users is reasonable because the use of such drugs “raises
the risk of irrational or unpredictable behavior with which
gun use should not be associated,” Senior District Judge Jed
Rakoff said.

The 9th Circuit also rejected other constitutional challenges
to the ban that were raised by Wilson.

An email to Wilson’s attorney was not immediately returned.

EDC supes disagree on Measure
E implementation
By Joann Eisenbrandt

PLACERVILLE — El Dorado County Board of Supervisors on Aug. 30
voted  4-1  not  to  adopt  a  resolution  to  aid  in  the
implementation  of  Measure  E.  Supervisor  Shiva  Frentzen
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dissented.

After a contentious and often bitter election process, Measure
E was approved by voters on June 7 and became the law July 29.
It then became the Board of Supervisors’ responsibility to
implement Measure E as the voters intended. This task has
proven to be challenging.

Measure E focuses on the relationship between development and
traffic, most specifically the prevention of traffic gridlock
on  Highway  50  and  other  county  roads  caused  by  large
residential development projects. It isn’t a new idea, but
rather it reinstates some of the provisions of Measure Y, the
Control  Traffic  Congestion  Initiative  passed  by  voters  in
1998. Measure Y prohibited residential development projects of
five or more units that would cause or worsen level of service
(LOS) F on county roadways. It also required developers to pay
fees  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of  their  developments  and
prohibited the county from using tax revenues to mitigate
these traffic impacts without voter approval.

In  2008,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  put  forward  a  revised
Measure Y initiative that was again approved by voters. It
allowed  the  board  to  override  the  prohibition  against
developments that created LOS F by a four-fifths vote of the
board and allowed the use of tax revenues as payment for road
improvements caused by new development as long as these road
projects were in the county’s long-range capital improvement
program.

Measure E, titled by proponents as Initiative to Reinstate
Measure Y’s Original Intent – no more paper roads, reversed
the changes to Measure Y made in 2008 and made other additions
and deletions to related policies in the county’s 2004 General
Plan.

The battle over Measure E did not end when it became law. On
July 29, the day it was certified, it was challenged in court.



A writ of mandate to stop implementation of Measure E was
filed in El Dorado County Superior Court by the Alliance for
Responsible  Planning.  Also  known  as  EDCARP,  the  nonprofit
focuses on land use issues and played a large role in the
vocal, organized opposition to Measure E during the campaign.

Their writ alleges that Measure E is invalid because it is
internally inconsistent and cannot be implemented in a way
that is consistent with the policies and goals of the General
Plan and of state law. It seeks a temporary restraining order
and a permanent injunction to prevent El Dorado County and the
Board of Supervisors from enforcing it.

While the writ works its way through the judicial process, the
county has moved forward with determining how Measure E, which
is now a part of the county’s General Plan, will interact with
existing  policies  and  how  it  will  affect  the  approval  of
future development projects.

County planning staff and the county counsel’s office have met
with Measure E’s proponents to discuss the process. Staff
prepared a 96-page memo for the board, which was reviewed at
the special board meeting on Measure E on Aug. 9.

The length of the memo made it clear that implementing Measure
E would not be a simple process. It identified what it called
“potential  legal  conflicts,  ambiguities,  and  internal
inconsistencies  relative  to  Measure  E’s  language,”  and
proposed ways to identify the voters’ intent, resolve any
conflicts and implement Measure E in a way that was consistent
with existing policies, regulations and laws.

On Tuesday, staff presented the board with a draft resolution
for adoption that it believed did just that.



Measure E could affect future development because one of
its main goals is preventing traffic gridlock. Photo/LTN

Of all the changes made by Measure E, two have been the focus
of the most discussion and dissent. The first is the change in
how the impacts of increased traffic created as a result of
development projects are mitigated. Measure E no longer allows
discretionary projects to be built and money from the county’s
TIM (traffic impact mitigation) fee program or other funding
to simply go into the county’s long-range capital improvement
plan (CIP) to pay for needed road improvements at some later
date.

These  are  the  “paper  roads”  that  Measure  E  wanted  to
eliminate. Even though projects were approved and built, the
actual  road  improvements  needed  to  offset  the  increased
traffic they generated were only there on paper in the CIP.

Instead, Measure E requires that, “All necessary road capacity
improvements shall be fully completed to prevent cumulative
traffic impacts from new development from reaching level of
service F during peak hours upon any highways, arterial roads
and their intersections during weekday, peak-hour periods in



unincorporated  areas  of  the  county  before  any  form  of
discretionary  approval  can  be  given  to  a  project.”

Opponents of Measure E called this a “taking of property” and
a “de facto moratorium on building” which will not only affect
developers, but will also prevent small local projects that
require county approval from being built.

There  are  two  kinds  of  projects:  ministerial  and
discretionary. Ministerial projects are those that meet all
the planning requirements based on their location and zoning
and  only  need  to  apply  for  and  receive  the  appropriate
permits,  pay  the  required  fees  and  proceed.  Discretionary
projects cannot be built by right as designed at the selected
location because they need a zoning change or some type of
General Plan amendment. Discretionary projects are reviewed by
the county and then approved by planning staff, the Planning
Commission or the Board of Supervisors.

Measure E only applies to discretionary projects, and only to
those that worsen or create LOS F.

LOS is the other term that is important and the other place
where implementing Measure E gets sticky.

Level of service is a scale that describes roadway traffic
conditions with levels of congestion ranging from A to F.
Level A represents unrestricted free-flowing traffic at normal
speeds and Level F is gridlock. Caltrans and the county’s
Department of Transportation measure traffic flow and make LOS
determinations. The problem is that they often disagree. Which
data is used is important because LOS F will trigger the
infrastructure-building requirements of Measure E and LOS C or
D or E will not.

Measure E requires that the county use Caltrans’ calculations
to determine the LOS existing on Highway 50. At this week’s
board  meeting,  Dave  Defanti,  assistant  director  of  the
Community Development Agency, gave a detailed analysis of how



the  county  determines  LOS  and  why  staff  believes  its
methodology  and  figures  are  correct.

During public comment Don Van Dyke spoke on behalf of the
Measure E Committee and handed a printout of slides to the
board explaining the proponents’ view that not just volume of
cars, but also speed and density need to be included for LOS
calculations to be correct.

Frentzen said that those actually using the roadway frequently
experience the level of congestion as much worse than what the
DOT calculations say the LOS is. She expressed concern that
all this “fighting with Caltrans” is counterproductive.

“What if Caltrans wants to improve roads because they are LOS
F and we say, no, they are really LOS C,” Frentzen said. “In
the end the county will be losing.”

The calculation of LOS is a vital component of Measure E.
Initiative proponent Sue Taylor told Lake Tahoe News, “It is
the backbone of our initiative. We don’t want gridlock on our
freeways.”

Former El Dorado County Supervisor Bill Center noted that this
issue has gone on unresolved for years and expressed the hope
that proponents and county DOT traffic engineers could meet to
reach some common ground. He likened the differing viewpoints
to the case of three blind men describing an elephant. The one
who is holding the tail says it is like a rope. The one who is
touching the leg says it is like a tree, and the one touching
its side says it is like a wall. None of them is wrong; they
are just not feeling what the other ones have felt so they
can’t come to an agreement.

Deciding how to implement Measure E has turned out to be much
like that. The resolution presented to the board on Aug. 30
was intended as a way to allow everyone to see the entire
elephant.



Staff proposed an interpretation of the change made by Measure
E  to  General  Plan  policy  TC-Xa  3  mandating  that  all
infrastructure must be built before a discretionary project
creating LOS F could be approved. If applied literally, it
would be the “de facto building moratorium” that opponents had
pointed  to  since  it  would  be  almost  impossible  for  any
individual or group to be able or agree to fund all the
required improvements even before their project was approved.

Staff interpreted this policy in conjunction with General Plan
Policy TC-Xf, which says that at the time a tentative map for
a  single-family  residential  subdivision  of  five  or  more
parcels is approved, the county will condition that project to
construct  all  road  improvements  necessary  to  maintain  or
attain LOS standards. This would mean that developers whose
projects would worsen or create LOS F would not have to build
the improvements before approval, but that a condition of that
approval  would  still  be  the  construction  of  the  needed
infrastructure. Projects built in phases would be able to also
construct  roadways  improvements  in  phases  as  they  became
mandated.

Taylor  told  Lake  Tahoe  News  before  the  election  that  the
initiative’s  intent  was  not  to  prohibit  all  discretionary
approvals. “We want to give the board a way to say no to
projects that are not compatible where they are proposed to be
located.”

The hearing room in Building C at the Government Center on
Tuesday was standing-room only, packed with proponents and
opponents of Measure E. The meeting, scheduled on the agenda
for one hour, lasted more than three.

During the public comment session, former El Dorado County
supervisor Jack Sweeney and Lexi Boeger of Boeger Winery both
urged that the draft resolution not be adopted. As each of
them  spoke,  a  contingent  of  supporters  in  the  room  rose,
silently holding up signs that said, “We stand with Jack” and



“We stand with Lexi.”

Craig  Sandberg  and  Norm  Brown,  both  representatives  of
development interests, spoke in support of the resolution, as
did Measure E proponent Taylor. Taylor told the supervisors
that  she  was  “on  board  with  the  resolution”  as  long  as
discussions to resolve the LOS traffic levels issue continue
either informally or through formation of a committee. “People
have filed a lawsuit against Measure E,” she told the board,
“and it is the county’s job to defend this measure.”

County Planning Director Roger Trout explained how the draft
resolution was much like what was done by the board in 1998 in
interpreting Measure Y and applying it to development projects
coming forward.

Supervisor Michael Ranalli, who missed the Aug. 9 meeting
because of a family emergency, said he appreciated staff’s
efforts but, “I have some serious issues with what we are
doing here … what we have here is not an interpretation, but a
rewrite.”

Ranalli said more discussion was needed on the impacts of
Measure  E  on  the  county’s  Housing  Element  and  budget.
Opponents of Measure E had raised concerns about how it would
affect the county’s ability to meet state requirements with
regard  to  the  General  Plan’s  Housing  Element.  The  state
requires the county to accommodate a designated portion of
regional  affordable  housing  needs  and  must  have  enough
buildable land available to fulfill those needs. Opponents
said  Measure  E  would  render  too  many  needed  parcels
unbuildable.

Referring to the county’s interpretation of Measure E in the
staff memo and resolution, Ranalli added, “What was before the
voters was a measure that said give the board tools to stop
big  projects.  What  we  have  before  us  does  not  stop  big
projects. It also said no paper roads, you cannot mitigate the



impacts with fees, but now we have fees.”

He suggested that instead of adopting the Draft Resolution, it
would be better to, “let the courts sort out what the voters
voted for.”

Board Chairman Ron Mikulaco agreed, saying that not only were
parts of Measure E “as clear as mud” and a challenge to
interpret  but  the  draft  resolution  that  county  staff  had
presented was also vague.

Frentzen disagreed. “This is a very simple problem. Let’s just
implement  it  to  make  our  county  better.  The  voters  have
spoken. They have voted. If this goes to court, are we going
to put all the projects on hold?  We need to move forward.
Let’s avoid litigation from at least one side. We have the
other side litigating us and they want us to go down this
path.”

The other litigation that Frentzen referred to is that which
would come if Measure E were left to stand on its own, without
interpretation by the board. Developers whose projects were
denied  because  they  could  not  afford  to  build  roadway
improvements upfront would sue the county, saying that Measure
E as written was a de facto moratorium on building and thereby
illegal.

Chief Assistant County Counsel David Livingston noted that
there is potentially conflicting language within the measure
itself. It is, he said, the board’s duty to interpret those
potentially-ambiguous  provisions  just  like  the  board  did
earlier for Measure Y. What staff presented in their memo
followed  direction  by  the  courts  that  voter-approved
initiatives be interpreted and implemented in a way that is
consistent with voters’ intent and in a way that insures their
validity. The draft resolution up for approval by the board is
consistent with this obligation under the law. What staff has
recommended, he stated, would be consistent with the eventual



outcome of any court proceedings brought to challenge the
initiative.

County Counsel Michael Ciccozzi told the board, “Measure E is
now part of our General Plan. It is this board’s charge to
interpret its General Plan and the courts give great deference
to the county’s interpretation of its own General Plan.”

The board had two choices. They could either approve the draft
resolution  presented  by  staff  and  the  interpretations  of
Measure E it contained while continuing discussions on the
Highway  50  traffic  levels  issue.  Or,  it  could  reject  the
resolution and allow Measure E to stand uninterpreted in its
actual  language.  Each  choice  would  have  very  different
consequences.

Planning Director Trout noted that staff is already processing
applications  with  Measure  E  and  along  the  guidelines  as
outlined  in  the  draft  resolution.  If  the  board  takes  a
different path, he added, it might “experience heartburn” when
these projects come forward since there may then be conflicts
they are not expecting.

Supervisor  Ranalli  said  that  he  was,  “for  moving  the
initiative forward in its current form and current language
and standing on that.” He said he could not, “get past the
clear intentions of the voters  … we are not on a path that
supports what was in front of the voters.”

Ranalli moved that the board receive and file the Measure E
implementation documents presented and continue the resolution
off calendar. The report presented on the Caltrans highway
traffic calculations would also be received and filed and a
copy made available to the public on the county’s website.
Staff  was  directed  to  return  in  mid-October  with  more
information on some of Measure E’s potential impacts on the
county’s Housing Element and budget and a list of potential
inconsistencies. Staff was directed to conduct board workshops



to address the traffic circulation issues. The voter-approved
Measure E was to be moved forward as written and as it was
before  the  voters.  Supervisor  Brian  Veerkamp  seconded  the
motion.

Frentzen stated that, “If we just push this forward, then we
are  not  implementing  Measure  E.”  She  moved  to  adopt  and
authorize the chair to sign Resolution 149-2016 and direct
staff  to  work  on  the  inconsistencies  of  the  traffic
interpretation of the level of service on county roadways. The
motion died for lack of a second. Ranalli’s motion passed 4-1,
with Frentzen dissenting.

Trout  again  told  the  board  that  he  had  been  implementing
Measure E since July 29, “almost exactly as you have seen it
in the resolution and the Aug. 9 staff report . If you want
something different, I want you to come back with a resolution
to that effect. It is such a dramatic impact to impose a de
facto moratorium, I want it done under your approval, not
mine.”

Asked after the meeting by Lake Tahoe News for her reaction to
the board’s decision, Taylor said, “We had heard that the
opposition to Measure E had lobbied the Board of Supervisors
to not allow county counsel and staff to create policy in
which they could implement Measure E. The thinking was that
doing so would make the Measure more vulnerable in court. It
looked like Supervisor Ranalli decided to take that direction
by stating, “Let the judge decide.” This leaves county staff
in a difficult position of determining the board’s wishes for
each project on a case by case basis. Even developers that
agreed  with  the  staff’s  recommendations  in  order  to  have
clarity,  felt  that  they  were  not  afforded  that  with  this
motion.”



EDC  subdivision  has  ‘whites
only’ clause
By Karma Dickerson, Fox-40

An  El  Dorado  Hills  subdivision  still  has  a  “whites  only”
occupancy rule on the books.

The Lake Hills community’s shocking policy put in place in
1961 policy is not, and cannot legally be enforced, but some
new residents are calling for its immediate removal.

The Foster family had barely closed the sale on their new
home, when they were blown away by an old rule. Their move
from Folsom to El Dorado hills was just a matter or miles but,
as far the neighborhood agreement they’d just signed, they
might as well have been worlds or decades away.

Read the whole story

UNR:  Math  a  big  reason
students drop out
By Siobhan McAndrew, Reno Gazette-Journal

The single biggest stumbling block for students in college is
math, according to UNR Provost Kevin Carman.

He  said  Nevada’s  struggle  to  graduate  students  from  high
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school prepared for college is part of the problem, but it
isn’t the whole equation.

Read the whole story

Study:  Nev.-Calif.  border
susceptible to major quake
By Henry Brean, Las Vegas Review-Journal

Half a dozen seismic faults along the Nevada-California border
— including two within 60 miles of Reno and one about 100
miles from Las Vegas — appear primed to unleash a moderate to
major earthquake, according to a study.

A pair of scientists from Ludwig-Maximilians University in
Munich examined the behavior of a system of active faults east
of the Sierra Nevada range in California over more than 1,400
years.

They found that six of those faults, from California’s Death
Valley National Park in the south to Nevada’s Pyramid Lake in
the north, now carry an estimated stress load high enough to
trigger an earthquake of magnitude 7.0 or greater.

Read the whole story
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