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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The Grossmont Union High School District (District) was established in 1920 and encompasses 
an area of approximately 465 square miles, including all of the cities of El Cajon, Santee and 
Lemon Grove, most of the City of La Mesa, a small portion of the City of San Diego, and the 
unincorporated areas of Alpine, Dulzura, Jamul, Lakeside, and Spring Valley. The District 
consists of nine comprehensive high schools, three charter schools, one continuation high 
school, two alternative education sites, four special education facilities, a middle college high 
school program, a Regional Occupational Program (ROP) and an adult education program. 
Over 24,000 students attend the District’s schools (See Figure 1-1). 

The District intends to update and modernize Valhalla High School located in unincorporated 
San Diego County adjacent to the City of El Cajon, CA.  The District also proposes to construct 
a new science building on the Valhalla High School campus, which will provide 12 new 
classrooms that could accommodate an increased capacity of up to 400 additional students 
(hereinafter “Project”). 

The proposed science classroom building includes 12 new classrooms.  With the addition of 12 
new classrooms, it is anticipated that the projected capacity for these classrooms would be 
approximately 400 students (33 students per classroom).  Although Valhalla High School does not 
currently have an enrollment that would meet the projection of 400 students, this Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) is intended to analyze potential impacts associated with a capacity 
increase of 400 students and the addition of 12 new classrooms. 

1.2 Objective 

The Project objective is to construct a science building with 12 new classrooms on the existing 
campus, as well as make various updates to the interior and exterior of the existing buildings on 
the Valhalla High School campus.  All of this is to be done with the objective of ensuring a 
higher level of safety, greater energy efficiency and a better learning environment. 

1.3 Location and Existing Conditions 

1.3.1 Regional  

The District provides education to students in grades 9-12 and is located in the eastern portion 
of San Diego County (See Figure 1-1). Valhalla High School opened to students in the fall of 
1974.  The facility is comprised of 76 classrooms/labs/shops of varying sizes and purposes, 
including 14 portable classrooms, a full size gymnasium, aquatics facility, a food preparation 
facility, a 65,000-volume library with computer lab opened and dedicated in the 2001-02 school 
year, three computer labs for use by various instructional programs, a theater, a multi-purpose 
room for dance and wrestling, a weight-training facility, an indoor lunch area, a staff lounge, a 
multi-use stadium with new artificial playing surface and  a nine-lane all-weather track surface.   
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1.3.2 Local 

Valhalla High School is located at 1725 Hillsdale Road in unincorporated San Diego County 
adjacent to the City of El Cajon in eastern San Diego County, APN No. 51713233 (Figure 1-2). 
Access to the school is provided by the Interstate-8 (I-8) Freeway, California State Route (SR) 
54. Hillsdale Road provides local access to the site from SR-54.  Currently, the Valhalla High 
School is actively used and classes are conducted on a traditional school schedule. 
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1.4 Description 

1.4.1 Proposed Action 

The District proposes to construct a new science building and upgrade various existing buildings 
on the Valhalla High School campus as discussed below (See Figure 1-3).  The proposed science 
building is to be located where the existing handball wall currently stands, which is north of the 
tennis courts and south west of the girls’ physical education (PE) building.  The construction plans 
for the science building also include various hardscape and landscape features that will require 
the demolition of concrete walls, existing buildings (including temporary portable classrooms), 
asphalt concrete pavement, concrete hardscape and other various features (See Figure 1-4).  A 
detailed discussion of demolition areas and features is described in Sections 1.4.2 and 1.4.3 
below.   

Additional improvements to various existing buildings on the Valhalla High School campus may 
include the items listed below. This MND serves to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed 
improvements to Valhalla High School.  

• Construction of a new science building including 12 new classrooms 

A new fully equipped science building with 12 new classrooms is proposed.  The new science 
building will be a two-story (40-feet high), wood-framed structure that will be equipped with a 
complete sprinkler system. 

• Replacement of old aging roofs 

Currently the proposed Project is not anticipating removal and replacement of existing roofing.  
However, as part of the renovation, all building roofs will be inspected and those that are found 
to be deteriorated will be removed and replaced.  In addition, if openings are to be created in 
existing roofs to install upgraded heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) units 
(discussed in detail below), it will be necessary to remove and replace the roofing material as 
necessary. A proposed electrical building will have a coated steel metal roof. 

• Renovate 30-year old restrooms, plumbing and drinking fountains 

Two restrooms are being modernized with upgraded plumbing fixtures and finishes. No new 
restrooms will be added to existing facilities.  The existing third-floor restrooms are from the 
original construction in 1975 and have original porcelain wall hung fixtures water closets, urinals 
and lavatories.  An Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) upgrade was made to the restrooms, 
which replaced two water closets with a single water closet to meet ADA requirements. There is 
a known drainage problem from the restrooms down to the main level that is being investigated 
and will be corrected with the remodel of the restrooms. 
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Plumbing facilities will be checked as part of the renovations and any existing plumbing that is 
not functioning properly will be replaced.  All new plumbing installations will meet or exceed the 
current standards of the 2007 California Plumbing Code (CPC), Part 5, Title 24 of the California 
Code of Regulations (CCR). The existing water distribution system is copper and the waste and 
vent system is cast iron and was installed during the original construction in 1975.  Repairs have 
been made to the waste and vent system and portions have been replaced with Acrylonitrile 
butadiene styrene (ABS) plastic and polyvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic. 

• Expand and upgrade science labs 

The existing science facilities are on the interior of the existing main building on the third floor.  
There are six existing oversized classrooms. These classrooms will be demolished and 
reconstructed into eight standard classroom spaces.  A new free-standing 12-room science lab 
will be built on the exterior of the main building. 

• Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms 

A total of 76 classrooms are to be modernized. Each classroom and academic space will be 
thoroughly examined. Typical repairs and/or renovations may include some or all of the following 
to upgrade them appropriately: 1) repainting, 2) replacing flooring and ceilings, 3) installing 
energy-efficient lighting and, 4) upgrading marker boards as necessary.  The existing ceilings 
consist of gypsum board and/or plaster, and will be replaced with lay-in acoustical panel ceiling 
and/or gypsum board.  The flooring consists of vinyl composition tile and carpet.  The flooring 
will be replaced with new vinyl tile and carpet. 

• Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure for safety and 
better access to technology 

The existing electrical system will be increased from 3,000 amps (480/277 volt 3 phase, 4 wire) 
to a 4,000 amp (480/277 volt, 3 phase, 4 wire). This increase will give the campus sufficient 
power for future buildings and technology power requirements.  All new electrical installations will 
meet or exceed the current standards of the 2007 California Electrical Code (CEC), Part 3, Title 
24 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). 

• Remove asbestos and lead paint from buildings 

Existing buildings to be demolished may have been constructed with asbestos containing 
materials (ACM) and/or lead-based paint (LBP).  An asbestos survey for the Valhalla High 
School was performed by Winzler and Kelly in November 2008 (Asbestos Survey Report 
Valhalla High School, November 20081). Areas surveyed include, the main campus building, 
auto shop, boys locker room, food service area, girls locker room, gymnasium/band room, mini 

                                                 
1 A copy of the report is available for public review at the GUHSD office located at 1100 Murray Drive, El Cajon, 

CA. 
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gym (dance/wrestling), Classroom Numbers R1-R4, R5-R8, R10, R11, racquetball courts, and 
building numbers S1-S3 and S4-S5. 

Friable and non-friable ACM has been identified at the proposed Project site. Suspect ACMs 
and asbestos-containing construction materials (ACCMs) visual identification was performed by 
entering representative areas and assessing accessible structural, architectural, and 
mechanical components for the presence of suspect ACMs or ACCMs. Each suspect ACM or 
ACCM identified was sampled in accordance with sampling guidelines established by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and satisfies 29 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 1926.1101, 40 CFR 763 (Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act 
[AHERA]), and 8 CCR 1529. The following summarizes the sampling procedures utilized: 

1. Available historical asbestos survey reports and documentation were requested from the 
District but were not provided. Therefore, the results of the asbestos survey are based 
on the condition of the buildings and sample results at the time of our survey. 

2. The location and total quantity of each ACM, ACCM, and presumed ACM (PACM) was 
tabulated. 

3. These materials were then categorized into homogeneous materials. A homogeneous 
material is defined as being uniform in texture, color, and date of application. 

4. A sampling scheme was developed based upon the location and quantity of the various 
homogeneous materials. 

5. Bulk samples were collected by trained personnel using an appropriate sampling tool 
and a leak-tight container. 

6. Bulk sampling tools were decontaminated to prevent the spread of secondary 
contamination to subsequent bulk samples. 

7. Each bulk sample was individually numbered and recorded on a Bulk Sample Log. 

8. A Chain-of-Custody Record was maintained and submitted with the samples to the 
laboratory. 

All bulk samples were analyzed by AmeriSci of Los Angeles, California. AmeriSci is accredited 
by the National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Program (NVLAP), the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology (NIST) and is a successful participant in the Proficiency Analytical 
Testing Program (PAT). 

Based on the sample results, ACMs were identified in the main campus building, auto shop, 
boys locker room, food service area, girls locker room, gymnasium/band room, mini gym 
(dance/wrestling), Classroom Numbers R1-R4, R5-R8, R10, R11and the racquetball courts. No 
ACMs were identified the samples from building numbers S1-S3 and S4-S5.  

At no time will the identified ACMs or ACCMs be drilled, cut, sanded, scraped or otherwise 
disturbed by untrained personnel. These materials should be removed prior to any activities that 
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will impact these materials. Asbestos disturbance and/or removal operations must be conducted 
by a California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA)-registered and state-
licensed asbestos removal contractor. Disturbance and/or abatement operations will be 
performed under the direct observation of a California Certified Asbestos Consultant. 
Construction and disposal activities involving the potential for impacting ACMs will be conducted 
in accordance with the requirements of Title 8 of the CCR, Section 1529 (8 CCR 1529). If during 
demolition suspect materials are discovered that were not sampled, additional sampling will be 
conducted. 

The demolition/construction contractor(s) will need to obtain a South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1166 permit and implement air quality monitoring under 
that permit.  If elevated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are encountered in the breathing 
zone during excavation, vapor suppression measures will need to be implemented as required 
by the SCAQMD Rule 1166 permit.  For abatement activities that will involve the removal of at 
least 160 square feet, 260 linear feet, or 35 cubic feet of identified friable ACMs and/or 
regulated ACMs, notification will be made to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
(SDAPCD). Notification to the SDAPCD will be done 10 working days prior to the initiation of 
such activities. For abatement activities that will involve asbestos-related work of at least 100 
square or linear feet, written notification will be made to the Cal/OSHA. Cal/OSHA will be 
notified 24 hours prior to the initiation of such activities. 

Because Valhalla High School was constructed prior to 1978 when LBP was no longer used in 
the U.S., LBP may be present in some areas of the existing facilities to be demolished. The 
California EPA (Cal-EPA) Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) does not consider 
common building materials coated with intact LBP to be subject to hazardous waste handling 
and disposal requirements when these materials are removed and disposed of as part of 
renovation or demolition activities. However, in general, chips of LBP and/or dust generated 
from the removal of lead-containing materials, when tested, are classified as Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste and need to be disposed of 
accordingly.  Renovation or demolition of architectural or structural components coated with 
LBP or other lead-containing materials will require workers who are trained and employ proper 
work methods and protective equipment to minimize exposure. Painted surfaces in areas not 
accessible, and that were not tested for LBP, cannot be presumed to be free of lead. Therefore, 
if renovation or demolition activities reveal paint types that were not sampled, additional LBP 
sampling would be required prior to activities that would disturb the painted surfaces unless 
those surfaces are presumed to be LBP.  

• Upgrade heating and air conditioning with energy efficient systems 

The existing science classrooms are served from existing AH-NN. AH-NN is a constant volume 
system with existing variable volume terminals (VVT) bypass boxes serving each classroom. 
The existing air handlers and VVTs were installed with the original build of the high school in 
1975.  

The new HVAC system will be a variable volume system with reheat. The existing science 
classroom ductwork will be removed and replaced with new ductwork.  Direct digital controls will 
be installed in the classrooms for new variable air volume (VAV) units with heating hot water 
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reheat coils.  Heating hot water piping will be brought to the existing science classroom area by 
tapping off the existing heating hot water system.   The existing science classroom exhaust 
fans, hoods and ductwork will be removed and roof caps installed over the roof openings. 

The existing air handlers originally installed in 1975, located in the mezzanine, on the first level 
roof and in a second floor classroom are being replaced in the first phase of the proposed 
Project.  In 1985, the air handler was upgraded to an economizer system. The economizer is 
not functioning currently because the modulating dampers are not connected or frozen in place.  
This condition will be corrected with the installation of the new air handlers during the 
modernization phase of the proposed Project.  All the new air handlers will have economizer 
systems and variable frequency drives for the fan motors. 

Upgrades to existing heating and air conditioning systems shall meet or exceed the current 
standards of the 2007 California Mechanical Code (CPC), Part 4, Title 24 of the CCR. 

• Upgrade deteriorated building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors and 
windows, and installing energy-efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and security 

The metal fascia of the main buildings has been recently repainted. The existing buildings are 
90 percent concrete.  New exterior metal doors were recently installed on the main building.  
The existing exterior lighting is not sufficient for safety and security of students and teachers 
and will be upgraded. High-efficiency, pole-mounted high-intensity discharge (HID) fixtures will 
be provided to increase security and parking lot lighting. Wall-mounted fluorescent fixtures will 
be provided to illuminate sidewalks near buildings. Exterior lighting is to be upgraded to meet 
the minimum recommended lighting levels of the Illuminating Engineers Society (IES) 

• Upgrade fire alarms, sprinkler, and public address systems for improved safety 

A new, fully automatic, networked, addressable fire alarm system will be provided for the entire 
campus. The system will include all new smoke detectors, heat detectors, duct detectors, audio 
and visual devices to meet the current requirements of the Division of State Architects (DSA), 
who have complete oversight for plan checking and ensuring that all California Building Code 
(CBC) requirements are being met for public schools in the State of California.  All pull stations 
will be removed except where required by DSA. The proposed fire alarm and sprinkler system 
was approved by the San Miguel Fire District on October 4, 2008. 

• Upgraded safety systems for compliance with State and Federal law 

The fire alarm system will be replaced and/or upgraded as discussed above.  Construction of 
new sidewalks and wheel chair ramps in the path of travel shall comply with the current 
requirements of the American with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

1.4.2 Demolition for Proposed Science Building Location 

Two buildings located to the west of the girls’ PE building are to be demolished.  One of those 
buildings is a portable classroom building and the other is a 10- by 30-foot trailer.  Wood ramps 
for handicap access to those buildings will also be demolished.  Twelve other portable 
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classrooms will remain.  A 6-inch-thick concrete handball wall, 8-inch-thick concrete site walls, 
asphalt concrete pavement, concrete hardscape, concrete curb and gutter, and chain link 
fencing all located within the proposed footprint and to the north, west and east of the proposed 
science classroom building are to be demolished as well.    

1.4.3 Demolition for Renovations to Existing Buildings 

Demolition materials from renovations to the existing buildings will include roofing material, 
plumbing lines, toilets, wall material (gypsum board, wood) flooring and ceiling material, 
electrical wiring, asbestos and various electronics from the fire alarm and public announcement 
systems to be upgraded.   

1.4.4 Total Demolition Materials and Recyclables 

It is anticipated that approximately eight average daily trips (ADT) will be required to for trucks to 
haul away all demolished materials.  This average is based on an estimate provided by the 
District and the lifespan of the project, which is 1 year (February 2009 to February 2010). For 4 
months of the Project, there is an additional eight ADT, when both the demolition and 
construction of the new science facility and the modernization improvements to the rest of the 
high are underway concurrently (May 2009 to September 2009) Below is table 1-1 with the 
estimated volume of each specific type of material for areas of the Project to be demolished: 

Table 1-1 
Demolition Estimated Volumes 

 Asphalt Wood Concrete Metal 

Buildings 760 tons* N/A 540 tons* 

4 tons 
steel/sheet 
metal (plus 
2,000 lbs 
copper)* 

Handball Wall N/A N/A 1,530 sq. ft Rebar included in 
concrete sq. footage 

Site Walls N/A N/A 5,800 sq. ft. Rebar included in 
concrete sq. footage 

Pavement/ 
Hardscape 70,475 sq. ft. N/A 1,440 sq. ft. N/A 

Curb & Gutter 616 sq. ft. N/A 216 sq. ft. N/A 

Chain Link 
Fence N/A N/A N/A 3,932 sq. ft. 

* indicates material is likely to be recycled. 

No existing materials will be re-used. However, recyclable materials as indicated above will be 
sent to an appropriate facility for future use and to decrease the amount of material being sent 
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to a landfill. Recycled materials will likely include asphalt concrete pavement, wood, steel, 
copper, chain link fence and concrete masonry walls.  

1.4.5 Construction 

Figure 1-4 shows the proposed new construction, including the science building, hardscape and 
landscape.  The new science building is proposed as a two-story (40 feet in height), wood-framed 
structure, which will be equipped with a complete sprinkler system.  This structure will be built in 
compliance with the 2007 California Building Standards Code, Title 24, CCR. 

The science building is proposed to begin construction on February 1, 2009 and is to be 
completed in February 2010.  Demolition for the remainder of the high school renovations will 
begin in May 2009 and is to be completed by September 2009.  Construction shall take place 
between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM and not on Sundays or legal holidays (County of San 
Diego Noise Ordinance – Section 36-410) or as designated by the County of San Diego. The 
Project shall comply with all proposed environmental controls as listed below. 

1.4.6 California Environmental Quality Act Baseline 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) baseline normally represents the physical 
conditions at the site and vicinity prior to the implementation of a proposed Project. The 
significant impacts of the proposed Project are determined by comparing the proposed Project 
to the CEQA baseline. The baseline period for determining the significance of potential impacts 
for this Project is November 2008. 

1.4.7 Proposed Environmental Controls 

Air Resources Protection 

Construction Air Pollution Prevention 

Grading operations associated with the construction of the project are expected to be minimal, 
as the site is already fully developed. However, standard dust control measures would be 
implemented to ensure that any exposed dirt present at the site during construction activities is 
controlled and does not contribute to air quality in the vicinity of the project.  Emissions from the 
construction phase would be minimal and localized, resulting in pollutant emissions below the 
screening level criteria established by SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the SCAQMD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook, Sections 6.2 and 6.3. In addition, the vehicle trips (truck trips and 
construction personnel) generated from construction of the proposed Project will result in 78 
ADT during the demolition and construction of the new science facility, which is expected to take 
place from February 2009 to February 2010. The modernization and upgrades to the remainder 
of Valhalla High School are expected to occur between May 2009 and September 2009 (while 
students are not present); the ADT from this portion of the proposed Project are anticipated to 
be 128.  While both portions of the Project are underway concurrently (May 2009 to September 
2009), estimated ADT would be 206. According to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
CEQA Guidelines for Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans, projects that 
generate less than 2,000 ADT are below the Screening-Level Criteria established by SDAPCD 
Rule 20.2 and by the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Sections 6.2 and 6.3 for criteria 
pollutants. As such, the project will not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially 
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to an existing or projected air quality violation. 

 

Operational Air Pollution Prevention 

The proposed Project is a high school and, therefore, air pollution as a result of operation is 
relatively insignificant. However, small amounts of operational air pollution could result from 
normal emissions from energy use for heating, cooling, lighting etc. One of the main objectives 
of the proposed Project is to upgrade and modernize the heating and cooling system, as well as 
convert lighting to a more energy-efficient type. Although the proposed Project will increase 
enrollment capacity by up to 400 students with the additional for the 12 classroom science 
facility, enrollment increases are not anticipated. However, for purposes of the CEQA analysis, 
the increased capacity could result in an addition of up to 800 vehicle trips or average daily trips 
(ADTs). This is still below the 2,000 ADT Screening-Level Criteria established as noted above. 
As such, the project will not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation. Additionally, it is anticipated that operational energy 
usage by Valhalla High School will be less than it is under existing conditions and, therefore, 
operational air pollution from energy usage will decrease. 

Water Resources Protection 

Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Stormwater pollution prevention during operation would be ensured through conformance with 
the requirements of a site-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). In addition, 
the site’s SWPPP and Stormwater Monitoring Plan (SWMP) would include required elements of 
site inspections, employee training, and best management practices (BMPs), such as berms 
around storage facilities, erosion control, spill prevention, and waste collection practices. 

Operational Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

The proposed Project will utilize the existing storm drain system at Valhalla High School. No 
changes to site drainage are expected as a result of the proposed Project. 

Chemical Storage and Waste Handling 

Disturbance and/or abatement operations will be performed under the direct observation of a 
California Certified Asbestos Consultant. Construction and disposal activities involving the 
potential for impacting ACMs will be conducted in accordance with the requirements of Title 8 of 
the California Code of Regulations, Section 1529 (8 CCR 1529). If during demolition suspect 
materials are discovered that were not sampled, additional sampling will be conducted.  The 
demolition/construction contractor(s) will need to obtain a SCAQMD Rule 1166 permit and 
implement air quality monitoring accordingly. All handling and transport of ACMs will be in 
accordance with San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances Chapter 5 Management of 
Solid Waste, Section 68.503, 68.504 and 68.505. 
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1.4.8 California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 

Assembly Bill (AB) 32, California Global Warming Solutions Act, became effective on January 1, 
2006.  Among other requirements, AB 32 mandates that the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) adopt rules and regulations for the reporting and verification of statewide greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions, and adopt a statewide GHG emission limit by the year 2020 that is 
equivalent to the statewide GHG emissions levels in 1990.  At the time of this project effort, 
CARB had issued draft regulations requiring the reporting and verification of GHG emissions 
from stationary sources. CARB has issued no established threshold values for GHG, other than 
proposing a de minimus reporting level of 25,000 metric tons per year of carbon dioxide 
equivalents (CO2e) for stationary sources. 

On August 27, 2007, California approved Senate Bill (SB) 97, CEQA: Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions. The intent was to aid the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) and 
local resource agencies in addressing GHGs during the CEQA process.  Specifically, SB 97 
requires: 

• OPR to develop CEQA Guidelines “for the mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects 
of GHG emissions” by 7-1-09. 

• The Resources Agency to adopt those CEQA Guidelines by January 1, 2010. 

Until OPR develops these CEQA Guidelines, there are no established significance levels for 
GHGs and project operational emissions are expected to be reduced over existing conditions 
with the new heating and cooling system and the placement of energy-efficient lighting 
throughout the campus. Project construction emissions are minimal and transient and will be 
well below the 25,000 metric ton reporting threshold. 
 

1.5 Anticipated Permits and Approvals 

Table 1-1 lists the permits and approvals that the Project proponent is expected to need in order 
to operate the proposed Project. 

Table 1-2 
Anticipated Permits and Approvals 

Permit Agency 

Authorization to Construct DSA; Received 10/29/08 

Local Fire Authority Review San Miguel Fire District; Received 10/04/08 
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2.0 Evaluation of Proposed Project 

The environmental factors checked below would potentially be affected by this Project (i.e., the 
Project would involve at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact”), as indicated 
by the checklist on the following pages. 

 

 Aesthetics  Agricultural Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology/Soils 

 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials  Hydrology/Water Quality  Land 

Use/Planning 

 Mineral Resources  Noise  Population/ 
Housing 

 Public Services  Recreation  Transportation/ 
Traffic 

 Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance   

Determination:  

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the Project proponent.  A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
I find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and 
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
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 I find that the proposed Project MAY have an impact on the environment that is 
“potentially significant” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” but at least one 
effect (a) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and (b) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the 
earlier analysis, as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
Project, nothing further is required. 

  
 

 

Signature  Date 
Robert F. Kiesling   
Executive Facilities Manager  Grossmont Union High School District
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I.  AESTHETICS.   
Would the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Have a substantial adverse effect 
on a scenic vista? 

   X 

b. Substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic 
buildings along a scenic highway? 

   

X 

c. Substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings? 

   
X 

d. 

Create a new source of substantial 
light or glare that would adversely 
affect daytime or nighttime views 
in the area? 

   

X 

AESTHETICS (AE) 

Would the Project: 

(a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  

No Impact.  The proposed Project does not propose an obstruction to any scenic vistas.  There 
are no scenic resources visible from viewing points in the vicinity of the proposed project that 
would be affected by the presence of the proposed Project.  The surrounding neighborhood 
consists of residential uses to the north, east and west of the project site.  To the south of the 
project site there are baseball fields, soccer fields and tennis courts and an area zoned for 
limited agricultural use where a nursery exists. 

(b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?  

No Impact.  The proposed Project site and vicinity does not benefit from any nearby scenic 
resources.  The surrounding neighborhood consists of residential uses to the north, east and 
west of the project site.  To the south of the Project site there are baseball fields, soccer fields 
and tennis courts and an area zoned for limited agricultural use where a nursery exists. 

 

The proposed Project site is not located in the vicinity of an eligible or designated state scenic 
highway. The nearest officially designated state scenic highway is the segment of SR 125 
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between SR 94 and SR 8 east of La Mesa, approximately 6 miles east of the Project site.  
Therefore, the proposed Project would not have the potential to damage scenic resources. 

(c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?  

No Impact.    The design of the proposed science building will be in aesthetic agreement with 
the existing structures already on the campus.  The new upgrades and renovations for the 
existing structures will enhance the overall appearance of the project site.  The proposed 
decorative hardscape and added landscaping replacing the existing asphalt concrete pavement 
and deteriorated hardscape will also enhance the Project site. 

 (d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime 
or nighttime views in the area? 

No Impact.  The proposed Project would be developed within an existing facility with existing 
safety lighting, and would not require the addition of an appreciable light source. Therefore, no 
new sources of light or glare associated with this Project are anticipated.   

Mitigation Measures: None Required. 

II.   AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES.    

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

In determining whether impacts on agricultural resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997), prepared by the California Department of Conservation.  
Would the Project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on 
maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to nonagricultural use? 

   X 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use or conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract? 

   X 

c. 

Involve other changes in the existing 
environment that, due to their 
location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland to 
nonagricultural use? 

   X 
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AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES (AR) 

Would the Project: 

(a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?  

No Impact.  There is no conversion of farmland proposed within the limits of construction for the 
proposed Project. There are no areas surrounding the project site that are used for farmland.  

(b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?  

No Impact.  The surrounding neighborhood consists of residential uses to the north, east and 
west of the project site.  To the south of the project site, there are baseball fields, soccer fields 
and tennis courts and an area zoned for limited agricultural use where a nursery exists.  The 
existing zoning of the project site is Rural Residential (RR-2) and no zoning changes will be 
necessary to complete the proposed construction. 

(c) Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or nature, 
could individually or cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to nonagricultural use? 

No Impact. There is no farmland in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have no affect on farmland or agricultural uses of any kind.   

Mitigation Measures: None Required. 

III.   AIR QUALITY.   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

When available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations  Would the Project: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

  X  

b. Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

  X  
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III.   AIR QUALITY.   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

c. Result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is a non-attainment area for 
an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions that 
exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

  X  

d. Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? 

  X  

e. Create objectionable odors affecting 
a substantial number of people? 

   X 

AIR QUALITY (AQ) 

III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable 
air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the San Diego Regional Air Quality 
Strategy (RAQS) or applicable portions of the State Implementation Plan (SIP)? 

Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed Project is redevelopment and modernization 
improvements to an existing high school facility. The small increase in student capacity that 
would result from construction of the new science building is consistent with the densities 
anticipated in the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) growth projections used in 
development of the RAQS and SIP. Operation of the project will not result in emissions of 
significant quantities of criteria pollutants listed in the California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS) or toxic air contaminants as identified by the CARB. As such, the proposed project is 
not expected to conflict with either the RAQS or the SIP. In addition, the proposed Project is 
consistent the SANDAG growth projections used in the RAQS and SIP; therefore, the Project 
will not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation? 

Less than Significant Impact: In general, air quality impacts from land use projects are the 
result of emissions from motor vehicles, and from short-term construction activities associated 
with such projects. SDAPCD has established screening-level criteria for all new source review 
(NSR) in air pollution control districts Rule 20.2. For CEQA purposes, these screening-level 
criteria can be used as numeric methods to demonstrate that a project’s total emissions (e.g. 
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stationary and fugitive emissions, as well as emissions from mobile sources) would not result in 
a significant impact to air quality. Since SDAPCD does not have screening-level criteria for 
emissions of VOCs, the use of the screening level for reactive organic compounds (ROC) from 
the CEQA Air Quality Handbook for the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which has stricter 
standards for emissions of ROCs/VOCs than San Diego’s, is appropriate. However, the eastern 
portions of the county have atmospheric conditions that are characteristic of the Southeast 
Desert Air Basin (SEDAB). SEDAB is not classified as an extreme non-attainment area for 
ozone and, therefore, has a less restrictive screening level. Projects located in the eastern 
portions of the County can use the SEDAB screening-level threshold for VOCs. 

Grading operations associated with the construction of the project are expected to be minimal, 
as the site is already fully developed. However, standard dust control measures would be 
implemented to ensure that any exposed dirt present at the site during construction activities is 
controlled and does not contribute to air quality in the vicinity of the project.  Emissions from the 
construction phase would be minimal and localized, resulting in pollutant emissions below the 
screening level criteria established by SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the SCAQMD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook Sections 6.2 and 6.3. In addition, the vehicle trips (truck trips and 
construction personnel) generated from construction of the proposed Project will result in 78 
ADT during the demolition and construction of new science facility, which is expected to take 
place from February 2009 to February 2010. The modernization and upgrades to the remainder 
of Valhalla High School are expected to occur between May 2009 and September 2009 (while 
students are not present); the ADT from this portion of the proposed Project are anticipated to 
be 128.  While both portions of the Project are underway concurrently (May 2009 to September 
2009) estimated ADT would be 206.  

Although the new science facility is not intended to increase enrollment, additional vehicle trips 
associated with the expanded enrollment capacity of 400 students with the new 12 classroom 
science facility are estimated at 800 ADTs (including students, teachers, janitorial and other 
staff as well as after school activity trips). According to the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District CEQA Guidelines for Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans, projects 
that generate less than 2,000 ADT are below the Screening-Level Criteria established by 
SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Sections 6.2 and 6.3 for 
criteria pollutants. As such, the proposed Project construction and operation will not violate any 
air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

Less than Significant Impact. San Diego County is presently in non-attainment for the 1-hour 
concentrations under the CAAQS for Ozone (O3). San Diego County is also presently in non-
attainment for the annual geometric mean and for the 24-hour concentrations of Particulate 
Matter less than or equal to 10 microns (PM10) under the CAAQS. O3 is formed when VOCs and 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) react in the presence of sunlight. VOC sources include any source that 
burns fuels (e.g., gasoline, natural gas, wood, oil); solvents; petroleum processing and storage; 
and pesticides. Sources of PM10 in both urban and rural areas include: motor vehicles, wood 
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burning stoves and fireplaces, dust from construction, landfills, agriculture, wildfires, 
brush/waste burning, and industrial sources of windblown dust from open lands. 

Air quality emissions associated with the Project include emissions of PM10, NOx and VOCs 
from construction activities, as well as VOCs as the result of expanded student capacity from 
the new science building. However, because the project site is already developed, only minimal 
fine grading will occur on the areas where existing structures, asphalt, concrete etc. are 
demolished.  Emissions from the construction and demolition of the new science facility would 
be minimal and localized, resulting in PM10 and VOC emissions below the screening-level 
criteria established by SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook 
Sections 6.2 and 6.3.  

Additionally, the Project plans include upgrades the heating and cooling system, as well as 
installation of energy-efficient lighting, therefore, it is anticipated that fuel (natural gas) needs for 
Valhalla High School will be less once the Project is completed. As discussed above, the vehicle 
trips generated from the Project construction will result in a maximum of 206 ADT, when both 
the demolition and construction of the science building and the modernization improvements are 
underway (May 2009 to September 2009). Although the new science facility is not intended to 
increase enrollment, additional vehicle trips associated with the expanded enrollment capacity 
of 400 students with the new 12 classroom science facility are estimated at 800 ADTs. 
According to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District CEQA Guidelines for Assessing the 
Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans, projects that generate less than 2,000 ADT are below 
the Screening-Level Criteria established by SDAPCD Rule 20.2 and by the SCAQMD CEQA air 
quality handbook section 6.2 and 6.3 for VOCs and PM10. 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less than Significant Impact: Air quality regulators typically define sensitive receptors as 
schools (Preschool-12th Grade), hospitals, resident care facilities, or day-care centers, or other 
facilities that may house individuals with health conditions that would be adversely impacted by 
changes in air quality. The proposed Project will occur within an existing high school facility that 
would be considered a sensitive receptor. However, demolition and construction of the new 
science facility, which represents the majority of the construction activities that would produce 
emissions (mainly vehicle emissions) is to occur during the summer months when students are 
not present. No other point-source emissions of air pollutants are associated with the project. As 
such, the proposed Project will not expose sensitive populations to excessive levels of air 
pollutants. 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

No Impact: No potential sources of objectionable odors have been identified in association with 
the proposed Project. As such, no impact from odors is anticipated. 

Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 
 Would the Project:  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, 
or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS)? 

   X 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on 
any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the 
CDFG or USFWS? 

   X 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA) (including, but not 
limited to, marshes, vernal pools, 
coastal wetlands, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

   X 

d. Interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites? 

   X 

e. Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

   X 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted habitat conservation plan; 
natural community conservation 
plan; or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

   X 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) 

Would the Project: 

(a) Have a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modifications 
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game 
or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

No Impact.  The Project site and surrounding area are entirely developed with residential uses. 
Trees on the Project site may be used by common birds and mammals, but no trees will be 
removed as part of the proposed Project. No sensitive or special status species (or candidate 
species) or their habitats are located within the Project site. Therefore, the proposed Project 
would not result in impact either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish (CDFG) and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS).  

(b) Have a substantial adverse impact on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No Impact.  No streams, rivers, lakes or riparian vegetation exists on the site or on any areas 
immediately adjacent to the site.  Therefore, the Project would not affect riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the 
CDFG or USFWS. 

(c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including but not limited to marshes, vernal pools, 
coastal wetlands, etc.), through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

No Impact.  The Project site is currently completely developed and does not contain any 
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  
Additionally, the surrounding area does not contain any federally protected wetlands.  
Therefore, the Project would not affect wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the CWA. 

(d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of wildlife nursery sites? 

 No Impact.  Birds would likely avoid the area during construction and active periods of Project 
operations.  Therefore, the proposed Project would not interfere with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, nor would it impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 
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(e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

No Impact.  There are no protected biological resources on the Project site or in the 
surrounding areas.  Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources.   

(f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan; natural 
communities’ conservation plan; or any other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

No Impact.  Although the Project site is located in San Diego County and within the boundaries 
of the San Diego County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), all Project 
construction activities associated with the proposed Project will occur within the existing Valhalla 
High School facility boundaries, within areas that are already developed.  Therefore, the 
proposed Project will have no impact on species or habitats covered by the MSHCP.  

Mitigation Measures: None Required. 

V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES.  
Would the Project : 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in 
California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Section 15064.5? 

   

X 

b. Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant 
to CEQA Section 15064.5? 

   

X 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

   
X 

d. 
Disturb any human remains, 
including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

   
X 

 

CULTURAL RESOURCES (CR) 

Would the Project:  

(a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical resource as 
defined in the CEQA Guidelines, §15064.5? 
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No Impact.  No historical resources would be expected within the limits of the Project site due 
to the fact that the proposed construction is a redevelopment of an existing high school that 
completed original construction in 1975.  Therefore, proposed construction activities at the site 
are not expected to adversely change the significance of a historic resource. 

(b) Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, §15064.5? 

No Impact.  Due to grading, excavations, and backfill that occurred as part of construction of 
the existing facility, the site would not be expected to yield significant archaeological resources.   

(c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature?  

No Impact.  Due to grading, excavations, and backfill that occurred as part of construction of 
the existing facility, the site would not be expected to yield significant paleontological resources 
or unique geologic features. 

(d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

No Impact.  There are no known historical or modern cemeteries located on or in the vicinity of 
the site. Therefore, the construction of the proposed project is not expected to disturb human 
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  
Would the Project :  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

  X  

a. 

 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault?  Refer 
to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

  X  
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  
Would the Project :  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?   X  

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?   X  

iv.  Landslides?    X 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or 
the loss of topsoil? 

   X 

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable or that would 
become unstable as a result of the 
Project and potentially result in an 
onsite or offsite landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, 
or collapse? 

   X 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

   X 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal 
systems in areas where sewers are 
not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

   X 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS (GS) 

Would the Project: 

(a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines 
and Geology Special Publication 42.  

Less than Significant.  The proposed Project site is not located near or within any 
known earthquake fault zone as delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. The closest known fault zones to the project site are 1) San Jacinto Fault 
Zone, located approximately 40 miles northeast from El Cajon, 2) Elsinore Fault Zone, 
located approximately 30 northeast miles from El Cajon, 3) Rose Canyon Fault Zone 
located approximately 10 miles west of El Cajon near La Jolla, and 4) San Clemente 
Fault Zone, located west of El Cajon, offshore near San Clemente Island. Standard 
engineering practices and design criteria relative to seismic and geologic hazards will be 
followed per the CBC and as approved by DSA on October 29, 2008. Based on the 
foregoing, seismic impacts for the proposed Project are less than significant.    

(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?   

Less than Significant Impact.  Strong seismic ground shaking is not expected to 
impact the Project site, as this part of San Diego County (adjacent to City of El Cajon 
boundary) is not listed on the Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. nor 
is it located in one of the seismic shaking buffer zones identified in County Guidelines for 
Determining Significance for Geologic Hazards (San Diego County 2007). Furthermore, 
DSA is the entity that reviews and authorizes all K-12 schools located in the State of 
California. DSA and CBC structural standards for buildings are more stringent than the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC) Code and specifically address seismic hazards. DSA has 
already approved the plans for the new science building at Valhalla High School. Based 
on the foregoing, impacts to the proposed Project from ground shaking are considered 
less than significant.   

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Ground shaking is most likely to occur in areas of loose, 
water-saturated incompetent materials referred to as alluvium. Although it is believed 
that the greater Cajon Valley is covered by a surface layer of alluvium, subsurface water 
levels are common at 12 feet below the surface (City of El Cajon, 2000). The Project site 
is located in one of the areas identified as having potential for liquefaction in the County 
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Geologic Hazards (San Diego County 2007). 
However, the Project site is fully developed and the proposed Project includes 
redevelopment and modernization improvements to a facility that was originally 
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constructed in 1975 and has not experienced liquefaction issues since its construction. 
Furthermore, DSA is the entity designated by the State of California to ensure that all K-
12 schools are constructed and maintained with the highest level of structural safety. 
The proposed Project was approved by DSA on October 29, 2008. Therefore, strong 
seismic ground shaking is not expected to impact the Project site. 

(iv) Landslides? 

No Impact.  The project site is not within a “Landslide Susceptibility Area" as identified in 
the County Guidelines for Determining Significance for Geologic Hazards San Diego 
County 2007). Additionally, the topography of the Project site is relatively flat; therefore, 
Project implementation would not anticipate exposure of people or property to 
landslides. 

(b)  Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  

No Impact. It is not anticipated that any soil erosion will occur as a result of this activity 
since ground disturbance will be minimal. Erosion will be further controlled by use of 
construction BMPs such as sand bagging and watering.  The proposed Project includes 
the renovation of existing structures and the construction of a 12 classroom science 
building that will be constructed where existing structures (handball wall and asphalt 
concrete pavement) are currently located.  There is no topsoil within the proposed 
construction footprint to be disturbed. Therefore, the proposed Project would not directly 
or indirectly affect baseline geologic or soil conditions at or near the proposed Project 
site. 

(c) Is the Project located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite 
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

No Impact.  The project site has not been identified as belonging to a geologically 
unstable unit, based on available references. Additionally, project implementation is not 
expected to destabilize the project site.  Although the Project site is located in one of the 
areas identified as having potential for liquefaction in the County Guidelines for 
Determining Significance for Geologic Hazards (San Diego County 2007), the Project 
site is fully developed and the proposed Project includes redevelopment and 
modernization improvements to a facility that was originally constructed in 1975 and has 
not experienced liquefaction issues since its construction. Furthermore, DSA is the entity 
designated by the State of California to ensure that all K-12 schools are constructed and 
maintained with the highest level of structural safety. The proposed Project was 
approved by DSA on October 29, 2008. Therefore, the Project site is not believed to be 
unstable nor would implementation of the proposed Project result in instability.  

(d)  Is the project located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?  

No Impact.  The proposed Project is not located on expansive soils as defined by the UBC.   
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(e)  Would the project have soils that are incapable of supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

No Impact. The proposed Project is redevelopment of and modernization improvements 
to an existing site that is served by the Otay Water District sanitary sewer system and 
will continue to do so. No impacts to septic or alternate wastewater disposal systems will 
result from the proposed project.  

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS.  
Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through 
the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

 X   

b. Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into 
the environment? 

 X   

c. Emit hazardous emissions or involve 
handling hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within 0.25 mile of an existing 
or proposed school? 

 X   

d. Be located on a site that is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

   X 

e. Be located within an airport land use 
plan area or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted; be within 2 miles 
of a public airport or public use 
airport; and result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the 
Project area? 

   X 
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS.  
Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

f. Be located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip and result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or 
working in the Project area? 

   X 

g. Impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

   
X 

h. Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving wild land fires, 
including where wild lands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed 
with wild lands? 

   X 

 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (HM) 

Would the Project: 

(a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed Project is demolition and 
construction of a new science facility and modernization improvements to an existing high 
school. No routine transport of hazardous materials will occur as a result of the proposed 
Project. However, the proposed Project site has been identified as having ACMs present that 
will require proper disposal. Disposal of ACMs will be in accordance with Title 8 of the CCR, 
Section 1529 (8 CCR 1529) as described in MM HM-1. With implementation of this mitigation 
measure, impacts are less than significant. 

(b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation  Friable and non-friable ACM has been 
identified at the proposed Project site in the main campus building, auto shop, boys locker room, 
food service area, girls locker room, gymnasium/band room, mini gym (dance/wrestling), 
Classroom Numbers R1-R4, R5-R8, R10, R11and the racquetball courts. No ACMs were 
identified the samples from building numbers S1-S3 and S4-S5. To ensure that potential 
impacts from removal of ACMs are reduced to less than significant, all proper precautions and 
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standards for removing, handling and disposal of ACMs are to be implemented as described 
below in MM HM-1 through MM HM-6. Implementation of these mitigation measures reduces 
the impact to less than significant.  

 (c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. See response to (b) above. The proposed 
Project is located at an existing high school with one of the main objectives being to increase 
student and faculty safety. As part of the improvements, all ACMs will be removed in 
accordance with laws and regulation governing the handling, transportation and disposal of 
ACMs and are to be implemented as described below in MM HM-1 through MM HM-7. 
Implementation of these mitigation measures reduces the impact to less than significant 

(d) Is the Project located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

No Impact. The proposed Project site is not included on a list of hazardous material sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 

(e)  For a Project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the Project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area?  

No Impact. No public airport is located within 2 miles of the proposed project. The Project site is 
located approximately 7 miles southeast of Gillespie Field Air Strip. Gillespie Field is a county-
owned public-use airport located in El Cajon.  Due to the distance of Gillespie Field from the 
Project site, the proposed Project would not expose people in the Project area to excessive 
noise levels associated with any airport activities. 

(f) For a Project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the Project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area? 

No Impact. No private airstrip is located within 2 miles of the proposed project. The Project site 
is located approximately 7 miles southeast of Gillespie Field Air Strip.  Gillespie Field is a 
county-owned public-use airport located in the City of El Cajon.    

(g) Would the Project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?  

No Impact. The proposed Project is intended to provide increased safety for students and 
faculty. Improvements to the fire alarm and sprinkler systems are planned for the entire campus. 
The San Miguel Fire District approved Project plans to upgrade and modernize the fire 
protection system throughout the campus on October 4, 2008. The proposed Project will not 
interfere with implementation of an emergency response or emergency evacuation plan. The 
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new science building will be added to the existing emergency response plan for Valhalla High 
School. 

(h) Would the Project expose people or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wild land fires, including where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wild lands? 

No Impact. The proposed Project will occur within an existing high school site that is already 
developed and is surrounded by development. No exposure of people or structures to wild land 
fires will occur as a result of the proposed Project. 

Mitigation Measures:  

  MM HM-1: Construction and disposal activities involving the potential for 
impacting ACMs will be conducted in accordance with the requirements of Title 8 
of the CCR, Section 1529 (8 CCR 1529). If during demolition suspect materials 
are discovered that were not sampled, additional sampling will be conducted. 

  MM HM-2: Asbestos disturbance and/or removal operations must be conducted 
by a Cal/OSHA-registered and state-licensed asbestos removal contractor. 
Disturbance and/or abatement operations will be performed under the direct 
observation of a California Certified Asbestos Consultant.  

  MM HM-2: Construction and disposal activities involving the potential for 
impacting ACMs will be conducted in accordance with the requirements of Title 8 
of the CCR, Section 1529 (8 CCR 1529). If during demolition suspect materials 
are discovered that were not sampled, additional sampling will be conducted. 

  MM HM-3: The demolition/construction contractor(s) will need to obtain a 
SCAQMD Rule 1166 permit and implement air quality monitoring under that 
permit.  If elevated VOCs are encountered in the breathing zone during 
excavation, vapor suppression measures will need to be implemented as 
required by the Rule 1166 permit.   

  MM HM-4: Abatement activities that will involve the removal of at least 160 
square feet, 260 linear feet, or 35 cubic feet of identified friable ACMs and/or 
regulated ACMs, notification will be made to the SDAPCD. Notification to the 
SDAPCD will be done 10 working days prior to the initiation of such activities.  

  MM HM-5: Abatement activities that will involve asbestos-related work of at least 
100 square or linear feet, written notification will be made to the Cal/OSHA. 
Notification to the Cal/OSHA will be made 24 hours prior to the initiation of such 
activities.  

  MM HM-6: Notification to employees and contractors working within the building 
should be made in accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, 
Section 25915 et.seq. and Proposition 65. 
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  MM HM-7: All asbestos abatement activities will occur outside the normal school 
year when students are present (i.e. May to September). 

 

VIII.   HYDROLOGY AND WATER   
QUALITY. 
Would the Project :  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Violate any water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements?    X 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge, resulting 
in a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate 
of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level that would not 
support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have 
been granted)? 

   X 

c. Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner that would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation onsite 
or offsite? 

   X 

d. Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding 
onsite or offsite? 

   X 

e. Create or contribute runoff water 
that would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

   X 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade 
water quality? 

   X 
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VIII.   HYDROLOGY AND WATER   
QUALITY. 
Would the Project :  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

g. Place housing within a 100-year 
flood hazard area, as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map? 

   X 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard 
area structures that would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

   X 

i. Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a 
levee or dam? 

   X 

j. Contribute to inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

   X 

 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (HW) 

Would the Project: 

(a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?  

No Impact. The project site is already fully developed and utilizes an existing stormwater 
conveyance system. Project site stormwater runoff would continue being captured and 
conveyed to the existing storm water system maintained by the County of San Diego Public 
Works Department. Therefore, there would be no impact to existing water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements. 

(b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (i.e., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)?  

No Impact.  The project site is currently developed and most of the site consists of 
impermeable surfaces. The site currently does not support surface recharge of groundwater.  
The proposed project would not change the quantity of groundwater or have any impact on 
aquifers. 
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(c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite?   

No Impact.  The construction and operation of the proposed project would not substantially alter 
the existing drainage pattern of the Project site or in the vicinity of the Project site. Because the 
proposed Project does not include any changes to the existing stormwater drainage system, the 
Project would not affect nearby streams or rivers. Existing structures and pavement currently 
cover the entire site. During construction, BMPs would be employed to control surface water 
runoff.  Therefore, the proposed Project would not create an increase in erosion or siltation 
onsite or offsite.  

(d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding onsite or offsite?  

No Impact.  The construction and operation of the proposed Project would not substantially 
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or vicinity; nor would it affect nearby streams or 
rivers. Existing structures and impervious surfaces such as pavement currently cover the entire 
site. During construction, BMPs would be employed to control surface water runoff. The 
proposed stormwater collection system would adequately control surface runoff and drainage 
during operation of the proposed project, and the amounts of stormwater runoff would not be 
increased over current conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not create an increase 
in surface water runoff or result in flooding onsite or offsite, or exceed the capacity of the 
facility’s stormwater system.  

(e) Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?   

No Impact.  The proposed Project would not create or contribute additional runoff that could not 
be accommodated by the proposed stormwater collection system could not adequately control 
during operation of the proposed project, and the amounts of stormwater runoff would not be 
increased over current conditions. During construction, BMPs would be employed to control any 
sources of polluted runoff.  Therefore, the proposed project would not create an increase in 
surface water runoff or polluted runoff that would exceed the capacity of the facility’s stormwater 
system.  

(f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  

No Impact.  Site stormwater runoff would be captured and conveyed to the stormwater system.  
Therefore, there would be no impact to existing water quality standards. 

(g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 
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No Impact.  The proposed project does not entail the construction of housing.  The site is not 
located in a 100-year designated flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary Map, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard delineation map.  

(h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect 
flood flows?   

No Impact.  The proposed project would not impede or redirect flood flows by placing structures 
within a 100-year flood plain.  The site is not located in a 100-year designated flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary Map, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood 
hazard delineation map. 

(i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?   

No Impact.  The project would not change the risk level for flooding in the surrounding area, 
and no dams or levees are near the proposed site.  The proposed project is not near a reservoir 
with a dam, is not in a dam inundation area, and does not include habitable structures.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a flooding impact as the result of the failure 
of a levee or dam. 

(j) Contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No Impact.  The project would not contribute to risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow.  Due to the project site’s location, it is highly unlikely that it would be affected by 
seiche or tsunami. Also, the topography of the subject area, which is essentially flat, lacks 
sufficient relief to support a mudflow.    

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING.   
Would the Project : 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Physically divide an established 
community? 

   X 

b. Conflict with any applicable land 
use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the 
Project (including, but not limited 
to, a general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect? 

   

X 
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING.   
Would the Project : 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

   
X 

 

LAND USE AND PLANNING (LP) 

 Would the Project:  

(a)  Physically divide an established community?  

No Impact.  The proposed renovations and new construction of a science classroom building 
are within the limits of the existing developed property would not divide the established 
community. 

(b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect?  

No Impact.  The proposed project site is located in unincorporated San Diego County and is 
designated as RR-2 in their General Plan (San Diego Draft General Plan 2008).  This land use 
designation permits the existing use and proposed improvements. 

(c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

No Impact.  Although the Project site is located in San Diego County and within the boundaries 
of the San Diego County MSHCP, all Project construction activities associated with the 
proposed Project will occur within the existing high school facility boundaries, within areas that 
are already developed.  Therefore, the proposed Project will have no impact on species or 
habitats covered by the MSHCP. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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X.  MINERAL RESOURCES.      
Would the Project : 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Result in the loss of availability of 
a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the state? 

   

X 

b. Result in the loss of availability of 
a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific 
plan, or other land use plan? 

   

X 

 

MINERAL RESOURCES (MR) 

Would the Project:  

(a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state?  

No Impact.  The Project area is not located in a mineral resource area as identified by the 
United States Geological Survey (USGS). In addition, the Project area is located on an already 
developed site that has existed since 1975; therefore, any previous mineral resources would 
have been discovered during prior construction activities.  In addition, the grading necessary for 
this project is minimal and would not require significant excavation or anything more than 
hardscape removal and fine grading. 

(b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

No Impact.  See response to Mineral Resources (a) above. The Project site is not located 
within any significant mineral resource areas.  Therefore, no impacts to mineral resources would 
occur.   

Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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XI.   NOISE. 
       Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Expose persons to or generate 
noise levels in excess of standards 
established in a local general plan or 
noise ordinance or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

  X  

b. Expose persons to or generate 
excessive ground borne vibration or 
ground borne noise levels? 

  X  

c. Result in a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

   X 

d. Result in a substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

  X  

e. 

Be located within an airport land use 
plan area, or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use airport 
and expose people residing or 
working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

   X 

f. 

Be located in the vicinity of a private 
airstrip and expose people residing 
or working in the Project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

   X 

 

NOISE (N) 

Would the Project: 

a) Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project is not expected to generate construction 
noise that may exceed the standards of the County of San Diego Noise Ordinance (Section 36-
410). Construction operations will occur only during permitted hours of operation pursuant to 
Section 36-410. Also, It is not anticipated that the project will operate construction equipment in 
excess of an average sound level of 75dB between the hours of 7 AM and 7 PM. Therefore, the 
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project will not exceed any local noise ordinances and noise impacts resulting from the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 

(b) Expose persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne 
noise levels? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not include significant sources of 
ground-borne vibration, such as long-term heavy equipment operations, jack hammering or pile 
driving. All ground-borne noise disturbance would be short-term construction related and would 
not occur outside the allowable timeframes described above. Therefore, construction activity 
would have a less than significant ground-borne vibration impact. 

(c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project 
vicinity above levels existing without the Project? 

No Impact. See Response to Noise (a) above. Noise associated with the proposed project 
would be short-term construction related noise only. Therefore, no permanent noise impacts 
would occur.   

 (d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project?  

Less than Significant Impact. See Response to Noise (a) above. Noise associated with the 
proposed project would be short-term construction related noise only, which is not expected to 
exceed the local ordinance level and will occur only within allowable timeframes. Therefore, 
these impacts are less than significant.  

(e) Be located within an airport land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport and expose people 
residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels?  

No Impact: No public airport is located within 2 miles of the proposed project. The Project site is 
located approximately 7 miles southeast of Gillespie Field Air Strip.  Gillespie Field is a county-
owned public-use airport located in El Cajon.  Due to the distance of Gillespie Field from the 
Project site, the proposed Project would not expose people in the Project area to excessive 
noise levels associated with any airport activities.   

 (f) Be located in the vicinity of a private airstrip and expose people residing or working 
in the Project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact:  The Project site is not located within the vicinity (i.e, 5 miles) of any private airstrip.   

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

 

   41 December 2008



 Valhalla High School 
Modernization Project 

XII.   POPULATION AND HOUSING.     
Would the Project : 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Induce substantial population 
growth in an area, either directly 
(e.g., by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., 
through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

   

X 

b. Displace a substantial number of 
existing housing units, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   

X 

c. Displace a substantial number of 
people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

   

X 

 
 

POPULATION and HOUSING (PH) 

Would the Project: 

(a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by proposing 
new homes and business) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)?  

No Impact.  The proposed project intends to construct a new science building that includes 12 
new classrooms, plus other facility renovations. The new classrooms could accommodate up to 
400 additional students. However, the proposed project is not intended to increase enrollment 
and is not being undertaken to accommodate additional students. The project is being 
constructed to provide higher-quality science facilities to the existing student population and 
modernization improvements of other school facilities is intended to provide a higher level of 
safety, greater energy efficiency and a better learning environment. The proposed project will 
not induce substantial population growth in the area directly or indirectly.  

(b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?  

No Impact. The proposed project will occur entirely within the existing footprint of the Valhalla 
High School site. Therefore, it will not displace any existing housing.  

(c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 
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No Impact. The proposed project will occur entirely within the existing footprint of the Valhalla 
High School site. Therefore, the proposed project will not displace substantial numbers of 
people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

 

XIII.   PUBLIC SERVICES.               
Would the Project : 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

Result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities or a 
need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, 
to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of 
the following public services: 

   

 

Fire protection?    X 

Police protection?    X 

Schools?    X 

Parks?    X 

a. 

Other public facilities?    X 
 

PUBLIC SERVICES (PS) 

Would the Project: 

(a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: fire protection, police protection, schools, 
parks, other public facilities? 

No Impact. The San Miguel Fire District currently provides fire protection and emergency 
services for Valhalla High School. One of the main objectives of the proposed project is to 
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increase the safety of the students and faculty. New, fully automatic, networked, addressable 
fire alarm system will be provided for the new science building, as well as for the entire campus. 
The system will include all new smoke detectors, heat detectors, duct detectors, and audio and 
visual devices to meet the current requirements of DSA. All pull stations will be removed except 
where required by DSA. The proposed fire alarm and sprinkler system was approved by the San 
Miguel Fire District on October 4, 2008 Construction activities would be short-term, and would 
comply with existing police and fire department emergency access requirements; therefore, 
proposed construction activities at the site would not affect existing fire or police services 
currently available to the site and vicinity. Additionally, the Project would not increase 
population. Therefore, the proposed Project would not directly or indirectly affect baseline public 
services at or near the proposed Project site that would result in: substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities; or the 
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

 

XIV. RECREATION. 
 Would the Project : 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

   

X 
 

b. Include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities 
that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the 
environment? 

   

X 

 

RECREATION (R) 

Would the Project: 

(a)  Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is redevelopment and renovation of an 
existing high school and existing recreational opportunities to students include a theater, a multi-
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purpose room for dance and wrestling, a weight-training facility, a boys and a girls PE building, 
an indoor lunch area, a multi-use stadium with new artificial playing surface and  a nine-lane all-
weather track surface. Existing use of the PE buildings and other facilities is not anticipated to 
be affected by the proposed Project, with the exception of the handball court, which will be 
replaced by the new science facility. No impacts to other recreational opportunities or parks 
would result from the proposed project.  

(b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

No Impact. The proposed Project does not include any operational or structural changes to that 
would affect any recreational facilities nor would it have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment.  

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  
       Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Cause an increase in traffic that is 
substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in the number of vehicle 
trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

  X  

b. Cause, either individually or 
cumulatively, exceedance of a level-
of-service standard established by 
the County Congestion Management 
Agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

   X 

c. Result in a change in vessel traffic 
patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change 
in location that results in substantial 
safety risks? 

   X 

d. Substantially increase hazards 
because of a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections), or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment)? 

   X 
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  
       Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

e. Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

   X 

f. Result in inadequate parking 
capacity? 

   X 

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

   X 

TRANSPORTATION (T) 

Would the Project: 

(a)  Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load 
and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)?  

Less than Significant Impact. A Traffic Study was prepared by Hernandez, Kroone & 
Associates ([HKA], 2008). Other than the expanded and upgraded science facility, the 
modernization improvements will not affect capacity or traffic other than temporary site visits by 
construction staff.  HKA looked specifically at the school’s current configuration and, the streets 
in the area to determine the following intersections warranted review for potential traffic impacts: 
 

• Hillsdale Road / Circular Turnaround Driveway 
• Hillsdale Road / Faculty Parking Driveway 
• East Chase Avenue / Hillsdale Road / Westgrove Road 
• Hillsdale Road / Valhalla School Drive 

 
The analysis will include review of the AM and PM Peak Periods (school opening and school 
closing) for the following scenarios: 
 

• Existing conditions (without project) 
• Opening day (assumed to be 2012) without and with project  
• Future year scenarios (assumed to be 2030) without and with project.  

 
Peak traffic volume for Valhalla High School correspond with the school’s opening and closing 
(7:30 AM opening and 3:00 PM closing). The AM Peak Period was identified as 6:30 to 8:30 and 
the PM Peak Period as 2:00 to 4:00 PM. Turning movement counts were taken at each of the 
four intersections listed above during the AM and PM Peak Periods. The counts were taken by 
Turning Point Traffic Services in November of 2008. Their counts are included in Appendix A. 
The special needs buses were counted separately.  
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Level of service (LOS) is a measure of the effectiveness of an intersection. It rates the 
intersection by the length of delay or by a volume to capacity ratio. A LOS of A means that the 
intersection has little delay. A LOS of F means the intersection has delays of over a minute or 
that traffic may not clear the intersection in one signal cycle. The magnitude of change in the 
LOS when the project trips are added to the intersection indicates the magnitude of the project’s 
impact. HKA determined that the intersections described above have adequate sight distance 
and are well designed to handle the traffic operations for the vehicular and pedestrian volumes 
under existing conditions. All intersections analyzed received a grade of C or higher (see 
Appendix A). In order to determine the change and/or adequacy in LOS as a result of the 
proposed Project, The exact numbers of students, who are dropped off, walk / bike, bused, or 
student driving is unknown and varies daily. An increase of 400 students to a student body of 
2,210 is an increase of approximately 19%. It is rational to assume that the movements in and 
out of the driveways at the school will also increase by 19% to account for additional students, 
faculty, staff, administration, and pedestrians. HKA used the capacity increase and projected 
growth rate in this area of San Diego County. Although the Valhalla High School is anticipating a 
12-13% decline in enrollment by 2012, this was determined to have no impact on the anticipated 
growth rate for the area since this change may be based upon aging neighborhoods. HKA 
assumed an annual growth rate of 0.5% in forecasting volumes to 2012 and 1.5% from 2012 to 
2030.  This growth rate was estimated from their traffic engineering experience and from the 
degree of completed development in the area surrounding the project site. This equated to an 
overall growth of 2% by 2012 and 30% by 2030.  
 
The intersections were analyzed LOS impacts for the existing conditions, opening day without 
and with project traffic and future year without and with project traffic. For each scenario, all 
intersections operate at a LOS of C or higher. The minimum acceptable LOS in San Diego 
County is C. Therefore, the addition of Project traffic to the intersections is a less than significant 
impact.  
 

(b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by 
San Diego Association of Governments for designated roads or highways? 

No Impact. See response to Transportation (a) above. The proposed Project is not expected to 
affect the LOS at Valhalla High School. Additionally, traffic associated with Valhalla High School 
and the proposed Project is localized and will not result in an individual or cumulatively 
significant impact.  

(c) Results in a change in vehicle traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project will not affect the existing traffic patterns, 
change the LOS or result in substantial safety risks. However, during the traffic count data 
collection undertaken by HKA, numerous driving violations by parents dropping off their children 
were observed in the form of illegal U-turns and student drop-offs in undesignated areas. When 
other motorists violate traffic laws unexpected situations occur which can increase the risk for 
accidents. Increasing the number of may result in an increase of the number of people violating 
traffic laws. The District has no control over the willful violation of the law made by others and 
although accident data was not collected as part of the traffic study, an increase of drivers to the 
school due to a student body increase of 400 could increase the potential for accidents.  
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(d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?  

No Impact. See response to Transportation (a) and (b) above. No changes to the existing 
intersections or traffic patterns are part of the proposed Project.  

(e) Result in inadequate emergency access? (f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  

No Impact. Existing parking is adequate for Valhalla High School and will accommodate an 
increase in student capacity will not affect the level of parking adequacy or emergency access 
to the school.   

(g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

No Impact. See response to Transportation (a) and (b) above.  

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS.  
Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

   X 

b. Require or result in the construction 
of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

   X 

c. Require or result in the construction 
of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

   X 

d. Have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the Project from 
existing entitlements and resources, 
or would new or expanded 
entitlements be needed? 

   X 
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XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS.  
Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

e. Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider that 
serves or may serve the Project that 
it has adequate capacity to serve the 
Projected demand of the Project in 
addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

   X 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate 
the solid waste disposal needs of 
the Project? 

  X  

g. Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

   X 

 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (U)  

Would the Project: 

(a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board?  

No Impact.  The proposed project would not have any new wastewater discharges as existing 
restrooms are being replaced in-kind, and would, therefore, not exceed applicable San Diego 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements.  The proposed project would 
have no new personnel onsite; therefore, it would not require the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities. 

(b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?  

No Impact.  The proposed project would not result in any signficiantsignificant new wastewater 
discharges or new water requirements. The proposed project would use the exiting Otay Water 
District sanitary sewer facilities. Therefore, no expansion of water or wastewater facilities will 
occur.  

   

The site currently has a stormwater discharge system that is managed in accordance with the 
SWPPP that would remain in force during the proposed Project.  In addition, all stormwater is 
piped to the Refinery for processing. Furthermore, the proposed Project would have no new 
personnel or structures onsite compared to baseline conditions.  Therefore, no new or 
expanded storm water drainage facilities would be needed. 
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(d)  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

No Impact.  The proposed Project is redevelopment of and improvements to an existing high 
school facility. Although the project could provide an expanded capacity of up to 400 students, 
the project is not intended to increase enrollment, but rather provide improved facilities to the 
existing student population. Additionally, this expanded capacity would result in a relatively 
small change in water usage and is not expected to affect the level of service required by the 
school under current conditions and would not require additional entitlements for water. 
Therefore, existing water supplies are sufficient to accommodate the proposed project and no 
new or expanded entitlements would be needed. 

(e)  Has the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve the Project, 
determined that it has adequate capacity to serve the projected demand of the Project in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

No Impact.  The proposed Project is redevelopment of and improvements to an existing high 
school facility. Although the project could provide an expanded capacity of up to 400 students, 
the project is not intended to increase enrollment. Additionally, this expanded capacity would 
result in a relatively small change in wastewater treatment usage and is not expected to affect 
the level of service required by the school under current conditions. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not require the sewer service provider to create additional capacity or increase the 
local or regional wastewater treatment demand. 

(f) Is the Project served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate 
the solid waste disposal needs of the Project?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  There are five, permitted active landfills in San Diego County 
with remaining capacity. Therefore, there is sufficient existing permitted solid waste capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs.) Sustainable development goals, such 
as the salvaging, reuse, and recycling of materials will be implemented into the Project where 
feasible and practical.  Therefore, waste materials that would have to be managed will have a 
less than significant impact. 

(g) Would the Project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste? All solid waste facilities, including landfills require solid waste facility 
permits to operate. In San Diego County, the County Department of Environmental Health, 
Local Enforcement Agency issues solid waste facility permits with concurrence from the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) under the authority of the Public 
Resources Code (Sections 44001-44018) and California Code of Regulations Title 27, Division 
2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 4 (Section 21440et seq.). The project will deposit all solid waste at a 
permitted solid waste facility and therefore, will comply with Federal, State, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste. 
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No Impact.  The continued operation of Valhalla High School with proposed improvements will 
comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 

Mitigation Measures: None Required. 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE:  
Would the Project   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact

a. Have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or 
eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

   X 

b. Have impacts that are individually 
limited but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a Project are 
considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects.) 

   X 

c. Have environmental effects that will 
cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

   X 

 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Does the Project: 

(a)  Have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 
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The proposed Project involves construction of a new science facility and modernization 
improvements throughout an existing high school in a fully developed area. Therefore, the 
proposed Project would have no affect on the quality of the existing fish, plant, or wildlife habitat. 
In addition, the proposed Project would have no affect on important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory.  

(b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 

The proposed Project does not result in any significant impact; therefore, the proposed Project 
would have no cumulatively considerable impacts. 

(c) Have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

The proposed Project involves construction of a new science facility and modernization 
improvements to an existing high school facility and does not have environmental effects that 
would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
General Information Site Information 
Analyst NJC 
Agency/Co. HKA 
Date Performed 11/21/2008 
Analysis Time Period PM Peak 

Intersection Hilsdale / Faculty Drive 
Jurisdiction County of San Diego 
Analysis Year Opening Year 
  

Project Description     08-1031 
East/West Street:   Hillsdale Road North/South Street:  Faculty Drive 
Intersection Orientation:    East-West Study Period (hrs):  0.25 

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
 L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 248 52 0 272 0 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 354 74 0 388 0 
Proportion of heavy 
vehicles, PHV

0 -- -- 0 -- -- 

Median type    Undivided  
RT Channelized?   0   0 
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration   TR  T  
Upstream Signal  0    0    
Minor Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
 L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 88 0 0 0 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 125 0 0 0 
Proportion of heavy 
vehicles, PHV

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Percent grade (%)  0 0 
Flared approach  Y N 
    Storage  4 0 
RT Channelized?     0    0 
Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Configuration   R    
Control Delay, Queue Length, Level of Service
Approach EB WB Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration     R    
Volume, v (vph)     125    
Capacity, cm (vph)     662    
v/c ratio     0.19    
Queue length (95%)     0.69    
Control Delay (s/veh)     11.7    
LOS     B    
Approach delay (s/veh) -- -- 11.7  
Approach LOS -- -- B  

HCS2000TM Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1f

Page 1 of 1Two-Way Stop Control
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
General Information Site Information 
Analyst NJC 
Agency/Co. HKA 
Date Performed 11/21/2008 
Analysis Time Period PM Peak 

Intersection Hilsdale / Faculty Drive 
Jurisdiction County of San Diego 
Analysis Year Opening Year w-project 
  

Project Description     08-1031 
East/West Street:   Hillsdale Road North/South Street:  Faculty Drive 
Intersection Orientation:    East-West Study Period (hrs):  0.25 

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
 L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 262 63 0 272 0 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 374 90 0 388 0 
Proportion of heavy 
vehicles, PHV

0 -- -- 0 -- -- 

Median type    Undivided  
RT Channelized?   0   0 
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration   TR  T  
Upstream Signal  0    0    
Minor Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
 L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 135 0 0 0 
Proportion of heavy 
vehicles, PHV

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Percent grade (%)  0 0 
Flared approach  Y N 
    Storage  4 0 
RT Channelized?     0    0 
Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Configuration   R    
Control Delay, Queue Length, Level of Service
Approach EB WB Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration     R    
Volume, v (vph)     135    
Capacity, cm (vph)     638    
v/c ratio     0.21    
Queue length (95%)     0.80    
Control Delay (s/veh)     12.2    
LOS     B    
Approach delay (s/veh) -- -- 12.2  
Approach LOS -- -- B  
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
General Information Site Information 
Analyst NJC 
Agency/Co. HKA 
Date Performed 11/21/2008 
Analysis Time Period PM Peak 

Intersection Hilsdale / Faculty Drive 
Jurisdiction County of San Diego 
Analysis Year 2030 
  

Project Description     08-1031 
East/West Street:   Hillsdale Road North/South Street:  Faculty Drive 
Intersection Orientation:    East-West Study Period (hrs):  0.25 

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
 L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 315 52 0 347 0 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 331 54 0 365 0 
Proportion of heavy 
vehicles, PHV

0 -- -- 0 -- -- 

Median type    Undivided  
RT Channelized?   0   0 
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration   TR  T  
Upstream Signal  0    0    
Minor Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
 L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 88 0 0 0 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 92 0 0 0 
Proportion of heavy 
vehicles, PHV

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Percent grade (%)  0 0 
Flared approach  Y N 
    Storage  4 0 
RT Channelized?     0    0 
Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Configuration   R    
Control Delay, Queue Length, Level of Service
Approach EB WB Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration     R    
Volume, v (vph)     92    
Capacity, cm (vph)     691    
v/c ratio     0.13    
Queue length (95%)     0.46    
Control Delay (s/veh)     11.0    
LOS     B    
Approach delay (s/veh) -- -- 11.0  
Approach LOS -- -- B  
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 
General Information Site Information 
Analyst NJC 
Agency/Co. HKA 
Date Performed 11/21/2008 
Analysis Time Period PM Peak 

Intersection Hilsdale / Faculty Drive 
Jurisdiction County of San Diego 
Analysis Year 2030 w/project 
  

Project Description     08-1031 
East/West Street:   Hillsdale Road North/South Street:  Faculty Drive 
Intersection Orientation:    East-West Study Period (hrs):  0.25 

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments 
Major Street Eastbound Westbound 
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
 L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 329 63 0 347 0 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 346 66 0 365 0 
Proportion of heavy 
vehicles, PHV

0 -- -- 0 -- -- 

Median type    Undivided  
RT Channelized?   0   0 
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Configuration   TR  T  
Upstream Signal  0    0    
Minor Street Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
 L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 105 0 0 0 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 110 0 0 0 
Proportion of heavy 
vehicles, PHV

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Percent grade (%)  0 0 
Flared approach  Y N 
    Storage  4 0 
RT Channelized?     0    0 
Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Configuration   R    
Control Delay, Queue Length, Level of Service
Approach EB WB Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration     R    
Volume, v (vph)     110    
Capacity, cm (vph)     672    
v/c ratio     0.16    
Queue length (95%)     0.58    
Control Delay (s/veh)     11.4    
LOS     B    
Approach delay (s/veh) -- -- 11.4  
Approach LOS -- -- B  

HCS2000TM Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1f
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Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Existing Traffic with Existing Lane Geometrics

Hillsdale / East Chase No Agency AM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - East Chase AM.dat, Scenario 1 Hillsdale / East Chase, AM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times L *T* R L T R *L* T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  36 secs X X X X X X

Movement 2:  11 secs X X

Movement 3:  36 secs X X X X

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) S 1 1 S 1 S 2 2 S 1 2 S

Unadjusted Volume 296 10 328 48 10 12 204 440 16 10 316 144

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%)

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph) Shrd Shrd Shrd Shrd Shrd

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 -

*** *** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 296 10 328 48 10 12 204 440 16 10 316 144

Saturation Flow (vph) Shrd 1400 1800 Shrd 1000 Shrd 3500 3800 Shrd 1800 3800 Shrd

X or V/C - 0.53 0.44 - 0.17 - 0.54 0.29 - 0.05 0.30 -

Effective green (sec) - 34 34 - 34 - 9 34 - 9 34 -

Split Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 11 36 - 11 36 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) - 22 20 - 16 - 40 17 - 34 17 -

Level of Service (LOS) - C+ B - B - D B - C- B -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) - 4 4 - 1 - 2 3 - 1 3 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln - 120 120 - 40 - 60 100 - 40 100 -

Do Vehicles Clear? - YES YES - YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

36

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

21Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

23Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

0.43Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  83 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Opening Year Traffic with Existing Lane Geometrics

Hillsdale / East Chase No Agency AM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - East Chase AM.dat, Scenario 2 Hillsdale / East Chase, AM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times L *T* R L T R *L* T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  36 secs X X X X X X

Movement 2:  11 secs X X

Movement 3:  36 secs X X X X

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) S 1 1 S 1 S 2 2 S 1 2 S

Unadjusted Volume 296 10 328 48 10 12 204 440 16 10 316 144

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph) Shrd Shrd Shrd Shrd Shrd

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 -

*** *** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 302 10 335 49 10 12 208 449 16 10 322 147

Saturation Flow (vph) Shrd 1400 1800 Shrd 1000 Shrd 3500 3800 Shrd 1800 3800 Shrd

X or V/C - 0.54 0.45 - 0.17 - 0.55 0.30 - 0.05 0.30 -

Effective green (sec) - 34 34 - 34 - 9 34 - 9 34 -

Split Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 11 36 - 11 36 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) - 22 20 - 16 - 41 17 - 34 17 -

Level of Service (LOS) - C+ B - B - D B - C- B -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) - 4 5 - 1 - 2 3 - 1 3 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln - 120 160 - 40 - 60 100 - 40 100 -

Do Vehicles Clear? - YES YES - YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

36

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

21Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

24Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

0.44Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  83 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Project Opening Day Conditions

Hillsdale / East Chase No Agency AM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - East Chase AM.dat, Scenario 4 Hillsdale / East Chase, AM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times L *T* R L T R *L* T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  36 secs X X X X X X

Movement 2:  11 secs X X

Movement 3:  36 secs X X X X

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) S 1 1 S 1 S 2 2 S 1 2 S

Unadjusted Volume 296 10 328 48 10 12 204 440 16 10 316 144

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Project Trip Volume (vph) 11 35 6 1 7 10 40 5

Sat. Flow Override (vph) Shrd Shrd Shrd Shrd Shrd

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 -

*** *** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 313 10 370 55 11 12 215 459 16 10 362 152

Saturation Flow (vph) Shrd 1400 1800 Shrd 1000 Shrd 3500 3800 Shrd 1800 3800 Shrd

X or V/C - 0.56 0.50 - 0.19 - 0.57 0.31 - 0.05 0.33 -

Effective green (sec) - 34 34 - 34 - 9 34 - 9 34 -

Split Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 11 36 - 11 36 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) - 23 21 - 17 - 41 17 - 34 17 -

Level of Service (LOS) - C+ C+ - B - D B - C- B -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) - 4 5 - 1 - 2 3 - 1 3 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln - 120 160 - 40 - 60 100 - 40 100 -

Do Vehicles Clear? - YES YES - YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

36

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

21Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

24Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

0.46Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  83 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Future Traffic with Existing Lane Geometrics

Hillsdale / East Chase No Agency AM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - East Chase AM.dat, Scenario 3 Hillsdale / East Chase, AM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times L *T* R L T R *L* T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  36 secs X X X X X X

Movement 2:  12 secs X X

Movement 3:  36 secs X X X X

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) S 1 1 S 1 S 2 2 S 1 2 S

Unadjusted Volume 296 7 328 48 7 12 204 440 16 7 316 144

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Growth Factor (%) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph) Shrd Shrd Shrd Shrd Shrd

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 -

*** *** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 405 10 449 66 10 16 279 602 22 10 432 197

Saturation Flow (vph) Shrd 1400 1800 Shrd 900 Shrd 3500 3800 Shrd 1800 3800 Shrd

X or V/C - 0.73 0.62 - 0.25 - 0.67 0.41 - 0.05 0.41 -

Effective green (sec) - 34 34 - 34 - 10 34 - 10 34 -

Split Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 12 36 - 12 36 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) - 29 24 - 18 - 44 19 - 33 19 -

Level of Service (LOS) - C C+ - B - D B - C- B -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) - 6 6 - 1 - 3 4 - 1 4 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln - 180 180 - 40 - 100 120 - 40 120 -

Do Vehicles Clear? - YES YES - YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

36

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

24Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

27Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
CLevel of Service - LOS =

0.58Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  84 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Future with Project Traffic

Hillsdale / East Chase No Agency AM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - East Chase AM.dat, Scenario 5 Hillsdale / East Chase, AM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times L *T* R L T R *L* T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  36 secs X X X X X X

Movement 2:  12 secs X X

Movement 3:  36 secs X X X X

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) S 1 1 S 1 S 2 2 S 1 2 S

Unadjusted Volume 296 7 328 48 7 12 204 440 16 7 316 144

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Growth Factor (%) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30

Project Trip Volume (vph) 11 35 6 1 7 10 40 5

Sat. Flow Override (vph) Shrd Shrd Shrd Shrd Shrd

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 -

*** *** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 416 10 484 72 11 16 286 612 22 10 472 202

Saturation Flow (vph) Shrd 1400 1800 Shrd 900 Shrd 3500 3800 Shrd 1800 3800 Shrd

X or V/C - 0.75 0.66 - 0.27 - 0.69 0.41 - 0.05 0.44 -

Effective green (sec) - 34 34 - 34 - 10 34 - 10 34 -

Split Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 12 36 - 12 36 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) - 30 25 - 19 - 44 19 - 33 19 -

Level of Service (LOS) - C- C - B - D B - C- B -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) - 6 7 - 1 - 3 4 - 1 5 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln - 180 220 - 40 - 100 120 - 40 160 -

Do Vehicles Clear? - YES YES - YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

36

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

25Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

28Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
CLevel of Service - LOS =

0.61Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  84 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Existing Traffic with Existing Lane Geometrics

Hillsdale - Chase No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Chase PM.dat, Scenario 1 Hillsdale - Chase, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times L *T* R L T R *L* T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  36 secs X X X X X X

Movement 2:  10 secs X X

Movement 3:  36 secs X X X X

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) S 1 1 S 1 S 2 2 S 1 2 S

Unadjusted Volume 244 8 280 4 0 12 124 456 8 8 492 96

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%)

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph) Shrd Shrd Shrd

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 -

*** *** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 244 10 280 10 10 12 124 456 10 10 492 96

Saturation Flow (vph) Shrd 1400 1800 Shrd 1100 Shrd 3500 3800 Shrd 1800 3800 Shrd

X or V/C - 0.44 0.38 - 0.07 - 0.36 0.30 - 0.06 0.37 -

Effective green (sec) - 34 34 - 34 - 8 34 - 8 34 -

Split Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) - 20 18 - 15 - 38 16 - 34 17 -

Level of Service (LOS) - B B - B - D+ B - C- B -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) - 3 4 - 1 - 1 3 - 1 4 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln - 100 120 - 40 - 40 100 - 40 120 -

Do Vehicles Clear? - YES YES - YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

36

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

19Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
BLevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

20Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

0.40Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  82 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Opening Day Traffic with Existing Lane Geometrics

Hillsdale - Chase No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Chase PM.dat, Scenario 2 Hillsdale - Chase, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times L *T* R L T R *L* T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  36 secs X X X X X X

Movement 2:  10 secs X X

Movement 3:  36 secs X X X X

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) S 1 1 S 1 S 2 2 S 1 2 S

Unadjusted Volume 244 8 280 4 0 12 124 456 8 8 492 96

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 -

*** *** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 249 10 286 10 10 12 126 465 10 10 502 98

Saturation Flow (vph) Shrd 1400 1800 Shrd 1100 Shrd 3500 3800 Shrd 1800 3800 Shrd

X or V/C - 0.45 0.38 - 0.07 - 0.37 0.30 - 0.06 0.38 -

Effective green (sec) - 34 34 - 34 - 8 34 - 8 34 -

Split Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) - 20 18 - 15 - 38 17 - 34 17 -

Level of Service (LOS) - B B - B - D+ B - C- B -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) - 3 4 - 1 - 1 3 - 1 4 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln - 100 120 - 40 - 40 100 - 40 120 -

Do Vehicles Clear? - YES YES - YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

36

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

19Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
BLevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

21Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

0.41Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  82 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Project Opening Day Conditions

Hillsdale - Chase No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Chase PM.dat, Scenario 4 Hillsdale - Chase, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times L *T* R L T R *L* T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  36 secs X X X X X X

Movement 2:  10 secs X X

Movement 3:  36 secs X X X X

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) S 1 1 S 1 S 2 2 S 1 2 S

Unadjusted Volume 244 10 280 10 10 12 124 456 10 10 492 96

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Project Trip Volume (vph) 6 25 2 1 12 31 22 5

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 -

*** *** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 255 10 311 12 11 12 138 496 10 10 524 103

Saturation Flow (vph) Shrd 1400 1800 Shrd 1100 Shrd 3500 3800 Shrd 1800 3800 Shrd

X or V/C - 0.46 0.42 - 0.08 - 0.40 0.32 - 0.06 0.40 -

Effective green (sec) - 34 34 - 34 - 8 34 - 8 34 -

Split Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) - 20 19 - 15 - 38 17 - 34 18 -

Level of Service (LOS) - B B - B - D+ B - C- B -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) - 4 4 - 1 - 1 3 - 1 4 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln - 120 120 - 40 - 40 100 - 40 120 -

Do Vehicles Clear? - YES YES - YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

36

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

19Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
BLevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

21Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

0.42Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  82 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Future without Project Traffic

Hillsdale - Chase No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Chase PM.dat, Scenario 3 Hillsdale - Chase, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times L *T* R L T R *L* T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  36 secs X X X X X X

Movement 2:  10 secs X X

Movement 3:  36 secs X X X X

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) S 1 1 S 1 S 2 2 S 1 2 S

Unadjusted Volume 244 8 280 4 0 12 124 456 8 8 492 96

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Growth Factor (%) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 -

*** *** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 334 11 383 10 10 16 170 624 11 11 673 131

Saturation Flow (vph) Shrd 1400 1800 Shrd 1000 Shrd 3500 3800 Shrd 1800 3800 Shrd

X or V/C - 0.59 0.51 - 0.09 - 0.50 0.40 - 0.06 0.51 -

Effective green (sec) - 34 34 - 34 - 8 34 - 8 34 -

Split Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) - 23 20 - 15 - 40 18 - 34 19 -

Level of Service (LOS) - C+ C+ - B - D B - C- B -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) - 5 5 - 1 - 2 4 - 1 5 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln - 160 160 - 40 - 60 120 - 40 160 -

Do Vehicles Clear? - YES YES - YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

36

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

21Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

23Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

0.55Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  82 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Future with Project Traffic

Hillsdale - Chase No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Chase PM.dat, Scenario 5 Hillsdale - Chase, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times L *T* R L T R *L* T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  36 secs X X X X X X

Movement 2:  10 secs X X

Movement 3:  36 secs X X X X

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) S 1 1 S 1 S 2 2 S 1 2 S

Unadjusted Volume 244 8 280 7 7 12 124 456 8 8 492 96

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Growth Factor (%) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30

Project Trip Volume (vph) 6 25 2 1 12 31 22 5

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36 10 36 36

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 -

*** *** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 340 11 408 12 11 16 182 655 11 11 695 136

Saturation Flow (vph) Shrd 1400 1800 Shrd 900 Shrd 3500 3800 Shrd 1800 3800 Shrd

X or V/C - 0.60 0.55 - 0.10 - 0.53 0.42 - 0.06 0.53 -

Effective green (sec) - 34 34 - 34 - 8 34 - 8 34 -

Split Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) - 36 36 - 36 - 10 36 - 10 36 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) - 23 21 - 15 - 41 18 - 34 19 -

Level of Service (LOS) - C+ C+ - B - D B - C- B -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) - 5 5 - 1 - 2 4 - 1 6 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln - 160 160 - 40 - 60 120 - 40 180 -

Do Vehicles Clear? - YES YES - YES - YES YES - YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

36

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

21Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

23Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
C+Level of Service - LOS =

0.56Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  82 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Existing Traffic with Existing Lane Geometrics

Hillsdale - Student Driveway No Agency AM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student Driveway.d, Scenario 1 Hillsdale - Student Driveway, AM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R *L* T R L T R

Movement 1:  10 secs X X

Movement 2:  25 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 176 60 240 472 276 468

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%)

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph) Shrd

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 176 60 240 472 276 468

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 600 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.43 0.15 0.61 0.19 0.60 -

Effective green (sec) 8 8 23 23 23 -

Split Time (sec) 10 10 25 25 25 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 15 12 10 3 5 -

Level of Service (LOS) B B B A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 1 1 1 1 2 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 40 40 40 40 60 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES YES YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

7Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

12Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
BLevel of Service - LOS =

0.56Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  35 sec

Min./Ped. Times May Not Be Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Opening Year Traffic with Existing Lane Geometrics

Hillsdale - Student Driveway No Agency AM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student Driveway.d, Scenario 2 Hillsdale - Student Driveway, AM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R *L* T R L T R

Movement 1:  10 secs X X

Movement 2:  25 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 176 60 240 472 276 468

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%) 2 2

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 176 60 240 481 282 468

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 600 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.43 0.15 0.61 0.19 0.60 -

Effective green (sec) 8 8 23 23 23 -

Split Time (sec) 10 10 25 25 25 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 15 12 10 3 6 -

Level of Service (LOS) B B B A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 1 1 1 1 3 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 40 40 40 40 100 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES YES YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

7Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

12Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
BLevel of Service - LOS =

0.56Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  35 sec

Min./Ped. Times May Not Be Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Project Opening Day Conditions

Hillsdale - Student Driveway No Agency AM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student Driveway.d, Scenario 4 Hillsdale - Student Driveway, AM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R *L* T R L T R

Movement 1:  10 secs X X

Movement 2:  31 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 176 60 240 472 276 468

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%) 2 2

Project Trip Volume (vph) 15 5 31 2 15 66

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 191 65 271 483 297 534

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 500 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.54 0.19 0.77 0.18 0.62 -

Effective green (sec) 8 8 29 29 29 -

Split Time (sec) 10 10 31 31 31 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 21 15 18 2 5 -

Level of Service (LOS) C+ B B A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 2 1 1 1 3 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 60 40 40 40 100 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES YES YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

8Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

19Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
BLevel of Service - LOS =

0.72Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  41 sec

Min./Ped. Times May Not Be Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Future without Project Traffic

Hillsdale - Student Driveway No Agency AM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student Driveway.d, Scenario 3 Hillsdale - Student Driveway, AM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R *L* T R L T R

Movement 1:  10 secs X X

Movement 2:  29 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 176 60 240 472 276 468

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Growth Factor (%) 30 30

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph) Shrd

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 185 63 253 646 378 493

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 500 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.50 0.17 0.73 0.25 0.66 -

Effective green (sec) 8 8 27 27 27 -

Split Time (sec) 10 10 29 29 29 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 19 14 17 2 6 -

Level of Service (LOS) B B B A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 2 1 1 1 3 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 60 40 40 40 100 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES YES YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

8Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

17Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
BLevel of Service - LOS =

0.68Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  39 sec

Min./Ped. Times May Not Be Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Future with Project Traffic

Hillsdale - Student Driveway No Agency AM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student Driveway.d, Scenario 5 Hillsdale - Student Driveway, AM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R *L* T R L T R

Movement 1:  10 secs X X

Movement 2:  42 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 176 60 240 472 276 468

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Growth Factor (%) 30 30

Project Trip Volume (vph) 15 5 31 2 66 15

Sat. Flow Override (vph) Shrd

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 200 68 284 648 444 508

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 400 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.72 0.25 0.92 0.22 0.65 -

Effective green (sec) 8 8 40 40 40 -

Split Time (sec) 10 10 42 42 42 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 36 21 40 2 5 -

Level of Service (LOS) D+ C+ D+ A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 3 1 2 1 3 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 100 40 60 40 100 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES  NO YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

12Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
BLevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

38Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
D+Level of Service - LOS =

0.89Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  52 sec

Min./Ped. Times May Not Be Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Existing Traffic with Existing Lane Geometrics

Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student PM.dat, Scenario 1 Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R L T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  14 secs X X

Movement 2:  29 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 308 104 112 272 560 252

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%)

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph) Shrd

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 308 104 112 272 560 252

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 500 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.61 0.21 0.36 0.11 0.68 -

Effective green (sec) 12 12 27 27 27 -

Split Time (sec) 14 14 29 29 29 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 7 2 4 4 -

Level of Service (LOS) A A A A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 1 1 1 1 1 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 40 40 40 40 40 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES YES YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

4Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

5Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

0.66Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  43 sec

Min./Ped. Times May Not Be Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Opening Year Traffic with Existing Lane Geometrics

Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student PM.dat, Scenario 2 Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R L T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  14 secs X X

Movement 2:  29 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 308 104 112 272 560 252

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%) 2 2

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 308 104 112 277 571 252

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 500 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.61 0.21 0.36 0.12 0.69 -

Effective green (sec) 12 12 27 27 27 -

Split Time (sec) 14 14 29 29 29 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 7 2 4 4 -

Level of Service (LOS) A A A A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 1 1 1 1 1 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 40 40 40 40 40 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES YES YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

4Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

5Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

0.67Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  43 sec

Min./Ped. Times May Not Be Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Project Opening Day Conditions

Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student PM.dat, Scenario 4 Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R L T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  14 secs X X

Movement 2:  28 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 308 104 112 272 560 252

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Growth Factor (%) 2 2

Project Trip Volume (vph) 41 10 10 2 29 20

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 349 114 122 279 600 272

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 500 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.68 0.22 0.39 0.12 0.74 -

Effective green (sec) 12 12 26 26 26 -

Split Time (sec) 14 14 28 28 28 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 8 2 4 5 -

Level of Service (LOS) A A A A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 1 1 1 1 1 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 40 40 40 40 40 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES YES YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

5Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

6Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

0.72Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  42 sec

Min./Ped. Times May Not Be Satisfied
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WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Future without Project Traffic

Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student PM.dat, Scenario 3 Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R L T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  11 secs X X

Movement 2:  27 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 308 104 112 272 560 252

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Growth Factor (%) 30 30

Project Trip Volume (vph)

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 324 109 118 372 766 265

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 300 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.76 0.26 0.60 0.15 0.82 -

Effective green (sec) 9 9 25 25 25 -

Split Time (sec) 11 11 27 27 27 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 13 3 13 7 -

Level of Service (LOS) B A B A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 1 1 1 1 1 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 40 40 40 40 40 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES YES YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

7Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

8Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

0.81Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  38 sec

Min./Ped. Times May Not Be Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Future with Project Traffic

Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student PM.dat, Scenario 5 Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R L T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  11 secs X X

Movement 2:  26 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 308 104 112 272 560 252

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Growth Factor (%) 30 30

Project Trip Volume (vph) 41 10 10 2 29 20

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 365 119 128 374 795 285

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 300 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.83 0.27 0.66 0.15 0.88 -

Effective green (sec) 9 9 24 24 24 -

Split Time (sec) 11 11 26 26 26 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 18 3 16 9 -

Level of Service (LOS) B A B A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 1 1 1 1 1 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 40 40 40 40 40 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES YES YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

9Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

12Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
BLevel of Service - LOS =

0.86Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Required Cycle Length is  37 sec

Min./Ped. Times May Not Be Satisfied



Version 2.0.9 11-26-2008

WEBSTER
WEbster Based Signal Timing Evaluation Routine

For Capacity and Level of Service Analysis Using HCM 2000 Control Delay
 

Future with Project Traffic

Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway No Agency PM Peak Hour

Filename: Hillsdale - Student PM.dat, Scenario 5 Hillsdale Road - Student Driveway, PM Peak Hour

Input

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement Times *L* T R L T R L T R L *T* R

Movement 1:  25 secs X X

Movement 2:  65 secs X X X X

Movement 3:   0 secs

Movement 4:   0 secs

Movement 5:   0 secs

Movement 6:   0 secs

# of Lanes (#, S, P) 1 1 1 2 1 S

Unadjusted Volume 308 104 112 272 560 252

Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Growth Factor (%) 30 30

Project Trip Volume (vph) 41 10 10 2 29 20

Sat. Flow Override (vph)

Min. Time or Ped. Time 10 25 10 25 25 25

Permissive Veh/Cycle

Progression Adj. Factor (PAF) 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 -

*** ***Output

Pk. Hr. Vol. (vph) 365 119 128 374 795 285

Saturation Flow (vph) 1800 1800 300 3800 1900 Shrd

X or V/C 0.79 0.26 0.61 0.14 0.81 -

Effective green (sec) 23 23 63 63 63 -

Split Time (sec) 25 25 65 65 65 -

Min. Time or Ped. Time (sec) 10 25 10 25 25 -

Delay - 15 min pk (sec/veh) 16 4 13 1 6 -

Level of Service (LOS) B A B A A -

Average 'Q' (veh/ln) 1 1 1 1 1 -

Design 'Q'- ft/ln 40 40 40 40 40 -

Do Vehicles Clear? YES YES YES YES YES -

Parameter Values

Other Default

Duration of Peak Period (min) 

Lost Time (sec) 

Min. Time (Left Turns, sec) 

Min/Ped Time (Thru Lanes, sec) 

Sat Flow (1 Left lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (2 Left lanes, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Thru lane, vphg) 

Sat Flow (1 Right lane, vphg) 

Vehicle Length (feet) 

25

15

2

10

20

1800

3500

1900

1800

20

Summary

Whole Intersection

7Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

Critical Movements

9Weighted Avg Delay (sec) =
ALevel of Service - LOS =

0.81Intersection Capacity Utilization - ICU =

Predetermined Cycle Length is  90 sec

Min./Ped. Times Satisfied


