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1.0 lntroduction 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.); the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
1500-1508) for implementing NEPA; the Bureau oflndian Affairs' (BIA's) NEPA Handbook 59 
1AM 3-H, which details environmental protection and NEPA policy for the BIA; and procedures 
issued by the Department of Interior (516 DM 1-7). This EA documents the environmental 
review of a proposal by the La Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians (Tribe) to transfer two parcels 
(APN 135-230-08-00 and APN l 35-230-15-00) (Property) totaling 548 acres from simple fee 
status into Federal trust status (Project). The Tribe plans to develop about four homes on 
approximately five acres of the property. The BIA is the principal Federal agency with 
jurisdiction over Indian trust lands and other trust matters. The BIA will use the EA to determine 
if approval of the fee-to-trust transfer and subsequent would result in a significant effect on the 
Human Environment. This document is organized to be compliant with Section 508 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973. To ensure that those of all abilities can access this document, it will 
be placed on the Tribe's website and printed for review at the Tribal Office.e

1.1 Proposed Action 

This EA evaluates the environmental consequences of approval by the BIA of a request by the 
Tribe to bring the 548 acres in to  trust by the United States for the Tribe. The property is 
currently owned by the Tribe in fee status. Most of the property would remain in its present 
condition, and about four homes would be developed on approximately five acres in the 
northwest comer. 

The Project area is situated on fee simple land within the La Jolla Indian Reservation 
(Reservation) in northern San Diego County, California (Figure 1 ). It is situated between the 
communities of Pala and Warner Springs, east of Interstate 15 and south of State Route 76 (SR 
76). The fee-to-trust Project area is located within Section 21, Township 10 South, Range 1 
East, Boucher Hill USGS 7.5' Quadrangle, San Bernardino Meridian (Figure 2). Surrounding 
land uses include low density rural residential, agricultural land, and open space (Figure 3). This 
EA evaluates the environmental consequences of the proposed fee-to-trust transfer action and the 
subsequent development of approximately four homes. 

1.2 Statement of Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the proposed action is, first and foremost, to provide increased long-term socio­
economic security for the Tribe. The proposed action would accomplish this goal in several 
in1portant ways.First, conveyance of the Property into Federal trust on behalf of theTribe would 
increase the Tribe's total landbase. Adding this land to the Tribe's trust landebase woulde help ensure 
that future generations have adequate land in a rural or semi-rural environment .  The addition of 
the Property to the existing land base offers the Tribe an oppo11unity to provide for future housing 
needs ofits members.
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2.0 Project Alternatives 

2.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This section describes the proposed action as well as alternatives that have been considered by 
the Tribe. The purpose of the alternative analysis is to allow informed decisions conceming the 
environmental consequences of the proposed action and the alternatives by responsible and 
reviewing agencies, the public and decision makers. 

Two alternatives are investigated in this EA. These alternatives include the Preferred Alternative 
(fee-to-trust transfer) and the No Action Alternative. 

2.1 Preferred Alternative (Fee-to-Trust Transfer) 

The Preferred Alternative consists of the proposed conveyance of 548 acres (APN 135-230-08-
00 and APN 135-230-15-00), owned by the Tribe, into Federal trust status on behalf of the La 
Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians. Under this alternative, the fee-to-trust transfer would place title 
of the property into trust by the United States for the Tribe, pending approval by the Secretary of 
the Interior, and would shift jurisdiction over land use matters from San Diego County to the 
Tribe and Federal government. The shift to Tribal Trust status would allow the Tribe to provide 
additional land for future generations. 

The Tribe originally purchased the Property for buffer land around the Reservation. The Tribe 
also plans to develop four single family Tribal homes on approximately five acres in the 
northwest corner. 

2.2 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not allow the Property, currently owned in fee status by the La 
Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians, to be acquired by the United States in trust status for theTribe. No 
development would occur. The property would remain in fee status and jurisdiction over land 
use matters would remain with the County of San Diego. The Tribe's goal to further provide 
for the long-term economic and cultural security for the Reservation and Tribal members 
would not be ensured and Tribal governmental regulatory compliance over land use would 
continue to be abdicated to another governmental entity.  This would not serve the pw·pose 
and needs of the Tribe. 

2. 3 Comparison of Project Alternatives 

Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Alternative would allow for the Property to be transfered into Federal trust status on 
behalf of the La Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians. The Tribe would be able to add buffer trust land 
between the existing Reservation and surrounding private land and provide additional land for 
future generations, with the shift in status to Trust land. The Tribe plans to develop rural 
residential housing in the   northwest corner. 

The proposed  action of transferring the Property into trust status would not result in any 
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3.0 Affected Environment 

Groundwater 

Groundwater is the source for the domestic water supply for the community and on the 
Reservation. Homes on Palomar Mountain obtain their water from the Palomar Mutual Water 
District or from private wells. Groundwater aquifers on the Reservation are primarily found in 
fractured bedrock. The occurrence and movement of groundwater is significantly tied to the 
occurrence of the Elsinore Fault Zone and adjacent joint systems. Most of the Reservation 
homes1 community buildings, and commercial uses are served by wells connected through three 
community water systems. According to well drillers' logs, the groundwater aquifers are 
principally comprised of fractured granjte. The depth below the ground surface (bgs) where 
water was first encountered during drilling ranged from 135 feet to 327 feet bgs. These depths 
are much deeper than the wells static water levers, which range from 10 feet to 80 feet bgs. 
Therefore, the aquifer system can be characterized as a confined or artesian aquifer (Teel, et. al. 
2004). 

The La Jolla Indian Reservation includes areas of terraces and mountain slope on the north and 
south sides of the San Luis Rey River. The Project area and sutTounding areas are within the 
watershed of the San Luis Rey River which occupies approximately 560 square miles in northern 
San Diego, stretching eastward 56 miles from the Pacific Ocean. The San Luis Rey River runs 
through the Reservation for approximately 7.8 miles, with the headwaters of the river located 
approximately 20 miles upstream. Other major streams include 2. I miles of Cedar Creek and 2.6 
miles of Yapicha Creek. The Escondido Canal runs through approximately 1.1 miles of the 
Reservation (Teel, et.al. 2004). The only major surface impoundment in the upper watershed is 
Vista Irrigation District's Lake Henshaw, with a storage capacity of 53,400 acre-feet. The San 
Luis Rey River provides a major water resource for the area. Perennial water is present in Cedar 
Creek, among other, more seasonal creeks that drain from the Palomar Mountain area and from 
the south. The Project area is located on the south-facing slopes of Palomar Mountain and is 
intersected by a portion of the San Luis Rey River. Cedar Creek crosses under SR-76 through a 
portion of the Project area, as well as a portion of La Jolla Amago Creek. Downstream from the 
Project area is a spring and westerly from the Project area are numerous springs on the 
Reservation. 

The nearest sole-source aquifer is the Can1.p-Cottonwood Creek aquifer which is located 
approximately 36 miles south of the Project area. 

Water Quality 

Storm water runoff and its potential effects on water quality is an environmental issue that has 
received increasing attention from regulatory agencies in recent years. The National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), established pursuant to the provisions of the Clean 
Water Act, is a national program for regulating and administering permits for all discharges to 
receiving waters. The EPA is ultimately charged with regulating discharges to surface waters. 
In some states, the EPA has delegated permitting authority to a state agency but continues to 
regulate discharges originating on Indian lands into receiving waters. Under the 1988 Clean 
Water Act, Tribes can be treated as states for the purposes of the NPDES. 

La Jolla 548-Acre Fee-to-Trust Transfer EA 11 





3.0 Affected Environment 

The normal wind pattern is moderate to strong onshore winds during the day and weak offshore 
winds at night. The Santa Ana wind condition is a reversal of the normal winds, and offshore 
winds blow pollutants out to the ocean. A strong Santa Ana will produce clear days. However, a 
weak Santa Ana, and conditions at the start and end of a Santa Ana wind period, will transport 
air pollutants from Los Angeles and Orange Counties out to sea and southward, then back to 
shore in San Diego County. This phenomenon will produce higher pollutant concentrations in the 
coastal communities. 

Regulatory Standards 

The Federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §7401) requires the adoption of National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect the public health, safety, and welfare from known or 
anticipated effects of air pollution. Current standards are set for sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon 
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (03), particulate matter equal to or less than I 0 
microns in size (PM 10), fine particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 microns in size (PM2 .s), 
and lead (Pb). These pollutants are called criteria pollutants. The State of California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) has established standards for the federal criteria pollutants that are 
generally more restrictive than the NAAQS, and additional standards for atmospheric sulfates, 
vinyl chloride, hydrogen sulfide, and visibility. Federal and state standards are shown in Table 1. 

Clean Air Act - General Conformity 

The CAA requires each state to develop, adopt, and implement a State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) to achieve, maintain, and enforce federal air quality standards throughout the state. SIP 
documents are developed on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis whenever one or more air quality 
standards are being violated. Local governments and air pollution control districts have had the 
primary responsibility for developing and adopting the regional elements of the California SIP. 

The 1990 Amendments to CAA Section 176 require the USEPA to promulgate rules to ensure 
that federal actions conform to the appropriate SIP. These rules, known together as the General 
Conformity Rule (40 CFR §§ 51.850-.860 and 40 CFR §§ 93.150-.160) require any federal 
agency responsible for an action in an area designated as nonattainment or maintenance to 
determine that the action conforms to the applicable SIP or that the action is exempt from the 
General Conformity Rule requirements. This means that federally supported or funded activities 
will not (1) cause or contribute to any new air quality standard violation, (2) increase the 
frequency or severity of any existing standard violation, or (3) delay the timely attainment of any 
standard, interim emission reduction, or other milestone. Actions will conform to a SIP and be 
exempt from a conformity determination if an applicability analysis shows that the total direct 
and indirect emissions from the Project construction and operation activities will be less than 
specified emission rate thresholds, known as de minimis limits. 

Pollutant 

Table I. National and Caliornia Ambient Air 

Averaging Time California Federal Standards 

La Jolla 548-Acre Fee-to-Trust Transfer EA 13 



3.0 Affected Environment 

Standards Primary" Secondarl 
1 Hour 0.09 ppm {180 µg/m3

) - -

03 
8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 

0.070 ppm (137 µg/rn3) Same as Primary µg/m') 

24 Hour SO µg/m3 150 µg/rn3 Same as Primary 
PMI0 

20 µg/m3 AAM - Sarne as Primary 
24 Hour - 35 µg/m3 Same as Primary 

PM2.5 
AAM 12 µg/m3 12.0 µg/m3 15.0 µg/ml 

1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3
) 35 ppm (40 mg/ml) -

co 
8 Hour 9.0 ppm {LO mg/m3

) 9 ppm (IO mg/ml) -

8 Hour 
6 ppm (7 mg/m3

) (Lake Tahoe) 
- -

AAM 0.030 ppm (57 µg/ml) 0.053 ppm ( I 00 µg/rn3) Same as Primary 
N02 

I Hour 0.18 ppm (339 µg/m3
) 0.100 ppm ( 188 µg/m3

) -

24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 µg/m3
) - -

SO2 3 Hour - -

0.5 ppm 
(1,300 µg/m1) 

I Hour 0.25 ppm (655 µg/m3
) 0.075 ppm (196 µg/m3

) -

30-Day Avg. 1.5 µg/m3 
- -

Lead Calendar Quarter - J.5 µg/m3 

Rolling 3-Month Avg. 0.15 µg/m3 Same as Primary 

Extinction coefficient 
Visibility of0.23 per km -
Reducing 8 Hour visibility 2:: IO miles 
Particles (0.07 per km-2::30 

miles for Lake Tahoe) No 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 µg/m3 Federal 

Hydrogen 
Standards 

I Hour 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3
) Sulfide 

Vinyl 
24 Hour 0.0 I ppm (26 µg/m3

) Chloride 
OJ : ozone; ppm: parts per million; µg/m3: micrograms per cubic meter; PMI0: rcspirable particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter; 
AAM: Annual Arithmetic Mean;-: no standard; PM2.S: fine particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter; CO: carbon monoxide; 
mg/m3: milligrams per cubic meter; NO1: nitrogen dioxide; SO1: sulfur dioxide; km: kilometer . 
• Naria11a/ Primary Sra11dards: The levels of air quality necessary, within an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health. 
b Nario11al Secondary Sta11dards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse 

effects of a pollutant. 

Note: More detailed infonnation in the data presented in this table can be found at the CARB website (www.arb.ca.gov). 

Source: CARB 2016. 

Attainment Designations 
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3.0 Affected Environment 

to the Project area to be used to characterize criteria pollutants at the Project area. 

3.4 Biological Resources 

A biological resources study was conducted for the proposed Project by Tierra in consultation 
with Mr. Brant Primrose (Primrose Biological Services) and is included in Appendix A to this 
EA. The biological resources survey was conducted in February 2021 and the study focused on 
the occurrence of wetlands and/or riparian habitats, the occurrence of any "wild and scenic 
rivers," the potential take of any federally listed threatened or endangered species under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA), the potential take of Bald or Golden Eagles protected under the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and the potential take of migratory birds listed under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (including its regulatory framework) within the Project area. Prior to 
the survey, a search was conducted of the California Natural Diversity Data Base 
(CNDDB), a computerized inventory of endangered, threatened or rare species occurrences 
maintained by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Input on the potential 
occurrence of sensitive species in the area by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
was also reviewed. USFWS IPaC yielded one critical habitat for one endangered species, 
the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher. This has been removed as USF&WS have accepted 
the Tribe's species management plan. A nesting bird survey will be conducted 3/15 to 9/15 
if construction will occur during that time. Other species noted in IPaC without overlaying 
habitat to project area, included the Least Bell's Vireo, Arroyo Toad, and Coastal California 
Gnatcatcher (Please refer to Appendix A-Bio Study).

The nomenclature used in the report conforms to the following sources: Hickman 
(1993) for plant species, Holland (1996, as amended) for plant communities, Stebbins 
(1985) for reptiles and amphibians, the American Ornithologist's Union (1983, as 
updated) for bird species, and Jones et al. (1992) for mammals. 

Habitats 

Most of the Property supports native chaparral vegetation. Also largely present is non-native 
grassland, riparian oak woodland and small patches of other native habitats and some disturbed 
areas. The onsite habitats are summarized below. The Project area is largely dominated by 
mixed Chamise Chaparral (CC), Inland Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS), or soft chaparral biotic 
community, and Non-Native Grassland (NNG), with instances of Interior Live Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Oak Woodland. Chamise chaparral is characterized by 1-3 meter 
tall shrubs dominated by chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum). Stands are densely 
interwoven with very little herbaceous understory or litter. Forbs observed include Bigelow's 
mossfern (Selaginella bigelovii), bird's beak (Cordylanthus sp.), and navarretia 

(Navarretia sp). Inland Coastal Sage Scrub is similar to coastal sage scrub in structure and 
species composition but occurs inland on the western slopes of the mountains. In the 
Project area, this habitat is dominated by white sage (Salvia apiana) and California 

sagebrush (Artemisia californica). Other plants observed include monkey flower (Mimulus 
aurantiacus), and our lord's candle (Yucca whipplei}. 

Coast live oak woodland is dominated by coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) and has a 
dense evergreen canopy. The shrub layer is poorly developed and the understory usually 

La Jolla 548-Acre Fee-to-Trust Transfer EA 16 



3.0 Affected Environment 

consists of non-native annual grasses. Species observed in this habitat include rip-gut 
brome (Bromus diandrus), slender wild oat (Avena barbata), white flowering currant (Ribes 

indecorum), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) and elderberry (Sambucus mexicana). 

Southern interior live oak riparian forest is a dense, evergreen riparian woodland dominated by 
interior live oak (Quercus agrifolia var. oxiadenia). It is rich in herbs and poor in understory. It 
occurs on bottomlands and outer floodplains along larger streams, on fine-grained, rich alluvium. 
This vegetative community is characterized by interior live oak (Quercus agrifolia var. 
agrifolia), big-leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), Douglas mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana),

toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), morning glory (Marah macrocarpus), and blue elderberry 
(Sambucus mexicana; Holland 1986). 

Native grasslands are a rare and declining habitat in southern California. Dominant species 
include purple needle-grass (Nassela pulchra), nodding needlegrass (Nassela cernua), foothill 
needlegrass (Nassela lepida), and melica (Melica impe,fecta). Other species observed include 
lotus (Lotus purshianus), soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), rip-gut brome (Bromus diandrus), and 
croton (Croton californicus). 

Non-native grasslands are typically found in areas that have been previously disturbed and are
characterized by a high concentration of annual exotic grasses. This vegetation community was 
observed on both sides of Highway 76. Species observed include soft chess, rip-gut brome, 
cheet-grass (Bromus tectorum) and slender wild oat. Ruderal describes areas that have been 

cleared or otherwise subject to repeated disturbance. As a result, such areas are generally devoid 

of vegetation or are only sparsely vegetated with opportunistic weedy species. 

Plants 

The plant species observed typify the diversity normally found in chaparral and lightly disturbed
areas in the interior areas of San Diego County. The list of observed species is expected to 
represent at least 80 percent of the naturalized plants occurring on the Property. Several of the 
plants observed are Special Status Species, although none are federally listed as Endangered or 
Threatened Species. The CNDDB search revealed that 23 sensitive species of plant had potential 

to occur within the Boucher Hill USGS Quad. None of these species were identified within the 

Project area. A complete list of plant species observed in the Project area is provided in Table 3.

Animals 

Twenty-three species of animals were recorded during the biological resources survey. These 
are generally common species, abundant in the site's general vicinity. None of the animals 
observed are Special Status Species, and none are federally-listed as Endangered or Threatened 
Species. A complete list of the animal species observed in the Project area is provided in Table 4. 
La Jolla 548-Acre Fee-to-Trust Transfer EA 17 









3.0 Affected Environment 

Special Status 
SCIENTIFIC NAME Species 

COMMON NAME <YIN) 

Psaltriparus minimus Bushtit N 

Me/eagris gal/opavo Wild Turkey N 

Melanerpes form icivorus Acom Woodpecker N 

Chamaea Jasciata Wrentit N 

Ca/vote anna Anna's Hummingbird N 

INVERTEBRATES 

Pieris raoae Cabbage White N 

Phi/otes sonorensis Sonoran Blue N 

Ch/osyme California California Patch N 

Vanessa cardui Painted Lady N 

Junonia coenia f!risea Buckeye N 

MAMMALS 

Svlvi/a2us sp. Cottontail N 

No areas contained sufficient hydrology. hydric soils, or hydrophytic vegetation to qualify as 
federal wetlands. Portions of the San Luis Rey River and La Jolla Amago Creek, as well as 
natural drainages occur within the Project area, however there is not a predominance of 
hydrophytic vegetation or hydric soils, and there is not sufficient flow that would facilitate 
anaerobic growing conditions in the soil at the time of the survey. 

Listed Species 

USFWS's list and maps of sensitive species were consulted to identify sensitive species with 
potential to occur within the Project area. Plant and animal species are considered sensitive if 
they have been listed as such by Federal or State resource agencies, or by special interest groups 
such as the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). The California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) publish comprehensive lists for sensitive plants and animals through the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) which were used as guides for this Project. The 
CDFW also publishes the CNDDB RareFind, a computerized inventory of information on the 
location and condition of California's rare, threatened and endangered, and sensitive plants, 
animals and natural communities. 

The CNDDB RareFind and CNPS inventories were used in anticipation of the current biological 
survey to determine which sensitive specjes and communities have potential to occur within a 
nine-quad radius of the Project area. The inventory search identified a number of species which 
have been mapped or have potential to occur within the Rodriguez Mountain USGS quad.  

Sensitive Species 

There are 92 species of plants and 102 species of animals which are State or Federally sensitive 
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3.0 Affected Environment 

These concerns must be addressed through the NEPA process by identifying and addressing 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of the responsible 
agency's programs, policies, and activities on low-income populations, minority populations, and 
Indian tribes, particularly with respect to multiple and cumulative exposure to environmental 
hazards. Impacts from the proposed Project related to environmental justice concerns have been 
addressed through the analysis provided in the Environmental Consequences section. 

There would not be an anticipated significant increase in traffic as the residents of a few new 
homes would likely relocate from elsewhere on the Reservation and would not generate "new" 
traffic in the area. 

3. 7 Resource Use Patterns 

3.7.1 Transportation Networks 

Regional access to the La Jolla Reservation is provided by State Route 76 (SR 76) which 
traverses the Reservation in an east to west direction. SR 76 connects to Interstate 15 to the west 
and to Highway 79 to the east. Valley Center Road (County S6) connects to Highway 76 from 
the south just west of the Reservation. The Project area lies immediately south of SR 76 with the 
no11hwestem corner occurring at the intersection of SR 76 and Cuca Loop East. 

SR 76 is a winding road with several sharp curves, with one lane in each direction. It is about 24 
feet wide. The speed limit is posted at 45 miles per hour (mph). SR-76 is classified as a Major 
Road on the County Circulation Element east of I-15, although according to County standards, 
major roads should be 78 feet wide in 98 feet of right of way, providing four through lanes. The 
annual ADT on SR-76 ranges from 12,300 near 1-15 to 1,950 west of the Project area at the 
junction with SR-79, with an annual ADT of 3,600 on SR-76 at the Project area (Caltrans, 2017). 

The functioning of a road segment or an intersection can be expressed as a level of service 
(LOS). LOS refers to the operational conditions within a traffic stream and motorists' 
perceptions in terms of delay, freedom to maneuver, traffic intenuptions, comfort, convenience, 
and safety. There are six LOS capacity conditions designated from "A" to ''F." LOS A 
represents a light traffic with minimal delays and LOS F represents significant traffic congestion. 
In general, the region-wide goal for an acceptable level of service on all freeways, roadway 
segments, and intersections is LOS D. Based on the annual ADT and the size and configuration 
of SR-76 (two-lane collector with no fronting property), the existing LOS along SR-76 at the 
Project area is LOS A. This designation represents a free flow of traffic with little or no delay. 
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3.0 Affected Environment 

Photograph 1. Representative Overview of Project area. View: Northeast 

resentative Overview of Project area. View: Southwest 
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4.0 Environmental Consequences 

4.0 ENVffiONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1 Land Resources 

PreferredAltemative 

No significant impacts to land resources are expected to result from transfer of the Property into trust status. 
Impacts to land resources from the development of four homes are expected to be minimal. The 
homes will be clustered near the entry to the property from Highway 76, as shown 
on project map and serve to provide security. No mitigation measures are required in 
association with the fee-to-trust transfer or subsequent housing development. 

No Actio1t Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and there 
would be no impacts to land resources. Land use regulation would remain with the County of San 
Diego, rather than being transfen-ed to the Ja Jolla Tribal government and BIA. 

4.2 Water Resources 

52

PreferredAltemative 

Surface Water and Groundwater Resources 

The proposed Project involves the transfer of the Property from fee simple status to trust status. No 
significant impacts to surface waters or groundwater are expected to result from transfer of the 
Property into trust status or subsequent development of four homes. No mitigation measures are 
required. Domestic water will be provided through extension of existing lines from the east. This area will 
be served by Eastern Well #1 & #2 and is within the capacity of the 177,000 gallon Storage tank. There are 
currently no groundwater issues, like an overdraft condition or unreliability with well 1 and 2 that would be 
exacerbated by adding the 4 houses.  The extension of water lines will be made from and through previously 
disturbed locations.

Water Quality 

Proposed future development of four homes, with assistance from the All Mission Indian 
Housing Authority needs to understand that house and roadway construction results in 
removal of vegetation which can lead to erosion and the silting of waterways, which 
would be a potentially significant impact. Erosion-control mitigation measures will include 
perimeter silt fencing, minimizing disturbed area, mulching, and revegetation. These will control 
both water flow and soil loss and prevent construction-related silt from entering water bodies. 
Construction of homes and roadways will create less than significant impacts to water quality with 
deployment of these erosion control mitigation measures. 

No Action Alteruative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and there 
would be no impact to water resources. Land use regulation would remain with the County of San 
Diego rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government and BIA. 
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4.0 Environmental Consequences 

4. 3 Air Quality 

Preferred Alternative 

Clean Air Act Conformity 

This project, including development of four houses, does not have the potential to emit significant 
emissions of air pollution. Therefore, it is in compliance with the State Implementation Plan 
prepared under the Clean Air Act. Construction will cause short term localized degradation of air 
quality from earth moving and heavy equipment operations. Water trucks will be used to reduce 
dust. Therefore, the proposed transfer of land from fee to trust would conform to the State 
Implementation Plan. 

The construction of four rural residential homes would not result in emissions above a de 
minimus level and therefore would conform per 93.153(b). 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The proposed Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Traffic-related emissions from residents of the four 
houses would be anticipated to be negligible. Similar to the discussion in Clean Air Act 
conformity, above, construction will cause short term greenhouse gas emissions from earth 
moving and heavy equipment operations as well as water trucks used to reduce dust. 

No Action Altemative 

Clean Air Act Conformity 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and there 
would be no impacts to air quality. Land use regulation would remain with the County of San 
Diego rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal govern ment. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and there 
would be no greenhouse gas emissions. 
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4.0 Environmental Consequences 

4.4 Biological Resources

Preferred Alternative 

Transfer of the Property from fee simple status to trust status and the subsequent development of four 
homes would not result in any impacts to sensitive biological resources. Section 7 consultation with 
the USFWS has been completed and mitigation measures have been identified and included in the 
project design to avoid and minimize impacts to protected species.  No federally sensitive habitats 
occurs on site however sensitive plants and animals may occur at various times throughout 
various seasons. Although not federally-protected, southern coast live oak riparian forest is 
considered a sensitive habitat in California, where development and population growth have 
increased the impacts of human activities on natural resources. Oak forest contributes to air quality, 
erosion control, and to the aesthetic quality of the landscape. It also provides habitat for over 
300 wildlife species and serves as a corridor between wildlife populations.  The habitat 
quality of oak forests is determined by a number of factors, including  plant density, composition, 
oak tree diversity, and age structure.  Mitigation measures discussed in the affected environment 
section will be closely monitored.

The fow- homes planned for development will be constructed in the northwest corner of the 
property. This area consists of chamise chaparral, which is not sensitive habitat. A recent EA for 
construction of a Fire Station on an adjacent Reservation property included field surveys for 
Stephens Kangaroo Rats.  None were found.  Prior to construction a biologist will be brought in to  
survey.

Avoidance and Mitigation Measures

Project activities will be completed following standard operating procedures and best management 
procedures.  Impacts would be less than significant with the implementation of the following 
mitigation measures which will also be incorporated into the Project design and implementation to 
avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources, including SKR and migratory birds:

General Biological Conditions

Native plants or wildlife will not be collected or harassed if encountered on site.

Any wildlife encountered during the course of an activity, including construction, operation, and 
decommissioning will be allowed to leave the area of its own accord, unharmed.

Feeding of wildlife and/or leaving of food or trash as an attractive nuisance to wildlife is 
discouraged. Particular attention will be paid to “micro-trash” (including such small items as
screws, nuts, washers, nails, coins, rags, small electrical components, small pieces of plastic, glass 
or wire, and any debris or trash that is colorful or shiny).

All trash and food items will be promptly contained within closed, wildlife-proof containers. 
These will be regularly removed from the project site to reduce the attractiveness of the area to 
ravens and other predators.
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The project proponent, its agents, or contractors will cover or fill all potential pitfalls to wildlife or 
cavities in which wildlife may become trapped when not attended. These include pits, trenches, vats, 
buckets, pipes, etc. Ramping will be provided in open trenches when necessary to provide escape 
routes for entrapped wildlife.

The project proponent, its agents, or contractors will preserve existing native vegetation to the extent 
practicable. Precautions will be taken to avoid damage to native vegetation by people or equipment.

To the extent practicable, material laydown yards, staging areas, and areas of surface disturbance 
associated with the project will be located in previously disturbed areas or in areas where habitat 
quality is poor.

To prevent the introduction of invasive plant species, project proponents, their agents, or contractors 
will ensure that all vehicles and equipment that have been used on sites outside of the project area are 
cleaned prior to entering the project area.

When applicable, weed-free dirt, mulch, gravel, and other materials will be used.

Domestic pets are discouraged on site. This does not apply to the use of domestic animals that may be 
used to aid in official and approved monitoring procedures/protocols, or service animals under Titles 
II and III of the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Special Wildlife Conditions

To prevent impacts to Federally Threatened Stephens' Kangaroo Rat (SKR), a survey and assessment 
for SKR burrows and appropriate habitat will be conducted no more than 14 days prior to initiating 
ground disturbing activities. If SKR burrows, populations or individuals are discovered during the 
surveys, consultation will be initiated with the USF&WS, and ground disturbing actions will be 
postponed until consultation has been completed.

The project biologist responsible for implementing burrow surveys and mapping will have, at a 
minimum, demonstrated ability to identify appropriate kangaroo rat habitat, distinguish kangaroo rat 
burrows and complexes, and have demonstrated small mammal handling experience. This experience 
must be clearly identified on their resume, including breaking the hours of experience down by type of 
experience, location of experience, name and contact information of the supervising biologist, and 
providing work references.

All project related activities will comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act to the greatest extend possible. Active nests (i.e., nests with eggs or chicks) 
are protected year-round. Project related activities requiring disturbance to, or removal of, an active 
nest or causing a breeding bird to leave the nest for prolonged lengths of time will not be implemented.

To the extent possible, work will be scheduled outside of the bird breeding/nesting season (February 15 
to August 31) to avoid impacts to nesting birds.
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If work must be scheduled during the bird breeding season, a qualified biologist will conduct a 
pre-construction nesting bird survey, to include a 500-ft buffer from the edge of the project area, 
to ensure that no active nests are present in the project vicinity.

If an active nest is located, the nest area will be flagged for avoidance, and a buffer zone delineated, 
flagged, or otherwise marked. Buffer distances can be determined by a Nesting Bird Management 
Plan (NBMP), approved by the USF&WS, that considers species, terrain, habitat type, and activity 
levels.

In the absence of an approved NBMP, the following buffer distances are recommended:

Passerines: For non-ESA species, exclusionary buffers will be no less than 100 feet.

Raptors (excluding eagles): No less than 500 feet.

Federally listed birds: No less than 300 feet.

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and 
there would be no impacts to living resources. Land use regulation would remain with the County 
of San Diego rather than being  transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government and  BIA. 

4.5 Cultural Resources

Preferred Alternative

The proposed Project involves the transfer of the Property from fee simple status to trust status 
and development of four homes. Of the 27 resources recorded within the APE, one (P-37-036515) 
has been previously evaluated for its eligibility for inclusion on the NRHP. ASM Affiliates 
evaluated the historic utility line and found it to not meet criteria necessary for inclusion on the 
NRHP. Additionally, six isolated artifacts (P-37-032754, P-37-032755, LJFTT-AB-002i,
LJFIT-HM-006i, LJFTT-TS-001 i, LJFTT-TS-009i) by definition do not meet the necessary 
criteria for inclusion on the NRHP. Site CA-SDl-516 was not re-identified during the current 
effort despite extensive attempts to relocate it. The remaining 19 sites (LJFTT-AB-O0lH,
-CM-001, -HM-001, -HM-0021-I, -HM-003H, - HM-004H, -HM-005, -KS-001, -KS-002,
-KS-003, -KS-004, -KS-005, -MN-001, -TES-001, - TS-002/H, -TS-003, -TS-004, -TS-008,
-TS-010) have not been evaluated for their eligibility for inclusion on the National Register.
For the purposes of this Project only, these sites would be treated as eligible for inclusion on
the NRHP (Table 7).
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4.0 Environmental Consequences 

Table 7. Cultural Resources and NRHP Eligibility Status 
Site Description NRHP Eligibility Reason 

Eli ibilit 
CA-SDI-516 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Not Eligible Not relocated during survey 
P-37-032754 Prehistoric: Lithic Isolate Not Eligible Does not meet criteria 
P-37-032755 Prehistoric: Ceramic Isolate Not Eligible Not relocated during survey, and 

Does not meet criteria 
P-37-036515 Historic: Utility Line Not Eligible Previously evaluated and determined 

not eli ible 
LJFTT-AB-00IH Historic: Rock Ring Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-AB-002i Prehistoric: Lithic Isolate Not Eligible Does not meet criteria 
LJFTT-CM-00 I Prehistoric: Habitation Site Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJF

T

T-HM-001 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-HM-002H Historic: Refuse Deposit Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-HM-003H Historic: Road Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-HM-004H Historic: Machinery Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-HM-005 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
WFTT-HM-006i Prehistoric: Lithic Isolate Not Eligible Does not meet criteria 
LJ FTT -KS-00 J Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
WFTT-KS-002 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-KS-003 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-KS-004 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJ FTT-KS-005 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-MN-001 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJ FTT-TES-001 Prehistoric: Habitation Site Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-TS-001 i Prehistoric: Lithic Isolate Not Eligible Does not meet criteria 
LJ FTT-TS-002/H Multi-component: Prehistoric: Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 

Bedrock Milling, Historic: 
Wall 

LJ FIT -TS-003 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-TS-004 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-TS-008 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 
LJFTT-TS-009i Prehistoric: Lithic Isolate Not Eligible Does not meet criteria 
LJFTT-TS-010 Prehistoric: Bedrock Milling Possible Considered eligible until evaluated 

With the development of four homes in the northwest comer of the property, only P-37-032754 
will be impacted. This resource is an isolated quartz flake, which is not eligible for listing on the 
NRHP. No significant impacts to cultural resources will occur, and no mitigation is required. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Prope1ty would not be transferred into trust status and there 
would be no impacts to cultural resources. The no action alternative would not transfer land use 
authority over the Property to the Tribe, and the additional protection for cultural resources that 
would be afforded by the transfer would not be realized. Land use regulation would remain with 
the County of San Diego. 
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4.0 Environmental Consequences 

4. 6 Socioeconomic Conditions and Environmental Justice 

Preferred Alternative 

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in immediate and long-term beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts to the La Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians. Specifically, the proposed action 
would accomplish this in two important ways. First, conveyance of the Property into Federal trust 
on behalf of the Tribe would provide the Tribe with much-needed land for future generations. 

A second important way in whlch the fee-to-trust transfer would improve the Tribe's long-term 
socioeconomic security would be the transfer of jurisdiction over land use decisions from the 
County to the Tribe and the Federal government. The Tribe is detennined to utilize the property in 
ways that simultaneously improve Tribal members' socioeconomic status, maintain a rural setting 
in the area, and protect the environment. Tribal and Federal jurisdiction over the properties 
would help accomplish these goals. The Tribe would no longer pay taxes on the Property to the 
County of San Diego. Property taxes on the Property equate to less than 0.006 percent of the total 
County tax revenue. This limited reduction in tax revenue would not constitute a significant 
adverse impact to San Diego County. 

No environmental justice concerns have been identified through the analysis provided in this EA, and 
no mitigation measures are required at this time. A disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental impact on minority populations, low-income populations, or Indian tribe is 
not likely to result from the Proposed Action. 

No Actioll Alternative 

Adverse and potentially significant impacts related to socioeconomics are anticipated to result from 
the No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred 
into trust status. The Tribe would not gain land use jurisdiction over the property. The Tribe would 
be less capable of controlling land use of this property, improving its socio­economic status and 
overall quality of life, and protecting the environment. Approval of the No Action Alternative would 
represent a loss of potential long-term socio-economic security for the La Jolla Indian Reservation 
by not allowing jurisdiction over the Property to shift from the County to the Tribe. 

4. 7 Resource Use Patterns 

4. 7 .1 Transportation Networks 

Preferred Alternative 

The proposed fee-to-trust transfer of the Property would not affect ex1stmg transportation 
networks. The construction of four homes would not be expected to affect 
existing transportation networks. Traffic is currently light in the area and that 4 houses would only add a 
few more cars a day to the current situation, which is not expected to significantly impact traffic. 
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4.0 Environmental Consequences 

Access from Highway 76 to driveways for the potential homes will be created on previously 

disturbed lands. No mitigation measures are required. 

No Action A/tentative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Parcel would not be transferred into tmst status and there 
would be no impacts to the transportation network. Land use regulation would remain with the 
County of San Diego, rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government and BIA. 

4.7 .2 Laud Use 

Preferred Altemative 

The addition of 4 houses in this portion of the property would not create any access restrictions or 
otherwise conflict with any neighboring land uses and therefore there is a less than significant impact 
to land use. No mitigation measures are anticipated or required. 

No Action Altemative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and 
there would be no impacts to land use. Land use regulation would remain with the County 
of San Diego, rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government and BIA. 

4.7.3 Public Services 

Preferred Altemative 

With the development of only four rural homes no significant impacts to the current disposal of 
solid waste, provision of electricity and natural gas, wastewater service, or the availability of 
water service on the Property or nearby areas are expected to result from approval of the 
Preferred Alternative.  Power poles and telephone poles cross the property and drop will be made at 
the houses.  Solid waste will be taken to the Tribe's Transfer Station. No mitigation measures are 
required. 

No Action Altemative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and there 
would be no impacts to public services. Provision of public services would remain with the 
current service providers and land use regulation would remain with the County of San Diego. 

4.7.4 Other Resource Use Patterns 

PreferredAltemative 

Transfer of the property into trust status and the subsequent development of 4 homes will 
require extension of domestic waterlines from the Reservation to the east, as discussed above, 
as well as onsite septic systems.  This will not result in significant impacts to other 
resource use patterns.  No mitigation measures are required.

La Jolla 548-Acre Fee-to-Trust Transfer EA 59



 

   
  

 

 
  

  

 

            
     

       
            

          

 

 
            
               

             
  

 

4.8 

4.0 Environmental Consequences 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trnst status and there 
would be no impacts to resource use patterns. Land use regulation would remain with the 
County of San Diego, rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government. 

Other Values 

4.8.1 Sound and Noise 

Preferred Altemative 

Construction noise would be limited to daytime hours and would be short in duration. Due to 
the nature of the proposed undertaking, the noise would be relatively low. The Project area is 
also predominantly in open rural spaces with the nearest sensitive receptors being 1-2 existing 
homes which are located at least 500 meters from each of the proposed new Home Sites. Upon 
completion of construction, very little noise would be generated by the Project.  No significant 
noise impacts would occur as a result from transfer of the Property into trust status or the 
subsequent development of four homes. No mitigation measures are required. 

No Action Altemative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and there 
would be no impacts to the environment from noise. Land use regulation would remain with the 
County of San Diego, rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government and BIA. 

4.8.2 Public Health and Safety 

Preferred Altemative 

An increased need for fire suppression or law enforcement can be anticipated for the 
Preferred Alternative. Neither the transfer of the property (5% addition) or the construction of 
four homes (increasing from 215 to 219) is anticipated to significantly increase the threat of 
wildfire or the need for additional law enforcement. The Project also would not introduce 
the storage, transport or use of hazardous materials to the Project area and vicinity. 

No significant impacts to public health and safety are anticipated and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

No ActioJt Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transfered into trust status and there 
would be no impacts to public health and safety. Jurisdiction over the subject Property would 
remain in the hands of the county and state, while the remainder of the Reservation is within 
Tribal and federal jurisdiction. The Tribe would not have primary jurisdiction for fire 
suppression, including paramedic support. Land use regulation would remain with the County of 
San Diego, rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government and BIA. 

La Jolla 548-Acre Fee-to-Trust Transfer EA 60



4.8.3 Visual Aesthetics 

Preferred Alternative 

4.0 Environmental Consequences 

No significant impacts to visual or aesthetic characteristics of the Project area would occur as a 
result of the transfer of the Property into trust status or the development of four rural homes on 
approximately five acres. Offsite views of the low-density housing would be minimal and only 
apparent for tens of seconds from SR 76. Furthermore, low density housing would be in keeping 
with surrounding land use with planned use of the Property. No mitigation measures are 
required at this time. 

No Action Altemative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and there 
would be no impacts to the visual aesthetics of the area. Land use regulation would remain with 
the County of San Diego, rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government and 
BIA. 
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5.0 Cumulative Effects 

5.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Cumulative effects are effects on the environment which result from the incremental impact of 
the proposed action, when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7). 

Anticipated growth on the Reservation will occur as individual Projects are developed by the 
Tribal Council. Growth adjacent to the Reservation on private land is subject to review by the 
County of San Diego for conformance to the General Plan, habitat conservation plans, and other 
land use policies and regulations. 

The primary objectives of the proposed fee-to-trust transfer Project are to improve the Tribe's 
long-term socio-economic security by increasing the total land base of Trust property. In 
addition, the Tribe wishes to maintain a rural environment by providing a buffer zone free from 
development around the Reservation. The Tribe also wishes to transfer land use decisions from 
the County of San Diego to the Tribe and the BIA. The Project is not expected to result in or 
contribute to any significant unmitigable direct or indirect impacts. There are no other 
anticipated development Projects located on the La Jolla Indian Reservation at this time. 
Therefore, the proposed fee-to-trust transfer of the Property with the construction of four rural 
homes would not result in any cumulative impacts. 

The housing would provide Tribal members currently living on or near the Reservation to 
relocate, and as such it would not generate a population influx to the area. As such, the 
development of four homes would not create an influx of patrons or vehicles to the area. Housing 
would be beneficial to the socio-economic preservation of the Tribe and the Reservation. 

Mitigation measures discussed in the EA and appendices will be used for ongoing/routine
operations and maintenance of this project's developments and any future large scale 
developments will undergo their own environmental review.
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7.0 Personnel and Consultation/ Coordination 

7.0 PERSONNEL AND CONSULTATION & COORDINATION 

7.1 Personnel 

The following personnel at TtERR.A Environmental Services contributed to the preparation of this 
Environmental Assessment: 

• Michael Baksh, Principal Environmental Planner
• Kyle Stankowski, Senior Environmental Planner
• Hillary Murphy, Senior Archaeologist
• James Kurtz, Senior Scientist

The Biological Resources study was prepared by Brant Primrose of Primrose Biological Services 

The Cultw·al Resources study was prepared by Tierra Environmental Services. 

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted by Mr. Marc Boogay, Consulting 
Engineer. 

7.2 Consultation & Coordination 

The following agencies and persons were consulted for their input regarding existing 
environmental conditions and analyses of the proposed actions' environmental consequences: 

La Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians 

• Chairwoman Norma C. Contreras
• Councilman Jack Musick
• Councilman William C. Nelson II
• Tim Stevens-Welsh
• Michelle Nelson
• Squire Redfern
• Chris Davey Jr.
• Thomas McLean

Federal Agencies 

• Dan Hall, Archeologist, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), Pacific Region Office

• Chad Broussard, Environmental Protection Specialist, BIA, Pacific Regional Office

• Peter DeJongh, Regional Biologist, BIA, Pacific Regional Office
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	Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not beetransferred into trust status and there would be noeimpacts to living resources.eLand use regulation would remain with theeCounty of San Diego rather than being transferred toethe La JollaeTribal government andeBIA. 
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	4.5 Cultural Resources 
	Preferred Alternative 
	The proposed Project involves the transfer of the Property from fee simple status to trust status and development of four homes. 
	Of the 27 resources recorded within the APE, one (P-37-036515) has been previously evaluated for its eligibility for inclusion on the NRHP. ASM Affiliates evaluated the historic utility line and found it to not meet criteria necessary for inclusion on the NRHP. Additionally, six isolated artifacts (P-37-032754, P-37-032755, LJFTT-AB-002i, LJFIT-HM-006i, LJFTT-TS-001 i, LJFTT-TS-009i) by definition do not meet the necessary criteria for inclusion on the NRHP. Site CA-SDl-516 was not re-identified during the 
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	4. 6 Socioeconomic Conditions and Environmental Justice 
	Preferred Alternative 
	Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in immediate and long-term beneficial socioeconomic impacts to the La Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians. Specifically, the proposed action would accomplish this in two important ways. First, conveyance of the Property into Federal trust on behalf of the Tribe would provide the Tribe with much-needed land for future generations. 
	A second important way in whlch the fee-to-trust transfer would improve the Tribe's long-term socioeconomic security would be the transfer of jurisdiction over land use decisions from the County to the Tribe and the Federal government. The Tribe is detennined to utilize the property in ways that simultaneously improve Tribal members' socioeconomic status, maintain a rural setting in the area, and protect the environment. Tribal and Federal jurisdiction over the properties would help accomplish these goals. 
	No environmental justice concerns have been identified through the analysis provided in this EA, and no mitigation measures are required at this time. A disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental impact on minority populations, low-income populations, or Indian tribe is not likely to result from the Proposed Action. 
	No Actioll Alternative 
	Adverse and potentially significant impacts related to socioeconomics are anticipated to result from the No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status. The Tribe would not gain land use jurisdiction over the property. The Tribe would be less capable of controlling land use of this property, improving its socio­economic status and overall quality of life, and protecting the environment. Approval of the No Action Alternative would represent a l
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	Preferred Alternative 
	The proposed fee-to-trust transfer of the Property would not affect ex1stmg transportation networks. The construction of four homes would not be expected to affect existing transportation networks. Traffic is currently light in the area and that 4 houses would only add a few more cars a day to the current situation, which is not expected to significantly impact traffic. 
	Annot

	56
	La Jolla 548-Acre Fee-to-Trust Transfer EA 
	Annot

	4.0 Environmental Consequences 
	Annot

	Access from Highway 76 to driveways for the potential homes will be created on previously disturbed lands. No mitigation measures are required. 
	No Action A/tentative 
	Under the No Action Alternative, the Parcel would not be transferred into tmst status and there would be no impacts to the transportation network. Land use regulation would remain with the County of San Diego, rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government and BIA. 
	4.7.2 Laud Use 
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	Preferred Altemative The addition of 4 houses in this portion of the property would not create any access restrictions or otherwise conflict with any neighboring land uses and therefore there is a less than significant impact to land use. Similarly there will be minimal impacts from the subsequent development of four rural residential homes in the northwest corner of the property. No mitigation measures are anticipated or required. No Action Altemative Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not
	4.7.3 Public Services 
	Preferred Altemative 
	With the development of only four rural homes no significant impacts to the current disposal of solid waste, provision of electricity and natural gas, wastewater service, or the availability of water service on the Property or nearby areas are expected to result from approval of the Preferred Alternative. No mitigation measures are required. 
	No Action Altemative 
	Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and there would be no impacts to public services. Provision of public services would remain with the current service providers and land use regulation would remain with the County of San Diego. 
	4.7.4 Other Resource Use Patterns 
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	PreferredAltemative Transfer of the property into trust status and the subsequent development of 4 homes will require extension of domestic waterlines from the Reservation to the east, as discussed above, as well as onsite septic systems. Power poles cross the property and drop will be made at the houses. This will not result in significant impacts to other resource use patterns. No mitigation measures are required. 
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	No Action Alternative 
	Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trnst status and there would be no impacts to resource use patterns. Land use regulation would remain with the County of San Diego, rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government. 
	Other Values 
	4.8.1 Sound and Noise 
	Preferred Altemative 
	Construction noise would be limited to daytime hours and would be short in duration. Due to the nature of the proposed undertaking, the noise would be relatively low. The Project area is also predominantly in open rural spaces with the nearest sensitive receptors being 1-2 existing homes which are located at least 500 meters from each of the proposed new Home Sites. Upon completion of construction, very little noise would be generated by the Project.  No significant noise impacts would occur as a result fro
	No Action Altemative 
	Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transferred into trust status and there would be no impacts to the environment from noise. Land use regulation would remain with the County of San Diego, rather than being transferred to the La Jolla Tribal government and BIA. 
	4.8.2 Public Health and Safety 
	Preferred Altemative 
	An increased need for fire suppression or law enforcement can be anticipated for the Preferred Alternative. Neither the transfer of the property (5% addition) or the construction of four homes (increasing from 215 to 219) is anticipated to significantly increase the threat of wildfire or the need for additional law enforcement. The Project also would not introduce the storage, transport or use of hazardous materials to the Project area and vicinity. 
	No significant impacts to public health and safety are anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 
	No ActioJt Alternative 
	Under the No Action Alternative, the Property would not be transfered into trust status and there would be no impacts to public health and safety. Jurisdiction over the subject Property would remain in the hands of the county and state, while the remainder of the Reservation is within Tribal and federal jurisdiction. The Tribe would not have primary jurisdiction for fire suppression, including paramedic support. Land use regulation would remain with the County of San Diego, rather than being transferred to 
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