STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
RESOLUTION NO. 92-98

APPROVAL OF A NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND CERTIFICATION
OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR THE LAKE TAHOE BASIN (208 PLAN) SUBMITTED BY
THE TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

WHEREAS:

1.

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency {TRPA) adopted a bistate Water Quality
Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin (208 Plan) in 1988 which was
certified by the State of Nevada and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency and conditionally certified by the California State Water Resources
Control Board (State Water Board) in 1989; and

The 208 Plan recognizes TRPA's Individdal Parcel Evaluation System (IPES),
which regulates development of residential parcels in the Lake Tahoe Basin
by assigning a numerical score to eachivacant parcel based on its

environmental sensitivity, and establishing a score which defines the line
(the “IPES line") between those parcels that may and may not be developed;

and 1"'

The IPES line may be moved if certain éonditions are met, one of which is
that a monitoring program as defined in the 208 Plan (Volume I, Section I,
page 119) be in place; and :

In 1991, TRPA adopted and requested state and federal certification for
amendments to the 208 Plan related to the IPES monitoring program, which
have been certified by the State of Nevada; and

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region, has
recommended that the State Water Board certify the amendments as submitted
by TRPA; and :

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, pursuant Article VII of the Tahoe
Regional Planning Compact (California Government Code, Section 66800),
adopted a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) resulting from the
proposed amendments; and

The State Water Board reviewed the FONéI submitted by TRPA and determined
that no significant impact would result from adopting the proposed
amendments; and '

The State Water Board, pursuant to requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act, circulated the FONSI as a Negative Declaration
and received public comments at a November 4, 1992 workshop and the
November 19, 1992 meeting; and ‘




-2-

The State Water Board reviewed TRPA's.proposed amendments to the 208 Plan
and has determined that the amendments will clarify and improve the 208
Plan; will permit the IPES system to be applied as intended in the 208
Ptan, and will not have adverse impacts on water quality.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

The State Water Boahd:

1.

Approves the Finding of no Significant Impact submitted by TRPA as a
Negative Declaration under the requirements of CEQA.

Certifies the 208 Plan amendments as submitted by the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency.

Directs its Executive Director to transmit copies of this resolution to
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the Nevada Division of

_ Environmental Protection, and TRPA.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does hereby certify
that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and
regularly adopted at a meeting of the State Water Resources Control Board held
on November 19, 1692.

Administrative Assistant to the Boar
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECK!LIST FOR
THE INITIAL DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

i PROJECT NAME OR IDENTIFICATION Q—O.E} /?MN) ERbHENT
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I1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ~ The following questiohnaire will be completed by the appli-
cant based on evidence submitted with the application. All "yes" and "no, with
mitigation" answers will reguire further written comments. See Section III of this -
questionnaire. - ' '

. - : No, With Data
1. Land. Will the proposal result in: Yes No Mitigation Insufficient

a. Compaction or covering of the
seil beyond the limits pre-
scribed in the land capabii-
ity system? : >(

b. A change in the topography cr - )
- ground surface relief features : . .
of site inconsistent with the
natural surrounding cenditions? i ><

C. Unstable earth conditions
during or after completion of
the proposal?

substructures?

)

e. The continuation of or increase
in wind or water erosion of soils,

d. Changes in the soil or geclogic . ){.
either on or off the site? ;Kr

f. Changes in depcsition or erosion
. of beach sand, or changes in
siltation, deposition or erocsion
which may modify the channel of

a river or stream or the bed of
a lake? ) >(
G. Exposure of people or property

to geologic hazards such as

earthquakes, landslides, mud-

slides, ground failure, or ' >< - _
similar hazards?

./22/84 : .
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No, With ‘Data

2. air. Will the proposal result in: Yes No Mitigation Insufficient
a. Substantial air emissions or
deterioration of ambient air

quality?

b. The creation of objectionable
odors?

>

c. Alteration of air movement,
moisture or temperature, or any
change in climate, either locally
or regionally? ' ?<

3. Water. Will the proposal resulf in:

a. Changes in currents, or the course
or direction of water movements? ><

b. Changes in absorption rates,
drainage pattermns, or the rate ' .
and amount of surface water :

runoff so that a 2 yr. & hr.
storm runoff cannot be contained
- : - on_the site?

c. BAlterations to the course or flow
of 100 year flood waters?

>
|

d. Change in the amount of surface
water in any water body?

a. Discharge into surface waters,
or in any alteration of surface
water quality, including but not
limited to temperature, dissolved )
oxygen or turbidity? .

>

f£. Alteration of the direction or >< _
rate of flow of ground waters?

qg. Change in the guantity of ground
waters, either through direct
additions or withdrawls, or
through interception of an aquifer >(
by cuts or excavations?

Substantial reduction in the amount

. of water otherwise available for >( N o
i

+
L
l

public water supplies?
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No, With Data

Yes No Mitigation Insufficient

i. Exposuré'of people ox property
+o water related hazards such as
flooding and/or wave action from
100 year storm occurrence or .
seiches? ; >(

4. Plant Life. Will the proposal result in:

a. Removal of native vegetation in
excess of the area utilized for ! ,
the actual development permitted
by the land capability system?

b. Removal of riparian vegetation or
other vegetation associated with
critical wildlife habitat?

C. Introduction of new vegetation .
that will requixe excessive _ ' : .
fertilizer or water, or will :
provide a barrier to the normal
replenishment of existing species?: ><

d. Change in the diversity of spe-
cies, or number of any species
of plants {(including trees, shrubs)
grass, crops, microflora and
aguatic plants)? ><

e. Reduction of the numbers of any :
unigque, rare or endangered species’ ;Xf
of plants?
5. Animal Life. Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in the diversity of Species,

or numbers of anv species of animals
{birds, land animals including rep-
tiles, fish and shellfish, benthic:
organisms, insects or microfauna) ? é

b. Reduction of the number of any
unique, rare or endangered species, :X{
of animals? '

c. Introduction of new species of
animals into an area, or result in: - -
a barrier to the migration or move- i
ment of animals? | ' :
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i1.
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 FORMST:

d.. Deterioration to existing fish or
wildlife habitat?

Noise. Will the proposal result in:

a. Increases in existing noise
levels?
b. Exposure cof people to severe

noise levels?

Light and Glare. Will the proposal
produce new light or glare incansistent
with the surrounding area? .

Land Use. Will the proposal result in
a substantial alteration of the present
or plamned land use of an area?

Natural Resources. Will the proposal
result in:

a. Increase in the rate of use of any
naturzl resources?

b. Substantial depletion of any non-
renewable natural rescurce?

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal
involve a risk of an explosion or the
release of hazardous substances {(in-
cluding, but not 1imited to, oil, pes-
ticides, chemicals or radiatien) in the
event of an accident or upset condi-
tions?

Populatjon. Will the proposal alter
the location, distribution, density,
or growth rate of the human population
planned for the Region?

Housing. Will the proposal affect
existing housing, or create a demand
for additional housing?

Transportation/Circulation. wWill the
proposal result in:

Environmental Check List

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

B

e
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) No, With " pata
Yes = No Mitigation Insufficient

a. Generation of 100 or more vehicle
trips or in excess of 1% of the
‘remaining road capacity?

b. Effects on existing parking
facilities, or demand for new
parking?

c. Substantial impact upon existing
transportaticn systems?

/

{
d. Alterations to present patterns :
of circulation or movement of : ><

people and/or goods?

e. Alterations to waterborne,
.rail or air traffic?

£. Increase in traffic hazards to
motor vehicles, bicyclists or
pedestrians?

14, Public Services. Will the proposal have
an unplanned effect upon, or result in a
need for new or altered governmental
services in any of the following areas:

a. Fire protection?

b. Police protection?

T C. Schools?

facilities?

e. Maintenance of public facilities,
including roads?

f. Other governmental services?

15. Energyv. Will the proposal result in:

a. Use of substantial amcunts of
fuel or energy?

X

_ X

d. Parks or other recreational E ;><
rd
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No, With Data

Yes No Mitigation Insufficient
b. Substantial increase in demand
upon existing sources of energy,
or-require the development of new
sources of energy?

16. Utilities. Except for planned improve-
ments, will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial alter-
ations to the following utilities:

a. Power or natural gas?

b. Communications systems? -

PR
|
|

C. Water? -

4. Sewer or septic tanks?

e. Storm water drainage? .
. f. Sclid waste and disposal? o

'17. Human Health. Will the proposal result in:

a. Creation of ahy health hazard or
potential hcalth hazard (excluding
mental hezlth)?

b. Exposure of people to potential
health hazards?

'NX \>'<

18. BResthetiecs. Will the proposal result
in the obstruction of any scenic vista
or view open to the public, or will the
proposal result in the creation of an
aesthetically offensive site open to the ’><
public view?

19. Recreation. Will the proposal result in
an impact upon the guality or quantity
of existing recréational opportunities? ><

20. Archeological/Historical. Will the
proposal result in an alteration of a
significant archeoleogical or histeri- ' .

Y cal site, structure, cobject or build- ;X{
. ing? . R
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_ No, With Data
Yés No Mitigation Insufficient

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

a. Does the project have the poten-
tial to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish pcpulation
to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten tc eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or ' .
endangered plant or animal or elim-—
inate important examples of the majox -
periods of California ox Nevada his—-
tory- or -prehistory? e :

b. Does the project have the poten-—
tial to achieve short-term, to the
disadvantage of long-term, environ-
mental goals? (A short-term impact ° ) ‘ .
on the environment is one which occufs -
in a relatively brief, definitive

period of time, while long-term lmpacts
will endure well into the future.}

c. Does the project have impacts which
are individually limited, but cumula-
tively considerable? (A project may |
impact on two or more separate re-
sources where the impact on each re—:
source is relatively small, but where
the effect of the total of those im-:
pacts on the environmental is signifi-
cant. )} \)(

a. Does the project have envirconmental
effects which will cause substan- :
+ial adverse effects on human being, ! >(
either directly or indirectly?, ' y

III DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

All impacts identified with "yes" answers under Section II should be described below
and evaluated as to their significance. 211 “no, with mitigation" respenses require
a description of the identified impact and the ' mitigation measure(s) proposed to
mitigate the impact so that there is no SLgnlflcant impact.
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Vv ~ CERTIFICATION

rements furnished above and in the attached exhibits
icn reguired for this initial evaluation to the best of
statements, and information presented are true and

T hereby certify that the sta
present the data and informat
my ability, and that the facts,
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Hanco 5 1991 Losad €. Leore ey

Date (name of person completing this form)

. \Wg \ét’_ﬁ\,@ﬂ,@_ﬂ\/

(&¥gnature of person completing tfds form)

DETERMINATION {to be completed by TRFPR)

On the bascis of this evaluation:

ificant effect con the

The proposed project could not have a sign
+ effect shall be prepared

environment and a finding of no significan
in accordance with TRPA's Rules of Procedure.

«

The proposed project could have a significant effect on the environ--
. ment, but due to the listed mitigation measures which have been added
h ' to the project, could have no significant effect on the environment

and a mitigated finding of no significant effect shall be prepared in

accordance with TRPA's Rules and Procedures.

v have a significant effect on the environment

The proposed project ma
ed in accordance

and an environmental impact statement shall be prepar
with this chapter and TRPA's Rules of Procedure.

_ch,é‘ 5 1991 xjhm;gér/émﬂ;{

Signature of Evaluator

f£L41€ C/ﬁJij> (;izzbwei;fﬁ 7£qa¥1€;

Tifle

Date
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'ATTACHMENT

> CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LAHONTAN REGION

RESOLUTION NO. 6?91-925

TRANSMITTING RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE STATE ‘WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

REGARDING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO VOLUME I OF THE WATER
QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE LAKE TAHCE REGION

WHERFAS, THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LAHONTAN
REGION, FINDS: :

1.  The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) adopted a bistate Water
Quality Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region ("208 Plan") in
1988. This plan was certified by the California State Water Resources
Control Board, the state of Nevada, and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency in 1989, and -

2. The 208 Plan recognizes TRPA’s Individual Parcel Evaluation System
{IPES) for the regulation of new single family home development in the
Lake Tahoe Region. The IPES assigns a numerical score to each vacant
parcel based on its environmental sensitivity, and establishes a score
which defines the line between buildable and unbuildable parcels.
This line may be moved downwards if certain conditions are met. One
of these conditions is a requirement for a monitoring program to be in
place. The 1988 208 Plan (Volume 1, pages 118-119) defines specific
requirements for this monitoring program, and

3. In 1991, TRPA adopted and requested state and federal certification
for amendments to the 208 Plan language on the IPES monitoring
program. The amendments delete 1angudge requiring monitoring for one
representative water year, and add language describing the intent of
the monitoring program. TRPA has not ‘yet approved a final IPES
monitoring program to implement these ‘goals, and

4. The Lahontan Regional Board discussed ‘the amendments at its September
12, 1991 meeting.

THEREFORE BE 1T RESOLVED:

1. The Regional Board recommends that the State Water Resources Control
Board certify the amendments as prqpoSed.

2. The Regional Board staff are directed to continue to work with TRPA
staff toward development of a satisfactory IPES monitoring program,
and to prepare a report to the Regional Board on the adequacy of the
monitoring program once it is finalized. e S s




-2- RESOLUTION HO. 6-91-925

3. Copies of this resolution shall be transmitted to the State Water
Resources Control Board, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, and TRPA.

-1, Harold J. Singer, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregeing
js a full, true, and correct copy of 2 Resolution adopted by the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region, on September 12,
1991.

| Aéwfd & Bwyfv .

HAROLD J. FINGER v
EXECUTIVE OFFICER




ATTACHMENT

TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
P.O. Box 1038 _ : . .
195 U.S. Highway 50 Zephyr Cove, Nevada 89448-1038 ‘ [702) 588-4547
und Hili, Zephyr Cove, NV - Fax (702) 588-4527

MEMORANDUM

May 13, 1991

To: TRPA Governing Board
From: Susan E. Scholley, Special Projects httommey
Re: - Amendments of the Regional Plan and 208 Plan Regarding Findings fer

Hoving the IPES Line »

BACKGROUND: In order to lower the initial IPES line, the Board must first make
five findings. See Chapter 37 of Code, §37.8.C. The status of those findings
was the subject of staff presentaticns ‘to the Board in January and February of
1991. Although many of the findings could likely be made in one or more
jurisdictions, one finding presented a particularly difficult sitvation. That
finding, as set forth in the Goals and Polices and Code, is: "The wmonitoring
program for that jurisdiction is in place pursuant to Chapter 32 and the TRPA
. monitoring program."” The 208 Plan (Veolume I, Section I, Program Descriptiens,

~ p.119, defines the phrase "in place.” v

et

Accordingly, at the February 1991 meeting, théfﬁoverning Board directed staff to
prepare and notice proposed amendments to the portion of the 1988 TRPA 208 Plan
which sets forth the reguireé finding on an "in place" monitoring program which
is one of the prerequisites to moving the IPES line. The staff was also
directed to report back on the potential for opposition to such amendments.

staff has been working since that time to prepare 2 proposed amendment which
would be consistent with the intent of the IPES line finding relating to
monitoring. Additional time was also needed to meet the notice recuirements for
208 plan amendments set forth in the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations.

ISSUES: The current 208 Plan defines *in place” monitoring as being physically
located on the selected tributaries and including the collection of samples for
at least one “representative” water year (208 Plan excerpt zttached as Exhibit
2). ‘The reguirement that samples be collected for 2 representative warer Year
cannot be met because the Tzhoe Reglon is currently experiencing drought
conditions and the past water years have been subncrmal and clearly not
“representative.” .

The expansion of tributary monitoring in the Region was the goal of the
menitoring finding in the IPES iine movement process. It was the intent of TRPR
+o encourage local governments to contribute to expanded tributary monitering.

SES:ss . : i
5/13/81 AGEYDA ITEM VII E.
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.'I‘RPA Governing Board
May 13, 1991
Page 2

Tailure of TRPA or the local jurisdiction to implement an expanded tributary
monitoring program would result in the IPES line not moving in that
jurisdiction.

The requirement that samples be collected for one “representative” year was
based on the noticn that a better baseline crould be established for tributary
water quality conditions. The concept was that subnormal or above npormal years
would not be useful in establishing a baseline as the abnormal conditions would
tend to cause abnormal water quality conditions {e.g., low water years would
result in less runoff and lower concentrations of sediments and nutrients).

As part of the inguiry into whether +he findings could be made. for moving the
IPES line, guestions were raised as to the wisdom oY validity of setting a
baseline based on one representative year. Questions were also raised as to &
precise definition of "representative” and the difficulties of determining what
type of a year would yield baseline cohnditions.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 208 PLAN: Based on discussions with the U.5.G.S. and
others knowledgeable about monitoring, staff believes that the goal of expanding
. tributary menitoring prior to moving the IPES line and obtaining baseline data
for tributary water qualiﬁy conditions ‘can be better met by amending the 208
Pian as follows: ? ST

»_ . . This wonitoring progran shall be in place in a local jurisdiction,
&nd shall characterize ecetabiish-beseline water quality conditions, before
the numerical level defining the top rank for the jurisdiction is lowered.
{Goals and Policies, P. viI-25). The term "in place” means that a
TRPA-approved monitoring system, with established procedures and
responsibilities, is physically located on the selected tributaries, and

samples have been colilected and analyzed for pt-lemat-pne-representative the

previous water year. Ihe monitoring program, to be effective, should
remzin in place on a continuing and long term basis. It is the intent of
TRPR to collect, On & long Term basis pursuant Lo stringent QA/QC
procedures, improved tributary water guality data which will be used to
better assess average and exiscing'conditions_aﬁﬁ to understand water
guality trends and compliance with state znd federal water guality
standards.”

Tf the Governing Board adopts the proposed amendment, it will take effect only
after it is certified by the twWo SLATES {California State Water Resources
Centrol Board and Nevada Department of Conservation ané Natural Resources,
Division of Environmental prorection) and approved by the U.5. Environmental
Pyotection Agency, Region IX, San Francisco. These state and federal approvals
of 208 Plan amendments are regquired by the Clean Water Act.

5/13/9% AGCENDA ITEM VII E.
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‘Water Resources Control Board and Lahontan stafis have indicated a need for more

TRPA Governing Board
ay 13, 19391
~sage 3

DISCUSSION: The above amendments aécomplish three important changes. First,

they require the expanded tributary monitoring to be z permanent addition to the

TRPA monitoring program if the IPES line is to be lowered each year in a& given
jurisdiction. &s the 208 Plan reads now, only one representative Year of

monitoring is required. Second, the amendments delete the term “representative”

and instead rely on an ongoing expanded monitoring program. This amendment
recognizes the reality of monitoring and the importance of longterm data

acquisition. One representative year is not as good &s a long term program .
which includes a variety of climatic and other conditions. Third, the

amendments state clearly the intent of the finding which is to accumulate better
tributary water quality @ata and to use the better data to establish average
conditions and improve ouXx understanding of water gquality trends.

Although not directly related, regional public interest groups &re concerned
about the adequacy of the expanded tributary monitoring program. In response to
those concerns, staff has re—evaluated its initial proposal and expanded the
program even more in 1991.. At this time staff feels it has significantly
improved on the original tributary monitoring program. The California State

technical detail on the program, which staff will provide as part of the
certification oxr IPES line movement process, as .appropriate. More information
on the tributary monitocring program will be provided to the Board as part of the
workshop on water quality menitoring. R -

FINDINGS: Prior to amending the 208 Plan, éhiptei 6 of the Code requifes
certain findings to be made. The fipdings and brief rationales are as follows:

1. The project is consistent with, and will not adversely affect implementation

of the Regional Plan, including all applicable Goals and Policies, plan area
statements and maps, the Code and other TRPA plans and programs.

Rationale: The 208 Plan amendments achieve the same goal as the current
language but in a moTe functional and realistic manner. By requiring monitoring
to be in place the previous yezr if the IPES line is to be lowered, the
amendments better insure the implementation of a contipuous tributary monitoring
program. The requirement of an ongoing monitoring program is stricter over time

+han the current monitoring requirement. The amendment does not affect other
aspects of the regional plan oI crdinances.

2. The project will not cause the environmental thresholds to be exceeded.

+iopale: The amendments achieve the same goal as the current finding and
provide equal or better protection to the environment. Completion of the
Article V(g) checklist alsc supports the finding that the amendment will not

cause the thresholds to be exceeded. - .

5/13/%1 . AGENDA ITEM VII E.
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3. wherever federal, state and lorcal air and water gquality standards applicable
for the Region, whichever are strictest, must be artained and maintained
pursuant to Article V(3) of the Compact, the project meets OT exceeds such
standards. ‘ ' :

tionale: The amendments are consistent with the IPES program anéd will not
cause any exceedance of water oI air quality gtandards. See also finding #2
above.

4. The Regional Plan, &5 amended, achieves and maintains the thresholds.
+ionale: By improving the tributary monitoring progranm and requiring that
expanded program to be in place every Year pefore the IPES line is lowered, the

monitoring element of the regional plan is improved. Further, by providing a
more realistic method of setting average OT pbaseline conditions, the amendments
petter implement the goals of the IPES 1ine movement Process. )

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION: Although the 1988 208 Plan was the subject of an

_environmental impact statement, stzff has completed an initial environmental
checklist and recommends a finding of no significant environmental effect for
the amendment. ' ?i;i ‘

APC RECOMMENDATION: The APC reviewed and recommended the Geletion of the term
“representative" tut the draft language they reviewed was not identical to the
current proposal. The difference between the two arafts is primarily the
agdition of the last two sentences.

STATF RECOMMENDATION: Because the current 208 plan definition of "in place™
monitoring is technically flawed, staff recommends the proposed amendment. To
implement the proposed amendments, the Board must +ake the following actions:

1. Make a finding of finding of no significant environmental effect ané the
findings reguired by Chaptexr 6.

2. &dopt the attachea ordinance amending the 1988 TRPA 208 Plan.

5/13/91 " AGENDA ITEM VII E.
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