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June 25, 2015 

Mr. Walter Schwerin 

Schwerin and Associates 

814 Morena Blvd, Suite 101 

San Diego, CA 92110 

Re:  Sensitivity Analysis for Transportation Unmitigated Impacts 

Dear Mr. Schwerin: 

A Traffic Impact Study (TIA) was prepared by our firm for your Candlelight 

project, a multi-family residential community with 475 dwelling units at a 

density of over 20 dwelling units per acre. The TIA was approved by the City of 

San Diego in June 2013.  The results of The Traffic Impact Study indicate that 

the proposed project would have the following unmitigated traffic related 

impacts: 

 Horizon Year Cumulative impact along SR-905 freeway between

Caliente Avenue and Britannia Boulevard; and

 Horizon Year Cumulative impact at the SR-905/Caliente Avenue WB

on-ramp.

This memorandum has been prepared to document an analysis of a reduced 

project intensity that would not cause an impact to the freeway segment and ramp 

meter analysis listed above.  The study found that a project with 171 dwelling 

units would not cause an unmitigated traffic related impact. 

Traffic Generation 

In order to estimate the traffic generation for the 171 dwelling units site, standard 

City of San Diego traffic generation rates taken from the City of San Diego Trip 

Generation Manual (May 2003) were applied to the proposed project. “Multiple 

Dwelling Units – Under 20 dwelling units per acre” rates were used to estimate 

the daily trip rate and morning and afternoon peak-hour traffic generation for this 

use. Table 1 summarizes the trip generation for the site. As shown in the table, 

the site would generate a total of 1,368 new daily trips, including 109 (22 in, 87 

out) a.m. peak-hour trips, and 123 (86 in, 37 out) p.m. peak-hour trips. 



Suite 600 

401 B Street 

San Diego, California 

92101 



TEL   619  234  9411 
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Trip Distribution 

 

The same traffic distribution assumed in the June 2013 approved traffic study for 

the project was assumed for the reduced project alternative.  Figure 1 shows the 

project traffic distribution for the Horizon Year Conditions. Figure 2 illustrates 

the project traffic assignment for the Horizon Year Conditions. 

 

Traffic Assignment 

 

Based on the project trip distribution, daily and a.m. and p.m. peak-hour project 

trips were assigned to the study area.  Figure 2 illustrates the project traffic 

assignment for the Horizon Year Conditions. 

 

Analysis Results 
 
Table 2 displays the freeway segment analysis under the Horizon Year with and 
without the reduced project conditions.  As shown in the table, both freeway 
segments in the study area would function at LOS F with and without the 
addition of the proposed reduced project alternative.  Based on the City of San 
Diego’s criteria, the reduced alternative project traffic would not increase the 
freeway v/c ratio enough to be considered to be a significant cumulative impact. 
 
Table 3 summarizes the ramp metering analysis for the metered freeway ramps 
under the Horizon Year with and without the project conditions.  As shown in the 
Table and based on the City’s criteria, the proposed reduced project alternative 
would not be considered to have a cumulative traffic related impacts at the ramp 
meters within the study area. 

 

Please call me if you have any questions or comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

 

 

 
 
Leo Espelet, P.E. 
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Attachment: 

Figures 1 and 2, Tables 1 - 3 
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X / Y = AM / PM PEAK HOUR

TURNING VOLUMES

109

383

561

451

192

1,204

1,341

137

27



AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour

Land Use Units
1

Daily Trips % of ADT
2

In:Out Ratio
2

In Out Total % of ADT
2

In:Out Ratio
2

In Out Total

Driveway Trips

Proposed

Candlelight Multiple Dwelling Unit - Under 20 dwelling units/acre 171 du 8 / du 1,368 8% 2.00 : 8.00 22 87 109 10% 7.00 : 3.00 96 41 137

Proposed Total 1,368 22 87 109 96 41 137

NET TRIP GENERATION = 1,368 22 87 109 96 41 137

Note:

1.  DU = Dwelling Unit

2.  Trip rates referenced from the City of San Diego Land Development Code - Trip Generation Manual, May 2003.

3.  Driveway trips are the total number of trips generated by a site.
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Daily
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FREEWAY SEGMENT AM PM AM PM SIGNIFICANT?

SR-905

WB 3 M 7,050 5,593 0.793 C 8,399 1.191 F0 12 5 5,605 0.795 C 8,404 1.192 F0 0.00173 0.00073 NO

EB 3 M 7,050 8,380 1.189 F0 5,614 0.796 C 3 12 8,383 1.189 F0 5,626 0.798 C 0.00044 0.00171 NO

WB 3 M 7,050 4,938 0.700 C 7,416 1.052 F0 7 28 4,945 0.701 C 7,444 1.056 F0 0.00103 0.00403 NO

EB 3 M 7,050 7,397 1.049 F0 4,959 0.703 C 29 12 7,426 1.053 F0 4,971 0.705 C 0.00407 0.00173 NO

Notes:

Bold values indicate freeway segments operating at LOS E or F.

M= Main lane; A= Auxiliary lane; T=Truck lane

(a) The capacity is calculated as 2,350 vehicles per hour per lane (vhpl) for the main lanes,  at 1,800 vhpl per auxiliary lanes, and at 1,600 vhpl per  truck lanes and HOV lanes

(b) Peak-hour volumes taken from the San Diego - Tijuana Cross Border Facility Project Traffic Impact Study and adjusted to remove the existing land use at the project site.

#REF!

PEAK-

HOUR 

VOLUME

V/C 

RATIO LOS

V/C     RATIO D

I-805 to Caliente Ave

Caliente Ave to Britannia Blvd

PEAK-

HOUR 

VOLUME 

(b)

V/C 

RATIO LOS

PEAK-

HOUR 

VOLUME

V/C 

RATIO LOSDIRECTION

NUMBER 

OF LANES

CAPACITY 

(a)

PEAK-

HOUR 

VOLUME 

(b)

V/C 

RATIO LOS

TABLE 2

HORIZON YEAR (YEAR 2035) CONDITIONS

FREEWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS SUMMARY

HORIZON YEAR (YEAR 2035) BASELINE HORIZON YEAR (YEAR 2035) WITH PROJECT

AM PEAK PM PEAK PROJECT 

PEAK-HOUR 

VOLUME

AM PEAK PM PEAK
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Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Report for the Candlelight Project 
 

1 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This report documents the results of Alden Environmental Planning, Inc.’s (Alden’s) surveys for 
the federally listed endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly (QCB; Euphydryas editha quino) on 
the Candlelight project site.  The surveys were performed under Subcontractor Darin Busby’s 
Threatened/Endangered species permit (TE-115372-2) and Greg Mason’s Threatened/ 
Endangered species permit (TE-58862A-0).  The Candlelight project is located on a 44.9-acre 
parcel in the City of San Diego’s Otay Mesa community (Figures 1 and 2). The project site 
occupies a portion of Section 31 within Township 18 South, Range 1 West of the U.S. 
Geological Survey 7.5-minute Imperial Beach quadrangle map.    
 

METHODS 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocol QCB presence/absence surveys were 
previously conducted in 2004 and 2005 (Helix 2004, 2005). The entire area was found to be 
suitable habitat at that time and no areas were excluded.  An additional protocol survey was 
conducted in 2012 in accordance with the Year 2002 Survey Protocol Information (USFWS 
2002a) and Survey Recommendations (USFWS 2002b), the results of which are documented in 
this report.  A total of six survey visits were conducted between February 16 and March 22, 
2012. The entire project footprint was surveyed during each visit. Meandering transects were 
walked across the site to ensure full coverage.  Plant and animal species observed were recorded. 
QCB host plants also were mapped when observed. Dates, times, and weather conditions at the 
beginning and ending of each survey are presented in Appendix A.  Copies of field notes from 
each survey are provided in Appendix B.  Lists of butterflies observed during each survey are 
provided in Appendix C.  
 

RESULTS 
 
No QCB were observed.  Overall, the habitat quality is considered to be low to moderate with 
the only high quality habitat occurring at the eastern end of the site outside of the development 
footprint and within the preserve area (Figure 3).  The only host plant observed was dot-seed 
plantain (Plantago erecta).  This species was observed just off site, to the east of the property 
(Figure 3).  Based on this and previous surveys, the QCB is not anticipated to occur on site. 
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Appendix A 
SUMMARY OF FIELD SURVEY CONDITIONS AND RESULTS 

 
Site  
Visit  

 

Date of  
Survey Personnel Survey Time  

(24 hr; start/end) Weather Conditions (start/end) 1 Results 

1 2/16/12 Darin Busby 1105/1515 61°F, wind 3-5 mph, sunny, 20% clouds / 
64°F, wind 3-5 mph, sunny, 20% clouds 

No QCB observed 

2 2/21/12 Darin Busby 1130/1540 69°F, wind 3-5 mph, 0% clouds/ 
72°F, wind 5-8 mph, 0% clouds  No QCB observed 

3 3/1/12 Darin Busby 1145/1600 62°F, wind 3-5 mph, sunny, 20% clouds/ 
61°F, wind 5-10 mph, sunny, 20% clouds No QCB observed 

2 3/5/12 Darin Busby 1135/1540 76°F, wind 3-5 mph, 60% clouds/ 
73°F, wind 3-5 mph, 40% clouds No QCB observed 

5 3/15/12 Darin Busby 1030/1430 66°F, wind 1-3 mph, 10% clouds/ 
67°F, wind 3-8 mph, sunny, 30% clouds 

No QCB observed 

6 3/22/12 Greg Mason 1015/1430 60°F, wind 0-3 mph, scattered clouds/ 
65°F, wind 3-8 mph, scattered clouds 

No QCB observed 

1 Temperature was taken on the ground in the shade. 
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Appendix B 
COPIES OF FIELD NOTES 
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Appendix C 
LISTS OF BUTTERFLIES OBSERVED DURING EACH SURVEY 

 
 
 
 
Survey 1 
February 16, 2012 

Species Number 
Observed 

California ringlet (Coenonympha californica) 18 
Common checkered skipper (Pontia protodice) 1 
Painted lady (Vanessa cardui) 4 
Pygmy blue (Brephidium exila) 1 
Sara’s orangetip (Anthocharis sara sara) 2 
West coast lady (Vanessa  annabella) 2 

 
Survey 2 
February 21, 2012 

  
Behr’s metalmark (Apodemia mormo virgulti) 4 
California ringlet (Coenonympha californica) 32 
Funereal duskywing (Erynnis funeralis) 3 
Painted lady (Vanessa cardui) 7 
Pygmy blue (Brephidium exila) 3 
Sara’s orangetip (Anthocharis sara sara) 1 
West coast lady (Vanessa  annabella) 19 

 
Survey 3 
March 1, 2012 

  
Behr’s metalmark (Apodemia mormo virgulti) 10 
California ringlet (Coenonympha californica) 17 
Funereal duskywing (Erynnis funeralis) 3 
Painted lady (Vanessa cardui) 2 
Sara’s orangetip (Anthocharis sara sara) 3 
Southern blue (Glaucopsyche lygdamus australis) 4 
West coast lady (Vanessa  annabella) 4 

 
Survey 4 
March 5, 2012 

  
Behr’s metalmark (Apodemia mormo virgulti) 7 
California ringlet (Coenonympha californica) 26 
Common white (Pontia protodice) 2 
Funereal duskywing (Erynnis funeralis) 2 
Painted lady (Vanessa cardui) 3 
Sara’s orangetip (Anthocharis sara sara) 1 
West coast lady (Vanessa  annabella) 4 

 
Survey 5 
March 15, 2012 

  
Behr’s metalmark (Apodemia mormo virgulti) 7 
Cabbage white (Pieris rapae) 3 
California ringlet (Coenonympha californica) 28 
Funereal duskywing (Erynnis funeralis) 4 
Painted lady (Vanessa cardui) 11 
West coast lady (Vanessa  annabella) 4 
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Appendix C (cont.) 
LISTS OF BUTTERFLIES OBSERVED DURING EACH SURVEY 

 
 
 Species Number 

Observed 
Survey 6 
March 22, 2012 

Behr’s metalmark (Apodemia mormo virgulti) 1 
Cabbage white (Pieris rapae) 2 
California ringlet (Coenonympha californica) 17 
Funereal duskywing (Erynnis funeralis) 2 
Painted lady (Vanessa cardui) 6 
West coast lady (Vanessa  annabella) 5 
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Wet Season Fairy Shrimp Survey 
HELIX Environmental Planning, June 10, 2005 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This report presents the findings of wet season fairy shrimp sampling conducted on the Candlelight 
East and West Village project sites, located approximately 1.1 miles east of Interstate 805 and 1.4 
miles north of the U.S./Mexico border (Figures 1 and 2).  The site is an undeveloped lot with an 
approximate area of 50 acres.  The San Ysidro High School bounds the project site to the north along 
with undeveloped land, which also lies to the south, east, and west.  The vast majority of the property 
has been used for agricultural purposes.  As a result, the site has been repeatedly disced and tilled.  
Earthen berms have also been constructed along the northern and southern property boundaries and 
through the central portion of the site to restrict access and illegal dumping. 
 
The purpose of the survey was to determine the presence/absence of the federally endangered San 
Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis) and Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni).  
The San Diego fairy shrimp is found in San Diego and Orange counties.  It resides in vernal pools and 
other ephemeral basins that are often located in patches of grassland and agriculture interspersed in 
Diegan coastal sage scrub and chaparral.  The Riverside fairy shrimp can be found in Riverside, 
Orange, and San Diego counties as well as in northern Baja California, Mexico.  It resides in vernal 
pools and other ephemeral basins.   
 
The following report describes fairy shrimp surveys conducted for the 2005 wet season.  Protocol level 
wet and dry season surveys were conducted in 2004. 
 
 

METHODS 
 
HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX) biologist Greg Mason, Keli Balo, Dale Ritenour, 
(Permit TE 778195), assisted by HELIX biologist Martina Pernicano, conducted the wet season 
survey according to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocol to determine the 
presence/absence of San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp during the 2004/2005 rainy season.  A total 
of eleven site visits were made, during which water-holding basins were sampled (Table 1).  Survey 
visits to the site began on November 24, 2004.  Subsequent visits were made on December 10 and 
21, 2004; January 4 and 25, February 18, March 2, 18, and 31, April 14, and May 5, 2005.  
 
Basins sampled in 2004 as part of the wet and dry season surveys were excluded from surveys this 
year.  The increased amount of precipitation this year, along with continued vehicle use of the dirt 
roads, resulted in more areas of ponding and new depressions.  New areas of ponding were the focus of 
the 2005 wet season fairy shrimp survey on the Candlelight site.  These basins were given letter 
designations to distinguish them from the pools sampled in the previous season. 
 
Samples were taken in water-holding basins using fine mesh aquarium nets.  Fairy shrimp were 
identified in the field and immediately returned to their pool of origin.  Care was taken to ensure that 
the nets were cleaned after each basin was sampled.  Basin depth, area, water temperature, air 
temperature, habitat condition, and species present were noted and recorded on a USFWS Vernal 
Pool Data Sheet (Attachment A).  Data sheets were not filled out when a basin was dry during a 
sampling visit.  Representative photos of the site are included in last year’s report. 
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Table 1 
WET SEASON FAIRY SHRIMP SAMPLING RESULTS 

 

SPECIES OBSERVED 

POOL  
11

/2
4/

04
 

12
/1

0/
04

 

12
/2

1/
04

 

1/
4/

05
 

1/
25

/0
5 

2/
18

/0
5 

3/
2/

05
 

3/
18

/0
5 

3/
31

/0
5 

4/
14

/0
5 

5/
5/

05
 

A -- Dry Dry Dry Dry -- Dry -- -- Dry Dry 
B -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
C -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry -- -- Dry Dry 
D -- -- Dry Dry -- -- Dry Dry -- Dry Dry 
E -- -- -- Dry -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
F -- BRSA Dry Dry -- -- -- -- Dry Dry Dry 
G -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
H -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
I -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
J -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
K -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
L -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
M -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
N -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
O -- Dry Dry Dry Dry -- Dry -- Dry Dry Dry 
P -- -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
R Dry -- Dry Dry Dry -- Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry 
S Dry -- Dry Dry Dry -- -- Dry Dry Dry Dry 
T Dry -- Dry Dry Dry -- -- -- Dry Dry Dry 

BRSA=San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis) 
 
 

RESULTS 
 
Nineteen basins (A through P, R, and S) were sampled during the 2005 wet season on the Candlelight 
site.  Many of these basins are found along the artificial berms at the perimeter of the property (Figure 
3).  The remaining basins are found along the dirt roads that run throughout the site.    
 
During the third visit (12/10/05), shrimp were found in basin F and were identified as San Diego fairy 
shrimp.  No fairy shrimp were observed during any of the other visits, and no other fairy shrimp 
species were observed on site.  Basin E continued to hold water through the last visit.  
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Attachment A 
USFWS VERNAL POOL DATA SHEETS 
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Appendix Y 

Burrowing Owl Survey 
Alden Environmental, May 2012 



 

 

May 8, 2012 
 
Mr. Walter T. Schwerin, P.E. 
Schwerin & Associates 
814 Morena Blvd., Ste. 101 
San Diego, CA 92110 
 
Subject: Burrowing Owl Survey for the Candlelight Project 
 
Dear Mr. Schwerin: 
 
This letter report presents the results of a focused burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) survey 
conducted for the Candlelight project located on a 44.9-acre parcel in the City of San Diego’s Otay 
Mesa community (Figures 1 and 2). The project site occupies a portion of Section 31 within 
Township 18 South, Range 1 West of the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Imperial Beach 
quadrangle map. 
 
Physical Description and Land Use 
 
The project site consists of a mesa top previously used for agriculture. The site is currently 
undeveloped and supports native and non-native habitats.  The vast majority of the property has 
been actively farmed since at least 1955; as a result, the site has been repeatedly disced and tilled.  
Earthen berms were constructed along the site property boundaries between 1995 and 1997 to 
restrict access and illegal dumping. Most of the site supports non-native grassland habitat, with 
areas of maritime succulent scrub habitat on the far western and eastern ends of the site, outside of 
the proposed project development footprint. 
 
Methods 
 
Breeding season burrowing owl surveys were conducted by Alden biologist Greg Mason in 
accordance with the City of San Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 
requirements.  A total of four survey visits were conducted (Table 1) under suitable conditions.  
During each visit the entire site was surveyed on foot to ensure 100% visual coverage of the 
ground surface and identify burrowing owls that may be present on, or adjacent to the site.  The 
first survey visit included the focused burrow survey to identify and map potentially suitable owl 
habitat components.  During this, and subsequent survey visits suitable habitat components 
including ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) burrows, berms, and debris piles were 
surveyed. Land adjacent to the site also was surveyed.  Specific signs of owl presence were also 
searched for including owls, feathers, castings, and owl droppings. Animal species observed during 
the survey were recorded (Attachment A).  
  



 

 

 
In addition to these focused surveys, burrowing owls were surveyed for opportunistically during 
numerous other focused spring (2012) surveys on the site including rare plant and Quino 
checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha editha) surveys. 
 
Results 
 
The site does support ground squirrels and suitable foraging habitat; however, no evidence of 
burrowing owl occupation was found on or adjacent to the site during the focused survey visits.  
Based on the results of the focused survey, along with the lack of owl observations during other 
focused surveys, the site does not currently support burrowing owls. 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this letter report. 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
 
Greg Mason 
Senior Biologist 
 
 
Enclosures: Figure 1 Project Location 

Figure 2 Survey Map 
Figures 3a & 3b Vegetation and Sensitive Resources 

 Attachment A Animal Species Observed 
   

Table 1 
Burrowing Owl Survey Dates 

Survey 
Number Date Time 

Start/Stop Conditions 

1 3/11/12 1830/2010 Clear sky, 74° F, Wind 0-3 mph 
2 3/12/12 1815/2010 Partly cloudy, 71°F, Wind 0-3 mph 
3 3/13/12 1825/2000 Partly cloudy, 65° F, Wind 3-5 mph 
4 4/15/12 1830/2015 Scattered clouds, 68°F, Wind 3-7 mph 
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Attachment A 
Animals Observed 

 
Scientific Name Common Name 

Birds  
Carpodacus mexicanus House finch 
Charadrius vociferus  Killdeer 
Calypte anna Anna’s hummingbird  
Corvus corax Common raven 
Sturnella neglecta  Western meadowlark 
Pipilo maculatus Spotted towhee 
Zenaida macroura Mourning dove 

 
Mammals  

Canis latrans (scat) Coyote 
Lepus californicus 
bennettii Black-tailed jackrabbit 

Spermophilus beecheyi California ground squirrel 
Sylvilagus audubonii Desert cottontail 

 
 

Reptiles  

Sceloporus occidentali Western fence lizard 
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