AGENDA
SPECIAL MEETING
OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION
Community Development Department

7:30 p.m.
Wednesday, June 8, 2016
El Cerrito City Hall
Council Chambers
10890 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito

This Meeting Place Is Wheelchair Accessible
Roll Call - Chair: Carla Hansen; Commissioners: Brendan Bloom, Kevin Colin, Michael Iswalt, Bill
Kuhlman, Andrea Lucas, and Lisa Motoyama.
1. Comments from the Public
(Each speaker is limited to a maximum of 3 minutes.)
2. Commissioner Communication/Conflict of Interest Disclosure
This time on the agenda is reserved for Commissioners to disclose communications from
individuals regarding specific agenda items or to state a potential conflict of interest in relation to
a specific agenda item.
3. Study Session – Summit K2 Operational Expansion
Application:
PL15-0006
Applicant:
Education Matters, a non-profit corp.
Address:
1800 Elm Street
APN:
502-122-041
Zoning:
PS (Public/Semi-Public)
General Plan:
Institutional & Utility
Request:
Planning Commission study session on the following proposed amendments to
the conditional use permit for a school:
• Increase maximum enrollment to 630 (from 347) during the school year
and 315 (from 175) during the summer session.
• Change the grade levels permitted at the site to 7-12 (from K-8).
• Change primary hours of operation to 8:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. (from 8:00
a.m. to 3:00 p.m.)
No construction is proposed as part of the project.
The study session will also include discussion of the Environmental Impact
Report for the proposed project. No action will be taken at this meeting
regarding the project.
COMMUNICATION ACCESS INFORMATION
To request a meeting agenda in large print, Braille, or on cassette, or to request a sign language interpreter
for the meeting, call Sean Moss, Staff Liaison at (510) 215-4330 (voice) at least FIVE (5) WORKING DAYS
NOTICE PRIOR TO THE MEETING to ensure availability.
10890 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito, CA 94530 Tel: (510) 215-4330
E-mail: smoss@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us

City of El Cerrito
Planning Commission Meeting Agenda
CEQA:

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

4. Staff Communications
5. Adjournment
Appeals:
A decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council, by the applicant or any
El Cerrito resident or property owner, through the filing of a written statement and the payment of
an appeal fee of $339 with the City Clerk within ten calendar days after the decision date. (The
applicant may file an appeal for the cost of half the original permit fee.)
Any writings or documents provided to a majority of the Planning Commission regarding any
item on this agenda will be made available for public inspection in the Planning Division
office located at 10890 San Pablo Avenue during normal business hours.

Planning Commission Agenda
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June 8, 2016

Community Development Department - Planning and Building Division
10890 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito, CA 94530
(510) 215-4330 - FAX: (510) 233-5401
planning@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us

PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT
Meeting Date: June 8, 2016

I.

SUBJECT

Application:
Applicant:
Location:
APN:
Zoning:
General Plan:
Request:

CEQA:

II.

PL15-0006
Educations Matters, LLC
1800 Elm Street
502-122-041
PS (Public/Semi-Public)
Institutional & Utility
Planning Commission study session on the following proposed amendments to the
conditional use permit for a school:
• Increase maximum enrollment to 630 (from 347) during the school year and
315 (from 175) during the summer session.
• Change the grade levels permitted at the site to 7-12 (from K-8).
• Change primary hours of operation to 8:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. (from 8:00 a.m.
to 3:00 p.m.)
No construction is proposed as part of the project.
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

BACKGROUND

The site at 1800 Elm Street has been operated as various institutional uses since 1935. Please see
Attachment 3 for the complete land use history of the site. Summit K2 Charter School began
operation at the site in 2014 under the use permit that was adopted for Windrush School.

III.

DISCUSSION

Project
In January 2015, the applicant submitted an application requesting the following modifications to
the existing use permit:
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Primary hours of
operation (school hours)
Maximum enrollment
permitted during regular
school year
Maximum enrollment
permitted during
summer session
Grade levels permitted

Existing, Approved Use Permit
8:00 AM to 3:00 PM

Proposed Modifications
8:00 AM to 3:30 PM

347 students

630 students

175 students

315 students

K-8

7-12

The proposed project does not include construction of any new facilities or any physical
modifications to the existing campus. The master plan for the site which was adopted in 2007,
allows for the construction of certain facilities on the site, however, no new facilities are proposed
at this time.
California Environmental Quality Act Review
Upon review of the submitted application, staff determined that the proposed project is subject to
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). On, September 15, 2015, the City
Council authorized staff to enter into a contract with Lamphier-Gregory for the preparation of the
required environmental review documents. Pursuant to CEQA, an Initial Study (IS) was prepared
for the project. The IS relied on the analysis completed as part of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) that was adopted for the Windrush School Master Plan in May 2007.
Subsequent CEQA documents may rely on the analysis from previously adopted CEQA documents
when the conditions have not changed and the analysis remains valid. In the case of this project,
since no new construction is proposed, much of the baseline analysis in the prior MND remains
valid. For each required topic area included in the IS, a determination was made whether the
proposed project was consistent with the analysis in the MND or whether additional study was
required. The IS concluded that the project was consistent with the prior MND in all topic areas
with the exception of Noise, and Transportation and Circulation. The IS concluded that pursuant to
Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) would
be prepared to further study these topic areas.
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a SEIR was issued on November 23, 2015. The NOP initiated
the required 30-day comment period for the scope of the SEIR. A meeting was held on December
2, 2015 at City Hall to receive comments regarding the scope of the SEIR. The meeting was
attended by approximately five members of the public. Comments received at the meeting were
generally concerns regarding traffic that might be generated by the project as well as existing traffic
concerns. One comment letter was received pursuant to the comment period in the NOP. This
letter is included in Attachment A to the Draft SEIR.
The Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) was released on March 16, 2016. A
Notice of Availability of the DSEIR was posted at the Contra Costa County Clerk's office as
required by the CEQA Guidelines and the notice was mailed to all property owners within 300 feet
of the project site, exceeding the noticing requirement in the CEQA Guidelines which require
either, publication of a notice in a local newspaper, posting a notice on the site and in the area
around the site, or mailing a notice to the owners of contiguous properties. The SEIR was also sent
to the State Clearinghouse for routing to State agencies. The 45-day comment period ended on
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April 29th. During the comment period on April 20, 2016, the Planning Commission held a public
meeting and received public comment on the project and the DSEIR.
To facilitate discussion, staff has outlined the topics below that were identified in the Initial Study
and Draft SEIR as potential impacts.
Noise
The El Cerrito General Plan establishes noise and land use compatibility standards for various land
uses. Residential uses are considered “normally acceptable” (i.e. allowed without a Conditional
Use Permit) when exterior noise levels are 60dBA Ldn or less. The El Cerrito Zoning Ordinance
also implements the noise-related noise standards through Section 19.21.050.
As part of the SEIR analysis, noise monitoring was conducted at the school site between September
30 and October 2, 2015 while school was in session. Noise measurements were taken at key
property lines and throughout the site. Due to proximity to the site’s outdoor playfield, the homes
on Manor Circle adjacent to the site have the greatest potential to experience noise impacts. The
noise analysis concluded that existing noise levels as well as noise levels expected if the project is
implemented would be within the standards established in the General Plan in the rear yards of
adjacent homes and therefore the project’s noise impact would be less-than-significant and no
mitigation is required by the project.
Transportation and Circulation
As part of the SEIR process, the applicant submitted a traffic study and several addenda that the
applicant commissioned. The City’s consultant peer reviewed the traffic study and issued a review
memorandum. The traffic study, addenda, and review memo are included as Attachment B to the
DSEIR. El Cerrito Public Work’s staff worked with the applicant to include bicycle and pedestrian
improvements along Hill Street and at the Hill Street/Elm Street/Key Boulevard intersection the
staff felt should be included in the project to address the increased number of pedestrians and
bicyclists that would access the site with the increased student population proposed by the project.
These improvements are shown in Figure 3.3 in Chapter 3 of the DSEIR. The improvements
include a bike lane on Hill Street, and a dedicated left turn lane for bicyclists from northbound Elm
Street onto northbound Key Boulevard. The improvements would also include a new crosswalk
across Elm Street at the northern side of Key Boulevard and a dedicated pedestrian signal phase
when this crossing is activated. The improvements would require removal of approximately 4
spaces of on-street parking on the west side of Elm Street, south of Hill Street. No homes face Elm
Street in this location. The intersection improvements also include improvements to signal timing
and phasing. Many of these improvements are envisioned in the City’s Active Transportation Plan,
which was adopted by the City Council earlier this year.
The traffic data collection was conducted during AM and PM peak hours when school was in
session. The traffic analysis studied five intersections in the proximity of the project and
documented the existing traffic conditions at these intersections. The analysis then modeled two
scenarios which account for the traffic projected as part of the project. Traffic was analyzed using
accepted traffic modeling methods. The first scenario includes existing traffic plus traffic projected
for the project. The second scenario includes existing traffic, traffic projected for the project, and
the cumulative traffic projected for other future development. Pursuant to CEQA, the SEIR must
take into account the cumulative impact of reasonably foreseeable future projects (e.g. pending
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development applications, approved projects, adopted plans, etc.) The traffic analysis identified
three potentially significant traffic impacts of the project.
The traffic analysis found that with the exception of one intersection, the project would not degrade
intersection operation at the study intersections under the ‘existing+project’ scenario. The one
exception is at Key Boulevard and Cutting Boulevard where the study found that the intersection
would degrade from Level of Service (LOS) C to LOS E. Therefore, the SEIR identified measures
that would mitigate this impact. In short, the required mitigation involves adding a left turn lane
from northbound Key onto westbound Cutting. The intersection improvements are included as
Mitigation Measure Traffic-2.
The study also found that under the ‘existing+project+cumulative’ scenario, all study intersections
would remain at an acceptable LOS with the exception of San Pablo Avenue/Hill Street/Eastshore
Boulevard. At this intersection, the analysis determined that the project would contribute an
additional 8 seconds of delay, creating a significant traffic impact at this intersection. As a
mitigation of this impact, the SEIR requires that the applicant contribute a fair-share percentage of
funds toward the intersection improvements identified in the San Pablo Avenue Specific Plan
(Mitigation Measure Traffic-4). The intersection related improvements are included in the portion
of the San Pablo Avenue Capital Improvement Program included as Attachment 11.
The traffic analysis also identified one additional significant impact. The analysis found that
vehicle queuing could exceed available capacity after school during the PM peak period. As a
mitigation of this impact, the SEIR requires the school operator to monitor vehicle queues and
implement measures to abate vehicle queues which interfere with roadway traffic (Mitigation
Measure Traffic-5).
Abatement measures could include encouraging students to utilize
transportation other than automobiles or offering after-school activities which distribute the times
that students leave campus. The consideration of the Final SEIR will also include consideration of a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) which will contain more information about
how this mitigation measure will be implemented as well as the parties responsible for
implementing and monitoring its success.
Alternatives
As required by CEQA, the SEIR also evaluated alternatives to the proposed project which could
lessen any environmental impact. The SEIR evaluated two alternatives. The first alternative is 'no
project' (the status quo without the proposed project). This alternative is required in all EIRs. The
second alternative assumed a maximum enrollment of 85% of that proposed. This alternative would
eliminate impacts to the intersection of Key Boulevard and Cutting Boulevard. In both instances, it
was determined that the alternatives satisfied the objectives of the project to a lesser degree than the
proposed project (see Chapter 6 of the DSEIR and the ‘Planning Commission Comments’ section of
this report for additional discussion).
Public Comments on Draft SEIR
As stated, the Draft SEIR was released on March 16, 2016 and pursuant to CEQA, the 45-day
public comment period ended on April 29, 2016. During the comment period, 11 written comments
were received. In addition to these written comments, many oral comments were received at the
April 20, 2016 Planning Commission meeting. All written comments that were received were
included in the Final SEIR. The Final SEIR is available on the City’s website at http://www.elcerrito.org/index.aspx?nid=833. Some written comments were related to aspects of the project that
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are not environmental concerns pursuant to CEQA. However, these comments have been included
for the Planning Commission’s consideration as part of review of the project. The oral comments
received at the April 20, 2016 meeting have been summarized and all oral comments that related
directly to the environmental analysis in the EIR have been transcribed.
As required by CEQA, all public comments have been responded to in the Final SEIR. As stated,
some comments relate to aspects of the project that are not part of the required environmental
analysis pursuant to CEQA. The responses to these comments note that comments are outside the
scope of CEQA, but that the comments are being forwarded to the Planning Commission for
consideration. The comments and responses can be found in Chapter 10 of the Final SEIR. It is
worth noting that parking was a common topic among the comments received. Parking is not
considered an environmental impact that is subject to review under CEQA. Therefore, the
responses in the Final EIR do not respond directly to parking concerns. However, staff has
provided a response to concerns regarding parking in the responses to the Planning Commission’s
comments found below in this report.
Final SEIR Modifications
In response to comments received on the Draft SEIR, Mitigation Measure Traffic-5 has been
revised. The purpose of the revision is to formalize the monitoring of queueing on the site to clearly
identify operational changes that can be implemented to mitigate documented interference with
travel lanes on adjacent streets, and to clearly include Manor Circle as an area that will receive
ongoing monitoring. The revised mitigation language can be found in Chapter 9 of the Final SEIR.
Planning Commission Comments
At the April 20, 2016 meeting, the Planning Commission received public comment on the Draft
SEIR and gave comments to staff and the applicant regarding the SEIR and the project. Those
comments and staff’s responses to them are contained below.
Comment: What are the current parking restrictions on Manor Circle? Should changes be made to
these restrictions as part of the project?
Response: El Cerrito has two residential parking permit zones surrounding the City’s two BART
stations. Manor Circle is a loop with one point of vehicular access from Elm Street. As with most
other streets in the parking permit zones, Manor Circle has unrestricted parking on one side (the
inside of the loop) and a 4-hour parking restriction between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.,
Monday through Friday on the other side (the outside of the loop). Vehicles with residential
parking permits are exempt from the parking restrictions.
In response to the Planning Commission’s comment, staff requested that the applicant survey
existing parking utilization on Manor Circle. The applicant surveyed parking in the morning and
afternoon during a one week period. Parking was surveyed at 7:30 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. for a 5-day
period and at 3:30 p.m. for a 3-day period. This parking survey is included as Attachment 5.
Due to the location of curb-cuts, 31 parking spaces were identified on the unrestricted (inner) side
of Manor Circle, while 27 parking spaces were identified on the restricted (outer) side. In general,
parking utilization on the unrestricted side of Manor Circle was under 50% at most morning survey
times, with slightly higher utilization at 9:00 a.m.. Although the sample size for the afternoon
survey was much smaller, the study found a maximum parking utilization of 65% on the
unrestricted side and an average utilization of 58%. On the restricted (inner) side of the street, the
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study found an average morning parking utilization of approximately 20%, with slightly higher
utilization at 9:00 a.m.. Average parking utilization at 3:30 p.m. on the restricted side of the street
was approximately 15%.
In 2001, the City Council adopted a petition process through which residents can have parking
restrictions implemented on streets near the BART stations where restrictions do not currently exist.
The City has standard forms for the petition process and if 60% of the households on a block
support additional restrictions, the Public Works Department will implement new restrictions
without further City Council approval needed.
In response to concerns from Manor Circle residents, staff is proposing a Condition of Approval
that will require the applicant to initiate the petition process for parking restrictions on the outer side
of Manor Circle. The process will still require 60% approval of households on Manor Circle and
will not create a special process or grant any special privileges to residents on Manor Circle. The
condition would require that the applicant contact households on the street. Residents would still be
free to express support or opposition for the petition and restrictions would only be implemented
with 60% support.
Summit K2 will be a closed campus and students will not be allowed to leave the campus without
permission during the normal school day. Therefore, students and staff parking in restricted 4-hour
areas on public streets would be subject to citation.
Additionally, the applicant claims that due to the lower number of staff for Summit K2 (as
compared to the previous school operator, Windrush), that parking for all students who drive to the
campus can be accommodated on the site. City staff is proposing a Condition of Approval that
requires the applicant to implement parking stickers for staff and students. This would allow
vehicles that were parked off-site to be easily identified.
Comment: Commission would like information regarding the existing vehicle queues on Elm
Street at the intersection of Hill Street/Key Blvd and whether the existing queues extend past the
entrance to Manor Circle.
Response: The applicant’s transportation consultant has provided additional information regarding
queueing at the Elm Street intersection. The consultant stated in an email to staff, “The Project
would modify the traffic signal timing at the Elm/Key/Hill intersection, and the northbound Elm
Street approach would receive more green time per signal cycle during peak hours than it receives
today. More green time for northbound drivers would result in shorter northbound vehicle queues as
compared to queuing with the current signal timing because more people would be able to drive
through this intersection during one signal cycle than area able with the current timing.”
Although the City cannot require the proposed project to mitigate existing conditions under CEQA,
the project would improve queueing conditions on Elm Street, consistent with CEQA.
Comment: The Commission requested more information on the approved Master Plan for the site
and whether additional public review was required for improvements made under the existing
Master Plan.
Response: Additional information regarding the Master Plan is contained in this staff report.
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Comment: The Commission would like the requirements and conditions of approval of the existing
use permit.
Response: The existing conditions of approval are contained in this report and in the draft
conditions of approval contained in Attachment 1. Staff’s intention is to draft a resolution which
will replace past approvals and contain all active conditions of approval in one document.
Comment: The figure in the DSEIR that shows the improvements at Elm St/Hills St/Key Blvd
contains a matchline. Please show the figure for the other side of the matchline.
Response: This figure has been added to the SEIR.
Comment: Include discussion of an alternative with a lower maximum student population.
Response: CEQA requires that alternatives to the project be evaluated in addition to the proposed
project. In evaluating alternatives, staff first evaluated at the ‘no project’ alternative as required by
CEQA. For this project, the ‘no project’ alternative involves the operation of a school up to the
enrollment permitted under the existing Use Permit approval (347 students). Under this alternative,
queueing impacts are avoided, but traffic impacts to San Pablo/Hill/Eastshore would still exist. The
project would also contribute to the cumulative impact at Key/Cutting under Alternative A.
Because this alternative would not require any additional approval from the City, there would be no
mechanism to require mitigation toward these impacts and the impacts would remain unmitigated.
It was determined that an enrollment scenario that avoided all traffic impacts would be a lower
enrollment than what is allowed under the existing use permit. Since the school currently has the
right to operate at a maximum of 347 students under the approved use permit, this alternative was
not considered for further analysis. Secondly, staff evaluated an alternative that would avoid
impacts to the intersection of Key and Cutting. It was determined that a reduced enrollment would
eliminate these traffic impacts. Alternative B in the SEIR evaluates a scenario with 85% of the
enrollment of the proposed project. At 85% of the proposed enrollment, the project would avoid
impacts to the Key/Cutting intersection under the ‘existing+project’ scenario. However, the
intersection would still experience impacts under the ‘existing+project+cumulative’ scenario.
Therefore, under Alternative B, pursuant to CEQA, the City could require that the project make a
fair share contribution toward these improvements, but could not require that the project fund all
improvements at the intersection. In addition, under Alternative B, an impact would still exist at the
San Pablo/Hill/Eastshore intersection under the ‘cumulative+project’ scenario, but reduced trips
from Alternative B would reduce the fair-share contribution required toward improvements at this
intersection. Additionally, Alternative B would eliminate potential queueing impacts and therefore
eliminate the need for Mitigation Measure Traffic-5. Due to the decreased enrollment, Alternative
B would satisfy each of the identified project objectives to a lesser degree than the proposed project.
Comment: What is the mode split for students and staff arriving and leaving the site?
Response: The applicant provided survey data of mode split for the Summit K2 campus as well as
other Bay Area Summit campuses in an email to staff on June 1, 2016. This email is included as
Attachment 6.
Campus Security and Policing Needs
Planning staff worked extensively with the Police Department throughout the processing of this
Use Permit application. In response to site security needs, the Police Department requested that the
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school’s site specific security plan be reviewed by the Police Department on an annual basis, and
that the school administration meet with the Police Department on a quarterly basis to review the
security and policing needs of the school. These requirements are included in the draft Conditions
of Approval in Attachment 1.
Existing Campus - Master Plan
The Windrush School Master Plan was approved in 2007 along with adoption of an Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the project. The Master Plan included the
construction of an additional 23,000 square feet of building space in four phases. Phase 1 included
the construction of a new class room addition adjacent to the existing gymnasium. Phase 2 included
the addition of a library and performing arts center adjacent to Phase 1 and the gymnasium. Phase 3
involved interior renovations to the existing Chung Mei building, and Phase 4 involved the
construction of a replacement classroom building near the northern property line. Figure 4 from the
2007 IS/MND which shows the phases of the approved Master Plan is included as Attachment 4.
Phase 1 of the Master Plan was completed in 2010. After Windrush School ceased operation, and
the current owner purchased the site, the current property owner, Education Matters, completed
interior renovations of the Chung Mei building in 2015, consistent with the approved Master Plan.
At the present time, Phases 2 and 4 of the approved Master Plan have not been constructed.
Condition #3 of Resolution PC07-08 establishes a 20-year timeline for the Master Plan. If building
permit plans for construction of all facilities have not been submitted within 20 years of the
approval of the Master Plan (2027), the Planning Commission may review and re-evaluate the
Master Plan.
Construction of additional facilities permitted under the Master Plan would not require additional
review by the Planning Commission. However, the proposed architectural designs of the facilities
and any site-specific landscape plans would require approval of the Design Review Board. In
addition, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has recognized the campus as a State
Historic Landmark. For the sake of this discussion, this means that the campus is considered a
historical resource under CEQA and any exterior changes to the campus or its historic buildings
would need to be considered through this criterion. Interior changes to buildings would not
impacted by this status.
Active Existing Conditions of Approval
The following is a list of conditions of approval from past entitlements for the site that are currently
active. This list does not include conditions of approval which have been fulfilled and do not
require ongoing monitoring. This list will be incorporated into the draft conditions of approval that
are included as Attachment 1. The figure below illustrates the various areas of the campus that are
referenced in the conditions.
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Resolution CC89-28:
13. All school-related activities in Area A, B and C, except for work parties, and as limited
by other conditions of this approval, shall begin no earlier than 9:30 A.M. and end no later
than 4:30 P.M., Monday through Friday, and shall be supervised by adults at all times.
16. In Area B, a maximum of 2 hours and 30 minutes of scheduled, active, nondirected
play shall be permitted each day, prior to 4:30 P.M., Monday through Friday.
16. In Areas A and C, a maximum of 2 hours and 30 minutes of scheduled, active,
nondirected play shall be permitted each day, prior to 3:30 P.M., Monday through Friday.
9. Work parties in Areas A, B and C on weekends shall not exceed twelve (12) days per year
shall not commence before 8:30 A.M., and shall generally be limited to daylight hours.
Children shall be supervised in interior areas.
25. It shall be the responsibility of the primary user to maintain nighttime lighting of Area A
during all hours of darkness.
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26. In Areas A, B and C, on weekends throughout the regular school year, there shall be no
more than three (3) special, outdoor activities, such as fairs, of no more than one day in
duration. No less than 30 days prior to any such event, residents adjoining the site shall be so
notified by the primary user.
21. Areas D, E, & N shall be used for general directed or nondirected play, with no
limitation on the play structures permitted, beginning no earlier than 8:00 A.M. and ending
no later than 6:00 P.M.
Resolution CC89-28 as amended by Resolution PC98-16:
5. All school-related activities in Areas B and C, and as limited by other conditions of this
approval, shall begin no earlier than 8:30 A.M. and end no later than 4:30 P.M. in area B and
no later than 5:30 in Area C, Monday through Friday, and shall be supervised by adults at all
times. Use of Area B may continue to 4:45 to allow for cleanup and exiting the area.
18. All Inter- or intramural competition or community use shall occur between the hours of
8:30 A.M. and 9:00 P.M., and be confined to the interior of the gymnasium building, with
the exception of reasonable pedestrian traffic, related to the activities, quietly going to and
between buildings and parking areas.
17. Area C may be used for organized sports practice by the school for no more than one
hour per day between 3:30 P.M. and 5:30 P.M., Monday through Friday.
Resolution PC98-16:
17. (Mitigation Measure T-2) Prior to removal of the existing inner parking lot, the
Applicant shall file with the Planning Division a plan for management of overflow parking
for all events where attendance would exceed the combined capacity of planned on-site
parking 57 to 60 spaces) and the Elm Street frontage abutting school property
(approximately 10 spaces). Such plan shall demonstrate how the school will use shuttle
services, remote parking such as the street perimeter of the BART station, valet parking, or
other techniques to avoid overflow on to neighborhood residential streets. School shall
notify the Planning Division at least 2 weeks in advance of such events.
Method of implementation and compliance schedule: The City Planner shall be responsible
for reviewing the submitted plan and determining its compliance with the condition of the
use permit. Approval of the overflow parking plan shall be required before the City Planner
will approve the project for grading and other permits required for removal of the existing
parking lot. The permittee shall be responsible for notifying the Planning Division in
advance of events which are subject to the overflow plan. The City Planner shall be
responsible for requiring compliance, and for receiving any reports of violations of the
relevant use permit conditions.
Enforcement: Compliance with the requirement to submit the plan will be monitored
through the plan review process and approvals will be withheld if necessary. On-going
compliance with the approved plan will be determined through review of the permittee's
performance in events covered by the plan. Failure to notify the Planning Division in
advance of events involving parking overflow may be grounds for review and possible
revocation of the use permit.
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Resolution PC07-08:
Planning Division:
4. Prior to the submittal of building permits, the applicant shall obtain Design Review Board
approval for each phase of the project.
Planning Commission:
1. Enrollment during the regular school year shall not exceed 347 students with combined
enrollment between elementary and middle school programs.
2. Enrollment during the summer session shall be limited to no more than 175 students total,
and summer operation shall conform to all of the conditions for the regular school year,
except enrollment.
3. Construction of a maximum of 23,000 square feet of additional floor space is authorized
for purposes including classrooms, library, performance space and offices. If, within 20
years of the date of this resolution, plans for such construction have not been filed for
building permit approval, the use permit shall be subject to review and re-evaluation by the
Planning Commission.
4. At the time of the final submittal of plans for the Master Plan update, including
driveways, parking area, and landscaped areas, the applicant shall submit a plan for the
entire site which shows compliance for handicap accessibility from all points of arrival to
the existing and proposed buildings. Accessibility is required to be available without
driving from one parking lot entrance to another by the end of phase four.
5. A total of 61 parking spaces shall be provided on the entire campus to accommodate staff
members and the school’s other parking needs.
6. No element of new construction shall exceed the height limitations of 30 feet plus 5 as set
forth in the El Cerrito Municipal Code. The massing of additions or new buildings will be
designed in relation to the height and scale of adjacent buildings.
7. The applicant shall evaluate the second-story additions of all phases of the project to
determine how privacy on the neighboring homes would be impacted and utilize privacy
glass or other materials that preserve neighbors’ privacy but also preserve interior light in
the design as often as possible.
10. If three formal complaints from three separate parties are submitted to the school over a
120-day period in regard to noise impacts, a new noise evaluation shall be conducted and
new mitigation measures shall be investigated.
Resolution PC15-04:
2. The use of this site, subject to these conditions, shall be throughout the year, which shall
be divided into a regular school year, generally mid-August through June, and a summer
session, generally from June to mid-August.
3. No middle school class shall start earlier than 8:00 a.m. All middle school classes may
H:\PLANNING\Applications\2015\PL15-0006 - 1800 Elm - CUP\Staff Report PL15-0006 - Study Session.docx
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begin at the same time.
4. If the City of El Cerrito Community Development Department receives three verified
complaints in a year that vehicles associated with the campus located at 1800 Elm Street are
dropping-off persons along Hill Street or Elm Street during morning peak traffic hours
(7:15-8:15am), staff will review the complaints with the administration and address the
violations by making appropriate changes such as designated parking areas to stop the
behavior.
2007 IS/MND:
The following text is from the project description in the 2007 IS/MND. Staff considers these items
integral to the 2007 Master Plan for the site and as the basis for the analysis in the IS/MND. These
items are formalized in the draft conditions of approval in Attachment 1.
Employment would increase from 33 full-time and 17 part-time employees to 38 full-time and
17 part-time employees (an increase from 41 FTE employees to 49 FTE employees).
After implementation of the Master Plan, bicycle parking would be increased from 11 spaces
to 19 spaces.
In addition, Windrush School occasionally holds evening or weekend events. These events
occur several times a year.
IV.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission discuss the project and the proposed conditions of
approval and give direction to staff regarding the June 15 meeting.
Attachments:
1. Draft Conditions of Approval
2. Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
3. Land Use History of 1800 Elm Street
4. Figure 4 of 2007 IS/MND, showing phasing of Master Plan
5. Manor Circle Parking Assessment, dated June 2, 2016
6. Email from Doug Giffin, dated June 1, 2016, regarding mode share of Summit K2
students and students at other Summit campuses
7. Information regarding current Conditions of Approval as submitted by the applicant
8. Draft Good Neighbor Handbook for Summit K2
9. Applicant’s contact list for the site
10. Explanation of intersection improvements at Elm/Key/Hill as submitted by the applicant
11. Excerpt of the San Pablo Avenue Capital Improvement Program, showing planned
improvements for San Pablo Ave/Hill St/Eastshore Blvd intersection.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Draft Conditions of Approval
All proposed new language is shown in bold text.

General Conditions
1. The campus shall be constructed substantially in conformance with the project
description and site plan included in the Master Plan for the campus dated October
26, 2006, and contained in the project description of the Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration, dated April 2007. Minor changes may be approved by the
Zoning Administrator.
2. The campus shall be operated as described in the project description included in
application PL15-0006 dated January 26, 2015, and project description of the
associated SEIR, dated March 2016. Minor changes may be approved by the
Zoning Administrator.

3. These Conditions of Approval shall apply to any successor in interest in the
property and Applicant shall be responsible for assuring that the successor in
interest is informed of the terms and conditions of this approval.
4. This Conditional Use Permit and these Conditions of Approval supplant all prior
Conditional Use Permits for this site (City Council Resolution 89-28, Planning
Commission Resolution 98-16, Planning Commission Resolution 07-08, and
Planning Commission Resolution 15-04.)
5. If not used, this Conditional Use Permit approval shall expire 2 years from the date
of this action, unless extended by subsequent action of the City.
6. The Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program approved as part of the 2007
Master Plan dated May 16, 2007 and the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting
Program approved as part of the 2016 SEIR are incorporated by reference as
Conditions of Approval.
7. Any future building construction shall meet current Building and California Fire Codes,
and the El Cerrito Fire Code effective at the time of building permit submittal.
8. All music on the site shall only be projected indoors with windows and doors closed.
School Operation- Duration and Time Limits
9. The use of this site, subject to these conditions, shall be throughout the year, which shall
be divided into a regular school year, generally mid-August through June, and a summer
session, generally from June to mid-August.
10. Grade seven through grade twelve shall be permitted to operate on the school
campus.
11. No school classes shall start earlier than 8:00 a.m.
12. Enrollment during the regular school year shall not exceed 630 students.
13. Enrollment during the summer session shall be limited to no more than 315 students total,
and summer operation shall conform to all of the conditions for the regular school year,
except enrollment.
14. The school shall implement a handbook which is distributed to all students, student
guardians and school staff a minimum of once per academic year. The handbook
shall state the following policies:
• No school parking is allowed on adjacent streets at any time.
• Pick-up and drop-off is not permitted on adjacent streets.
• Traffic rules must be obeyed.

•

Parking, traffic, and behavior monitoring shall occur in the neighborhood
surrounding the school.
• Littering, trespassing and excessive noise are prohibited.
• Litter, trespassing, noise or any other rule violation monitoring shall occur as
needed to prevent these issues.
The school shall implement consequences for non-compliance with the handbook
Outdoor Field Operation- Duration and Time Limits
15. All school-related activities in Area A, except for work parties, and as limited by other
conditions of this approval, shall begin no earlier than 9:30 A.M. and end no later than
4:30 P.M., Monday through Friday, and shall be supervised by adults at all times.
16. In Areas B & C, a maximum of 2 hours and 30 minutes of scheduled, active, non-directed
play shall be permitted each day, prior to 3:30 P.M., Monday through Friday.
17. Work parties in Areas A, B and C on weekends shall not exceed twelve (12) days per
year shall not commence before 8:30 A.M., and shall generally be limited to daylight
hours. Children shall be supervised in interior areas.
18. It shall be the responsibility of the School Administrator to maintain nighttime lighting
of Area A.
19. Areas D, E, & N shall be used for general directed or non-directed play, with no
limitation on the play structures permitted, beginning no earlier than 8:00 A.M. and
ending no later than 6:00 P.M.
20. All school-related activities in Ares B and C, and as limited by other conditions of this
approval, shall begin no earlier than 8:30 A.M. and end no later than 4:30 P.M. in area B
and no later than 5:30 in Area C, Monday through Friday, and shall be supervised by
adults at all times. Use of Area B may continue to 4:45 to allow for cleanup and exiting
the area.
Gymnasium Operation- Duration and Time Limits
21. All inter- or intramural competition or community use shall occur between the hours of
8:30 A.M. and 9:00 P.M., and be confined to the interior of the gymnasium building, with
the exception of reasonable pedestrian traffic, related to the activities, quietly going to
and between buildings and parking areas.
22. Area C may be used for organized sports practice by the school for no more than one
hour per day between 3:30 P.M. and 5:30 P.M., Monday through Friday.

Special Events
23. In Areas A, B and C, on weekends throughout the regular school year, there shall be no
more than three (3) special, outdoor activities, such as fairs, of no more than one day in
duration. No less than 30 days prior to any such event, the Zoning Administrator and the
Chief of Police and residents adjoining the site shall be so notified by the primary user of
the school site by either email or U. S. Mail.
24. The Applicant shall file with the Zoning Administrator a plan for management of
overflow parking for all events where attendance would exceed the combined capacity of
planned on-site parking (61 spaces). Such plan shall demonstrate how the school will use
shuttle services, remote parking such as the street perimeter of the BART station, valet
parking, or other techniques to avoid overflow on to neighborhood residential streets.
School shall notify the Zoning Administrator at least 2 weeks in advance of such events.
The Zoning Administrator will distribute this information to the Police and Public Works
Department in a timely manner.
a) Method of implementation and compliance schedule: The Zoning Administrator shall
be responsible for reviewing the submitted plan and determining its compliance with
this condition of the use permit. The permittee shall be responsible for notifying the
Zoning Administrator in advance of events which are subject to the overflow plan.
The Zoning Administrator shall be responsible for requiring compliance, and for
receiving any reports of violations of the relevant use permit conditions.
b) Enforcement: Compliance with the requirement to submit the plan will be monitored
through the plan review process and approvals may be withheld, if necessary. Ongoing compliance with the approved plan will be determined through review of the
permittee's performance in events covered by the plan.
2007 Master Plan
25. Prior to the submittal of building permits for any construction permitted by the 2007
Windrush School Master Plan, the applicant shall obtain Design Review Board approval
for each phase of the project.
26. The Master Plan allowed the construction of a maximum of 23,000 square feet of floor
space for purposes including classrooms, library, performance space and offices. If, by
May 16, 2027, plans for all phases of construction have not been filed for building permit
approval, the use permit shall be subject to review and re-evaluation by the Planning
Commission.
27. At the time of the final submittal of plans for the Master Plan update, including
driveways, parking area, and landscaped areas, the applicant shall submit a plan for the
entire site which shows compliance for handicap accessibility from all points of arrival to
the existing and proposed buildings. Accessibility is required to be available without
driving from one parking lot entrance to another by the end of phase four.

28. No element of new construction shall exceed the height limitations of 35 feet. The
massing of additions or new buildings will be designed in relation to the height and scale
of adjacent buildings.
29. The applicant shall evaluate the second-story additions of all phases of the project to
determine how privacy on the neighboring homes would be impacted and utilize privacy
glass or other materials that preserve neighbors’ privacy but also preserve interior light in
the design as often as possible.
Communication and Complaint Procedures
30. The school shall maintain an email distribution list (or other means of
communication as deemed appropriate by the Zoning Administrator) of all
neighbors who wish to receive communication from the school. The Zoning
Administrator and Chief of Police shall be included on the distribution list.
31. If three formal complaints from three separate parties are submitted to the Zoning
Administrator over a 120-day period in regard to noise impacts, a new noise evaluation
shall be conducted and new mitigation measures shall be investigated.
32. If the Zoning Administrator receives three verified complaints in a year that
vehicles associated with the campus located at 1800 Elm Street are dropping-off of
picking-up persons on public rights-of-way, staff will review the complaints with the
administration and address the violations by making appropriate changes such as
designated parking areas to stop the behavior.
33. Prior to the start of the 2016-2017 academic year, the applicant shall submit a
traffic management plan for review and approval by the Zoning Administrator.
The traffic management plan shall include a traffic circulation plan for pick-up and
drop-off for the school and a plan for a plan fort how school staff and/or volunteers
will be assigned to direct on-site traffic and act as crossing guards. Staff and/or
volunteers are not permitted to direct off-site traffic. The Zoning Administrator
shall approve the traffic management plan and the applicant shall implement the
traffic management plan throughout all school operations. Any changes to the
traffic management plan shall be subject to review and approval by the Zoning
Administrator.
If the Zoning Administrator receives three verified traffic
complaints from three separate parties within one year, the Zoning Administrator
shall review the traffic management plan and approve changes sufficient to address
the complaints.
34. The school shall send to the neighbor distribution list a schedule of upcoming afterschool and on-campus weekend activities, including the date, time, and sponsoring
agent of each activity. This schedule shall be sent to the neighbor distribution list a
minimum of once per semester.

35. The school shall provide a monitored phone number to the neighbor distribution list
that can be used to notify the school of complaints during and after school hours.
36. The school shall respond directly to neighborhood complaints in a maximum of 24
hours.
Project description brought forward from the 2007 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration:
37. The following elements are from the project description in the 2007 IS/MND are hereby
included as conditions of approval.
a) Employment would increase from 33 full-time and 17 part-time employees to 38 fulltime and 17 part-time employees (an increase from 41 FTE employees to 49 FTE
employees).
b) The school shall maintain a minimum of 19 bicycle parking spaces or the number of
spaces required by the El Cerrito Municipal Code, whichever is greater.
c) The school shall be permitted to hold occasional evening and weekend events of the
type typically associated with a school. These events shall be confined to the
interiors of buildings. These events shall be in addition to the events allowed
pursuant to Condition of Approval #17.
Traffic, Circulation and Parking
38. A total of 61 parking spaces shall be provided on the entire campus to accommodate
staff, students and the school’s other parking needs.
39. The applicant shall submit preliminary engineering drawings for the intersection
and pedestrian and bicycle improvements identified in the Project Description of the
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Summit K2 Operational
Expansion Project to the satisfaction of the Public Works Director within 45 days of
the date of this action.
40. If three verified complaints of school parking occurring on any one block of an
adjacent street are received by the Zoning Administrator within a one-year period,
the applicant shall initiate a petition to the City of El Cerrito for 4-hour parking
restrictions that block. The applicant shall contact all households on the block
pursuant to the Public Works Department’s petition process and submit the petition
to the Public Works Department within 180 days of initiation.
41. The school shall require and enforce vehicle parking stickers for all on-site parking.
School parking shall be permitted on the school site only, except overflow parking
permitted pursuant to Condition of Approval #24.

42. Pick-up and drop-off for the school shall be permitted only in areas G (lower
parking lot) and J (upper driveway). Pick-up and drop-off shall be prohibited offsite.
Campus Safety and Security
43. After hours and on school holidays, the school gates shall be closed and locked
unless a scheduled activity is occurring on school grounds.
44. Prior to the commencement of each regular school year; the School Administrator
shall submit a site specific safety plan for review and approval by the Chief of Police
or his or her designee. This plan will include at a minimum the topics of emergency
evacuation and mandatory reporting procedures. In addition, the School
Administrator and the Chief of Police shall meet at least every 90 days to discuss
security and policing needs of the site.
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INTRODUCTION TO THE FINAL SEIR
PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR
The California Environmental Quality Act and the Guidelines promulgated thereunder (together
“CEQA”) require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to be prepared for any project which may have a
significant impact on the environment. An EIR is an informational document, the purposes of which,
according to CEQA are “to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed information
about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the
significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project.”
The information contained in this EIR is intended to be objective and impartial, and to enable the reader
to arrive at an independent judgment regarding the significance of the impacts resulting from the
proposed project.
The Windrush School Master Plan Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (“Prior MND”) was
adopted in 2007 for physical and programmatic changes to the school operated at the Project site (1800
Elm Street). Operation of the Summit K2 Charter School was approved on January 28, 2014, with
reliance on the environmental analysis contained in the Prior MND. The Prior MND (State Clearinghouse
Number 2007042071) is incorporated by reference.
This EIR is a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) to the Prior MND. This Final SEIR document, together with the
Draft SEIR published in March 2016, shall constitute the complete SEIR prepared pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (commencing with Section 21000 of the
California Public Resources Code) and the CEQA Guidelines for the proposed Summit K2 Charter
School Project in the City of El Cerrito, California. The applicant is Education Ventures, LLC and the
Lead Agency is the City of El Cerrito.

PROJECT SUMMARY
The approximately 4-acre Project site is located at 1800 Elm Street in El Cerrito in a residential
neighborhood a couple blocks from the El Cerrito del Norte BART station. The surrounding land uses
consist of primarily single-family residential dwelling units.
Summit K2 Charter School was found to be compliant with the existing Conditional Use Permit (CUP) by
the El Cerrito Zoning Administrator (and confirmed by the Planning Commission) and began operations
in the Fall of 2014 with grade 7 enrollment of 125 students and continued operations in Fall of 2015 with
240 7th and 8th grade students.
The existing CUP limits student enrollment to 347 students during the normal school year and to 175
students during the summer session and limits normal school days to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
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The “Project” involves proposed amendments to the existing CUP that would allow increased usage of
the Summit K2 Charter School to include high school (grades 9 through 12) in addition to middle school
students, increased enrollment to 630 students during the normal school year and 315 students during the
summer session, and extension of the allowable normal operating hours by a half hour to 3:30 p.m. during
normal school days.
The proposed changes to the CUP represent an increase of the enrollment limit during the normal school
year by 283 students compared to the existing CUP and 390 students compared to existing conditions, and
an increase in the enrollment limit during the school’s summer session by 140 students.
The proposed expansion of the school program and student enrollment can be accommodated at the site as
it exists today and no changes are proposed to the buildings or site, although some changes are allowed
under previous approvals. The school does not plan to change the existing schedule or school activities as
a part of this Project though retains some flexibility to do so within the allowances under the CUP.

EIR REVIEW PROCESS
Draft SEIR
A Draft SEIR was made available for public review on March 16, 2016. During the public review period
for the Draft SEIR (ending April 29, 2016), the City received verbal and written comments.
Final SEIR
This Final SEIR contains all comments received by the City on the Draft SEIR and also includes
responses to these comments, together with necessary changes or revisions to the text of the Draft SEIR
document. Changes to the text of the Draft SEIR are included in Chapter 9 of this Final SEIR. None of
the revisions or responses to comments contained in this Final SEIR would be considered “significant
new information” under section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and therefore no recirculation of the
Draft SEIR is required.
This Final SEIR will be presented to the Planning Commission at a public hearing to consider
certification of this document as a technically adequate, full disclosure document consistent with the
requirements of CEQA. Assuming certification of this SEIR as complete and adequate under CEQA, this
document together with the Draft SEIR will constitute the SEIR for this Project. The Planning
Commission may require additional changes or modifications to this SEIR prior to certification.
An SEIR does not control the agency’s ultimate discretion on the Project. In accordance with California
law, the SEIR must be certified before any action on the Project can be taken. However, SEIR
certification does not constitute Project approval.

REPORT ORGANIZATION
This Final SEIR consists of the following chapters, commencing after Chapter 7 of the Draft SEIR:
Chapter 8: Introduction to the Final SEIR. This chapter outlines the purpose, organization and scope
of the Final SEIR document and important information regarding the public review and approval process.
Chapter 9: Revisions to the Draft SEIR. This chapter includes corrections, clarifications or additions to
text contained in the Draft SEIR based on comments received during the public review period.
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Chapter 10: Response to Comments. This chapter provides reproductions of letters received on the
Draft SEIR and verbal comment sets. The comments are numbered in the right margin. The responses to
comments are also provided in this chapter immediately following each comment letter, and are keyed to
the numbered comments.
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REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR
REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR
The following are minor text changes, additions or modifications made to the Draft SEIR for the Summit
K2 Charter School Operational Expansion Project. An explanation of the changes made in response to
comments can be found in Chapter 10.
Comments, including the original location in the Draft SEIR of the text to be changed, are in italics.
Deletions are noted by strikethrough. Additions are underlined.
CHANGES TO CHAPTER 2: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
•

Pages 2-6 and 2-7

Mitigation measure Traffic-2 and impact and mitigation measure Traffic-5 are hereby revised in Table
2.1, consistent with revisions to pages 5-7, 5-11, and 5-12, listed below.
CHANGES TO CHAPTER 3: PROJECT DESCRIPTION
•

Pages 3-4 and 3-5

The discussion of the proposed school driveway intersection improvement is hereby revised in response to
comments and staff-initiated revisions to clarify that improvements are consistent with the El Cerrito
Active Transportation Plan and may require replacement of signal heads/hardware. Figure 3.3 is also
hereby replaced with the following figures to show replacement of signal heads/hardware and additional
detail of the bike lane beyond the adjacent intersection.
SCHOOL DRIVEWAY INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS
As a part of the Project, improvements to intersection operation with respect to pedestrians and
bicycles would be made at and around the school driveway intersection (at Elm Street/Hill Street/Key
Boulevard), as shown in Figure 3.3. These improvements are consistent with the El Cerrito Active
Transportation Plan (approved by City Council on April 5, 2016), including include removal of four
on-street parking spaces on the west side of the south leg of the intersection and would not impede the
operation of the intersection for vehicular traffic.
Improvements to signal timing are also included as a part of the Project. The current signal phasing
plan at the school driveway intersection separates all approaches; i.e., each leg of the intersection is
served with green time independent of any other leg.
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The proposed signal phasing plan would serve vehicles exiting the school driveway and vehicles
turning right from Key Boulevard during the same phase. The movements made from these two legs
of the intersection do not conflict as left turns from Key Boulevard are prohibited, and left turns from
the school driveway are prohibited. This alternative signal phasing could be implemented with the
existing geometric configuration and would not may require updating of traffic signal poles, heads
and/or hardware.
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Figure 3.3: Proposed Improvements to School Driveway Intersection, Sheets 1 and 2
Source: Kittelson & Associates, 1/5/2016
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CHANGES TO CHAPTER 4: NOISE
•

Page 5-7

The following staff-initiated revision is hereby made to the discussion of traffic noise to clarify the choice
of threshold used for the assessment.
TRAFFIC NOISE
Impact Noise-2:

Project-Generated Traffic. Traffic noise levels along roadways serving the site
would not be substantially increased with the operation of the Project. This is a
less-than-significant impact.

Roadways serving the site include Elm Street, Key Boulevard, and Hill Street. Traffic volumes
supplied for 5 intersections in the vicinity of the Project were reviewed to calculate noise level
increases due to additional Project traffic occurring during the AM Peak Hour and After-school PM
Peak Hour. Based on a review of these traffic volumes, traffic noise levels are anticipated to increase
by 2 dBA L eq or less at all study intersections as a result of the Project during the AM Peak Hour and
After-school PM Peak Hour. The increase to the L dn would be less than 1 dBA when averaged over a
24-hour basis. El Cerrito has no noise threshold specifically for transportation-related noise or
appropriate levels identified for roadway uses, so roadway noise is evaluated in term of the increase
in existing transportation-related noise levels against the identified threshold of an L dn increase of 3
dBA or more. The Project would not cause the L dn to increase 3 dBA or more, and the impact is a
less-than-significant.
CHANGES TO CHAPTER 5: TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
•

Page 5-7

The following staff-initiated revision is hereby made to Mitigation Measure Traffic-2 and the related
discussion to identify the required timing of the improvement.
Mitigation Measure
Traffic-2:
Restriping on Key Boulevard at Cutting Boulevard. The project applicants
shall fully fund and work with the City to implement the following improvements
at the Key Boulevard and Cutting Boulevard. Intersection prior to student
enrollment exceeding 571 students:
•

Restripe the intersection to remove five parking spaces along the southern
side of the eastern leg of Key Boulevard. and split the existing westbound
single travel lane into one left turn only lane and one through-right lane.

The improvements specified in Mitigation Measure Traffic-2 are shown in Figure 5.1 and
implementation of these improvements would result in LOS B with a delay of 14.9 seconds in the PM
peak-hour. Mitigation Measure Traffic-2 would improve this intersection to a better performance
level than under existing conditions and, thus, reduce the impact to a level of less than significant
with mitigation. As discussed in more detail related to the choice of Alternative B (see page 6-3), the
Project would not cause a significant impact at this intersection until student enrollment exceeds 571
students and therefore, the timing of the identified intersection improvements does not need to occur
immediately, but rather will need to be in place prior to student enrollment exceeding 571 students, as
reflected in the measure.
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•

Page 5-9

The following staff-initiated revision is hereby made to the discussion of the cumulative traffic analysis to
clarify the relationship to the congestion management plan.
Impact Traffic-3: Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Operation. The Project would contribute
additional traffic to cumulative intersection operations; however, with the
exception of the intersection identified in Traffic-4, the intersections would
operate within acceptable Levels of Service and the contribution of the Project to
cumulative intersection impacts would be less than significant.
As shown in Table 5.5, assuming implementation of Mitigation Measure Traffic-2, most of the
intersections in the study area would continue to operate within acceptable LOS and the contribution
of the Project to cumulative intersection impacts would be less than significant.
The traffic study locations were selected with consideration of the Contra Costa Transportation
Authority Congestion Management Program (CMP) Network. The San Pablo Avenue/Cutting
Boulevard intersection is a CMP Monitoring Intersection near the Project site through which Project
trips were distributed. The intersection would meet the CMP Monitoring Standard of LOS E under
Existing with Project and Cumulative with Project conditions during AM and PM peak hours. I-80 is
also part of the CMP Monitoring Network and is near the Project site. Fewer than 50 directional peak
hour Project trips were distributed to the freeway. Fifty (50) directional trips would be considered
within typical fluctuation of freeway traffic volumes; therefore, analysis of freeway operations is not
warranted under the CMP. The Project would not conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, which has already been taken into consideration in the analysis of the Project.
•

Pages 5-11 and 5-12

The following revision is hereby made in response to comments to clarify that it is the interference with
the effective operation of travel lanes that makes queuing an environmental impact, to formalize
monitoring triggers and requirements, and to clarify that alternative abatement methods could be utilized.
Impact Traffic-5: Queuing Could Exceed Capacity and Interfere with Vehicle Travel Lanes.
Queuing of vehicles could exceed the available capacity during the after-school
PM peak hour, which could impact interfere with operation of vehicle
travel lanes on nearby streets and would be a significant impact.
Vehicle queuing during pick up and drop off was also assessed, as vehicles queues have the potential
to affect area circulation if queues extend onto public roadway vehicle travel lanes.
Due to the variation in queuing activities during the morning drop off (“slow-moving queue”) and
afternoon pick-up where vehicle tend to park and await their passengers (“parked queue”), there is
space for 20 queued vehicles in the morning and 26 vehicles in the afternoon at the site.
At full enrollment, the potential maximum queue during the morning peak hour would be 20 vehicles,
which would be accommodated on the Project site. During the afternoon pick-up, queues could reach
40 vehicles, which would extend beyond the Project driveway. The additional on-street capacity for
queuing along the east side of Elm Street immediately north of Key Boulevard amounts to an
additional 11 vehicles in the afternoon, which would still only accommodate a total of 37 of the 40
projected vehicles on- and off-site for afternoon pick-ups. Based on the modeling of queues in the
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix C), queues have the potential to exceed on-site queuing
capacity at an enrollment above 406 students and the potential to exceed identified available on-site
plus on-street capacity above 578 students.
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Mitigation Measure
Traffic-5:
Queue Monitoring and Abatement. Within the first two months after the start
of a school year with an enrollment increase to more than 406 students, It shall be
the responsibility of the school project operator shall submit an assessment of
queues during the morning and afternoon drop-off/pick-up periods, as prepared
by a qualified traffic consultant. The queuing study shall identify whether to
ensure that recurring school drop-off/pick-up vehicle queues do not occur
that interfere with vehicle travel lanes on public roadways.
If a recurring school vehicle queues that interfere with vehicle travel lanes
occurs, the project school operator shall employ abatement methods as needed to
abate the queue. Suggested abatement methods may include but are not limited to
the following:
•

Increased education of drivers of correct drop-off/pick-up and queuing
procedures.

•

Increased presence of staff/volunteers to direct drivers during pick-up/dropoff.

•

To accommodate expected maximum queues during afternoon pick-up
activities, the school could Increased education and encouragement of
students to use a of modes other than a personal vehicle in order to achieve a
10 percent or greater reduction in after-school pick-ups, such as carpooling,
transit, bicycling, and/or walking.

•

Staggered start/stop times for different grades and/or additional participation
in after-school programs to reduce the number of students being dropped-off
and/or picked-up at the same time. Alternatively, the school could assure that
10 percent or more of the students leave the campus at least 15 minutes later
than the majority of students to achieve a reduced maximum queue that could
be accommodated within the on-site and on-street loading spaces. (This
could be achieved through participation in after-school activities or offsetting of school hours for different grades.)

If abatement methods are required, the school operator shall submit monthly
reports detailing success of abatement methods until such activities are
considered abated by El Cerrito Planning Staff.
If, based upon repeated complaints and/or City staff observations, recurring
interference with vehicle travel lanes is determined by the Planning Division to
be a problem at other times of the year and/or during years without enrollment
increases, the Planning Division may require the school operator to have
additional assessment prepared by a qualified traffic consultant and submitted to
the Planning Division as detailed above.
Given the proximity of the school to the surrounding neighborhood and transit options and the
likelihood that some students will engage in after-school activities that will result in a later pick-up
time, it is considered possible that problematic queues will not develop or that in the event they do
develop, it can be assumed successful queue abatement is achievable. Therefore, with implementation
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of Mitigation Measure Traffic-5, the impact related to queueing interference with travel lanes during
student loading and unloading would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.
•

Page 5-12

The following discussion of design hazards is hereby added to the end of the chapter in response to
comments to clarify that the potential for design hazards of proposed intersection improvements were
also considered.
DESIGN HAZARDS
The Initial Study considered the potential of the Project to result in substantial increases in hazards
due to a design feature and concluded that the impact of the Project, with no proposed physical
changes to the site, would be less than significant in this regard (pages 35-36 of the Initial Study in
Appendix A). This Draft SEIR includes additional information regarding proposed improvements to
the Elm Street/Hill Street/Key Boulevard/Project driveway intersection (Figure 3.3), the Key
Boulevard and Cutting Boulevard intersection (Figure 5.1), and the San Pablo Avenue/Hill
Street/Peerless Avenue/ Eastshore Boulevard intersection (page 5-10). The identified intersection
improvements are consistent with applicable safety standards and would be considered approximately
as safe or safer for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles than under existing conditions. The Project’s
identified less than significant impact related to design hazards would remain unchanged from the
Initial Study given the proposed intersection improvements and addition of Project traffic to the
system considered in the Draft SEIR.
CHANGES TO CHAPTER 6: ALTERNATIVES
•

Page 6-6

The following staff-initiated revisions to the discussion of the financial feasibility of Alternative A are
hereby made to clarify that, while the alternative is considered potentially feasibility, the Draft SEIR has
not presented analysis of or reached conclusions regarding financial feasibility of the alternative.
The reduced enrollment under Alternative A would meet both of the City’s Project Objectives, though
to a lesser degree than would the proposed Project, as the enrollment level and age of the students
would not be higher than could be expected under existing approvals. Alternative A would not meet
the Applicant’s Project Objective to locate the middle and high school together for a consistent
culture and learning environment, because the existing Conditional Use Permit does not allow high
school students. While the financial feasibility of Alternative A has not been analyzed in detail at this
time, it is anticipated the this alternative could be financial feasibility would have been considered by
the Applicant before seeking the prior approvals and would remain financially feasible, though to a
lesser degree than the proposed Project.
•

Page 6-7

The following staff-initiated revisions to the discussion of the financial feasibility of Alternative B are
hereby made to clarify that, while the alternative is considered potentially feasibility, the Draft SEIR has
not presented analysis of or reached conclusions regarding financial feasibility of the alternative.

The reduced enrollment under Alternative B would meet all of the Project Objectives, though
to a marginally lesser degree than would the proposed Project. While the financial feasibility
of the reduced enrollment has not been analyzed in detail, due to the historic usage of the
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site, it is anticipated this alternative would could be financially feasible, though to a lesser
degree than the proposed Project.
CHANGES TO APPENDIX A: INITIAL STUDY
•

Page 38

The following staff-initiated revision to the discussion of utilities is hereby made to clarify that energy
usage has been considered under that topic.
Currently Proposed Project
While the current Project does not propose increased square footage (upon which many utility
demand rate calculations are based), additional students and staff would be expected to incrementally
increase demand for utilities at the site including incrementally increased energy use. The increases
would be incremental and remain a very small fraction of City or area-wide utility demand that is not
expected to substantially contribute to any exceedances of available capacity or requirement for new
or expanded facilities. Additionally, use of an existing transit-accessible school site for expanded
student enrollment would not be considered a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy.
There are no changes in the Project, changes in circumstances, or new information that would result
in a new significant impact or substantially increased severity of previously identified impacts related
to utilities and service systems. The conclusions of the Prior MND remain valid for the currently
proposed Project, and no further analysis is required.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
INTRODUCTION
This chapter contains responses to the written comments on the Draft SEIR. Where revisions to the
Draft SEIR are appropriate, such changes are noted below and the actual text changes are included in
Chapter 9.
The City of El Cerrito received eleven (11) letters commenting on the Draft SEIR for the Project, in
addition to verbal comments at the April 12, 2016 Planning Commission hearing.
Specific comment letters are organized generally in chronological order by grouping, as follows.
Letters have been assigned an alphabetical letter identifier, and the verbal comments are identified as
verbal set “TR,” which stands for transcript. Individual comments within each letter are then
numbered in order such that letter A begins with comment A-1 then proceeds to comment A-2, etc.
LETTERS FROM AGENCIES
Letter A, Caltrans, Patricia Maurice, 4/29/16
LETTERS FROM PERSONS AND GROUPS
Letter B, Anne Wenstad, 4/24/16
Letter C, Matt Flynn, 4/25/16
Letter D, Sam Lee and Tanya Wu, 4/25/16
Letter E, Steve Haines, 4/28/16
Letter F, Steve Haines, 4/28/16
Letter G, Multiple Signatures, 4/29/16
Letter H, Susanna Spiro, 4/29/16
Letter I, Bill Kuhlman, 4/29/16
Letter J, Franklin Leong, 4/29/16
Letter K, Ronald M. Sonoda and Lorraine M. Sonoda, 4/29/16
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VERBAL COMMENTS
Verbal Set TR, 4/12/16 public hearing before the Planning Commission, transcript of comments on
the Draft SEIR.

RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
The following pages contain comments on the Draft SEIR for the Project. Each comment is numbered
and responses to these comments are provided following each comment letter or set.
In some instances, responding to a comment received on the Draft SEIR resulted in a revision to the
text of the Draft SEIR. Revisions are shown in Chapter 9 of the Final SEIR. In other cases, the
information provided in the responses is deemed adequate in itself, and modification of the Draft
SEIR text was not necessary.
Submitted comments were not always intended to be focused on environmental matters only and
comments sometimes reference matters related to the Project but that are outside the realm of
environmental review. Conversely, the responses to comments included here are intentionally focused
on matters specific to the environmental review that is required under CEQA. A response noting that
a comment is not related to the environmental analysis is intended to signify the specific comment
was not addressing a matter subject to review under CEQA and therefore that the EIR is not the
appropriate forum for providing a response. Such a response is not intended to dismiss or diminish
the validity of the comment outside the CEQA realm. All of the comments are a part of the record and
will be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council at public hearings when Project
approvals are considered.
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A-1

A-1
Cont'd

CHAPTER 10: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER A, CALTRANS, PATRICIA MAURICE, 4/29/16
Comment A-1
This comment asks for an analysis of how much Project-generated traffic comes from I-80, and what
the potential effect on queues on the I-80 Westbound Off-Ramp is.
In the original traffic study prepared by Kittelson and Associates (included as Appendix C), I-80 was
identified as part of the regional roadway network. There was no regional roadway networks analysis
in the study, based on the total projected Project trips on the freeway. Based on the trip distribution
from the CCTA model for the traffic analysis zone that includes the school, as much as eight-percent
of the Project trips may come from I-80 westbound. While this percentage is likely more applicable
to staff and worker trips, and the actual percentage is likely less for student trips, the eight percent
figure should be considered a conservative estimate. Eight percent of a.m. peak hour projected 298
inbound trips that could use the I-80 westbound off-ramp would be 24 trips, and eight percent of the
p.m. peak hour 197 inbound trips would be 16 trips. In each peak hour, the number of trips is not
anticipated to noticeably increase the queuing on the I-80 Westbound Off-Ramp.
Two alternatives were also presented in Draft SEIR: No Project, Enrollment to Current Approvals and
Reduced Enrollment (85% of Proposed). The No Project Alternative, as stated in the Draft SEIR,
represents 27% of the enrollment increase proposed by the Project. As such, only 27% of the
previously mentioned Project trips would be added to the I-80 westbound off-ramp. This would result
in about six morning and four evening peak hour trips potentially using the Westbound I-80 off-ramp.
Similarly for the Reduced Enrollment alternative, which is 85% of the proposed Project, there would
be about 20 morning trips and 14 evening added trips due to the Project. As with the proposed
Project, with each alternative the number of trips in not anticipated to noticeably increase the queuing
on the I-80 Westbound Off-Ramp.
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B-1

B-2

B-3

B-4
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LETTER B, ANNE WENSTAD, 4/24/16
Comment B-1
The commenter cites noise from the use of the lower parking lot as a concern and then identifies
several privacy and security issues because the existing “security/sound wall” does not extend past
the residential properties at 1792 and 1796 Manor Circle.
The existing noise barrier fence does not extend past the residential properties located at 1792 and
1796 Manor Circle because it was originally designed to mitigate noise from the use of the play field
at those receptors who were impacted by the play field noise. The noise data collected at Site LT-1,
which was approximately 40 feet from the center of the play field, showed that existing unmitigated
noise levels were 60 dBA Ldn on the school side of the noise barrier. Noise levels were calculated to
be approximately 8 dBA less at 1792 and 1796 Manor Circle assuming the additional distance
between these receptors and the center of the play field, resulting in similar noise levels as those
expected at receptors located nearest the play field and shielded by the noise barrier fence. The
intermittent, maximum instantaneous sounds produced by the use of the parking lot are also similar in
character and level as those intermittent, maximum instantaneous sounds produced by activities
occurring on the play field, along Elm Street, and by BART. The sounds occurring in the parking lot
occur on an infrequent basis as compared to the sounds produced by the play field, along Elm Street,
and by BART, and do not measurably increase the daily average noise levels attributable to these
predominant source of noise.
This comment also mentions privacy and security, which are social issues and not considered in
environmental analyses. Although not required to mitigate environmental impacts of the proposed
Project, there is no environmental concern that would require additional analysis if the noise barrier
fence is extended as requested. As noted in the opening to this chapter, while this document is
focused to environmental considerations, all comments have been forwarded to City staff and
decision-makers for their consideration in relation to Project approvals.
Comment B-2
This comment relates to littering and property damage, which are social issues and not considered in
environmental analyses. Additionally, there are existing rules and regulations addressing littering and
property damage. As noted in the opening to this chapter, while this document is focused to
environmental considerations, all comments have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers
for their consideration in relation to Project approvals.
Comment B-3
See response to comment B-1.
Comment B-4
This is a closing comment and not a comment on the environmental analysis.
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C-1

C-2

C-3
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LETTER C, MATT FLYNN, 4/25/16
Comment C-1
This is an opening comment and does not contain specific comment on the environmental analysis.
Comment C-2
This comment mentions students who would drive to school in the context of traffic congestion and
parking on neighborhood streets.
A breakdown of drivers between staff/parents/students is not required for traffic analysis under
CEQA and was not explicitly included. As detailed more specifically in the full traffic analysis in
Appendix C, projected increases in school traffic is based upon observed mode split between vehicles
and pedestrians/bicycles and information from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, which is
based upon a survey of the trip generation related to multiple schools and accounts for staff, parent,
and student drivers.
Parking was discussed in the Initial Study for the Project (also included as Appendix A of the Draft
SEIR), as excerpted from pages 36 and 37:
The Project site currently contains 61 parking spaces on-site, which is one less than the 62
spaces that would be required under the municipal code. However, the code allows for a
reduction in the requirement based on proximity to transit, such as with the location of the
Project site. A parking requirement reduction has been included in the requested approvals.
Alternatively, it is likely the site could be restriped to accommodate one additional parking
stall if preferred.
Parking deficiencies are no longer generally considered an environmental impact under
CEQA as it is understood drivers will change their habits if parking is not available and that
available parking supply can interfere with efforts to reduce vehicle trips. That being said, the
provided parking is within the amount allowable by the code for a site at that location and
would not be expected to result in noticeably deficient on-site parking conditions.
In other words, an analysis of existing and projected on-street parking is not required for the
environmental analysis of the Project because difficulty finding parking is considered a social issue.
While this document is focused to environmental considerations, all comments have been forwarded
to City staff and decision-makers for their consideration.
Comment C-3
This is not a comment on the environmental analysis.
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Letter D
From: Sammy Lee [mailto:sammylee36@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 5:51 PM
To: Sean Moss; yswushinyin@gmail.com
Subject: Summit K2 Expansion project

Hello Sean,
Our name is Sam Lee and Tanya Wu and we live right next door to Summit K2 at 6746 Glen
Mawr Ave, El Cerrito. We heard a great deal of positive feedback about the school and was able
to visit the school on several occasion, once during the school dance as well. We truly believe
Summit is an exceptional school for the community and I am glad the staff are so focused in our
children's education.

D-1

We have also attended the public hearing and read thru the EIRs, and we share a lot of the
public comments wrt to traffic congestion. As you are aware, our streets are already filled with
cars during the days, we can hardly find any parking space, and an influx of students and staff
vehicles to the neighborhood is definitely going to cause more congestion and take up
whatever remaining street parking available. We are quite concerned that there is no concrete
solution for this at this time.

D-2

My proposal is for Summit to reserve a certain % of enrollment (maybe 20%) to the 3-5 block
radius households, where the majority of the traffic congestion will be felt. This is to accomplish
2 goals:
1) increase the number of students who can walk/bike to school, therefore reduce # of cars
driving thru and parked on the streets.
2) compensate the Summit school neighbors for the pain they will endure by providing their
children with better education.
Please help us understand if such proposal make sense, and if there are better alternative for
the traffic problem
thank you,
Sam Lee and Tanya Wu
8054079801
6746 Glen Mawr Ave, El Cerrito

D-3
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LETTER D, SAM LEE AND TANYA WU, 4/25/16
Comment D-1
This is an opening comment and does not contain specific comment on the environmental analysis.
Comment D-2
This comment relates to traffic congestion and parking.
CEQA requires analysis of the environmental effects of the Project. The existing and projected future
conditions related to existing uses and other projects, including traffic conditions, are taken into
account in the analysis of Project impacts, but are not attributed to the Project. As noted by the
commenter, the Project would add traffic to area streets and intersections, some of which already
experience congested conditions during peak use hours. The analysis of Project traffic is included in
Chapter 5 and Appendix C of the Draft SEIR. With the mitigation measures identified in the Draft
SEIR, all traffic impacts attributable to the Project would be at or reduced to less than significant
impact levels.
As discussed on pages 36 and 37 of the Initial Study for the Project (also included as Appendix A of
the Draft SEIR), an analysis of existing and projected on-street parking is not required for the
environmental analysis of the Project because difficulty finding parking is considered a social issue.
See response to comment C-2 for expanded discussion of parking. While this document is focused to
environmental considerations, all comments have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers
for their consideration.
Comment D-3
This comment proposes an alternative requiring a certain percent of enrollment be reserved for
households in the immediate vicinity.
The Draft SEIR considered reductions in the enrollment cap proposed under the Project, including a
15% reduction under Alternative B and a 73% reduction under Alternative A. (See Chapter 6 of the
Draft SEIR.) The proposed 20% enrollment reservation for students in the immediate vicinity could,
from a traffic perspective, look similar to the Alternative B analysis. The Draft EIR assessed a
reasonable range of alternatives, including one with similar traffic changes to that proposed here. No
additional analysis is warranted to provide a reasonable range of alternative assessment in response to
this comment. However, this does not preclude the applicant or City from considering such
operational constraints.
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Letter E
From: stephenhaines@comcast.net [mailto:stephenhaines@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2016 5:12 PM
To: Greg Lyman; Janet Abelson; Jan Bridges; Mark Friedman; Gabe Quinto; Margaret Kavanaugh-Lynch;
Sean Moss; jan bridges
Subject: Summit K2 School Enrollment Expansion Proposal

Good afternoon,
My name is Steve Haines and I live at 1755 Elm Street in El Cerrito. I would greatly
appreciate it if you would read the attached document addressing serious issues with
respect to Summit K2's enrollment expansion plans and the associated DSEIR. Please
ask yourselves "Would I support this project if I lived next to Summit K2?"
I can not find any email addresses for the Planning Commissioners but have been
informed that any correspondence to the Planning Commission should be sent to the
Planning Department and they will forward. I have also sent this document via FedEx
overnight today, April 28, 2016. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Steve Haines

E-1

Problems with Summit K2 School’s Enrollment Expansion Proposal
To: El Cerrito Planning Commission, El Cerrito City Council and El Cerrito Community
Development Department
El Cerrito Planning Commissioners Carla Hansen, Brendan Bloom, Kevin Colin, Michael Iswalt,
Bill Kuhlman, Andrea Lucas, Lisa Motoyama, City Councilmember and Liaison to Planning
Commission Jan Bridges, Mayor Greg Lyman, Mayor Pro Tem Janet Abelson, Councilmembers
Mark Friedman and Gabe Quinto, Development Services Manager Margaret Kavanaugh-Lynch
and Senior Planner Sean Moss.
Prepared by Stephen Haines, El Cerrito resident and home owner

The items below are a portion of the issues that have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report.
Traffic
Traffic on Elm, Cutting, Key and Hill is already excessive for the size of these streets and
proximity of homes to the streets. My front door is a mere 16’ from the street. Cutting and
Elm specifically are major corridors for traffic to and from the El Cerrito Hills and Interstate 80.
In addition there is a lot of traffic from drivers to and from BART. Traffic is often backed up all
the way down Elm between Hill and Blake during the afternoon/evening commute. Traffic
volumes are further elevated at these same times by traffic associated with Summit K2 School.
These streets are classified as minor arterials but already have traffic volumes of major
arterials. By increasing enrollment from the current level of 240 students to 630 the traffic
congestion will undoubtedly increase dramatically. When considering the large number of
additional vehicles (parents dropping off and picking up their kids, extra teachers and staff
coming and leaving work and high school students who choose to drive themselves) congestion
on Elm and surrounding streets will become severe. The proposal to stagger start/stop times
for the school will simply extend the time when traffic is at its worst. In addition the proposed
“improvements” to the school’s driveway intersection including a 5’ wide northbound bike lane
between two lanes designated for vehicle traffic will narrow southbound Elm Street in front of
my house from 20’ to 12.5’. While there is no designation on Figure 3.3 of the DSEIR for parking
in front of my house, there is also no mention of eliminating the current resident parking. Thus,
if one assumes 7.5’ will be designated for parking as it is (as shown on Fig. 3.3 of DSEIR) on Hill
Street, that only leaves 5’ left for a traffic lane. This will create serious public safety issues. It is
already dangerous as vehicles traveling southbound (often at speeds well above posted limit)
come very close to me when trying to enter/exit my vehicle. In fact if there is no oncoming
(northbound) traffic in close proximity, southbound vehicles usually cross the center line in
order to give clear berth. Not only will the northbound bike lane make the southbound lane
narrower, it is potentially very dangerous for those using the bike lane due to the close
proximity of traffic on either side. Elm Street was never designed to handle such heavy traffic

E-2

E-3

E-4

loads and the additional traffic and proposed narrower traffic lanes will only make problems
worse.

E-4
Cont'd

Parking
Street parking on Elm and surrounding streets is already difficult, especially during the hours
around the time Summit K2 School classes end. I live directly across the street from Summit
K2’s lower parking lot. My only available parking option is the street. When Elm Street was
widened it resulted in my driveway being too short to accommodate even a small size vehicle.
With the current parking needs associated with both residents as well as Summit K2 School,
available street parking is often hard to find. The shortage is most prevalent during the
afternoon around the time Summit’s class’s end and parents are parking and going on campus
or simply waiting in their vehicles for the arrival of their kids. When one considers the street
parking that will be lost as part of the new plan, the additional parking needed for
accommodation of more parents who will be going on campus, parents waiting to pick up their
kids, additional teachers and staff required for increased enrollment, and most critically high
school students who may drive to school, there simply is no way there will be enough street
parking. If enrollment is increased street parking will be next to impossible. This does not even
take into account the additional street parking that will be needed by residents of the
apartment building development at 1715 Elm who may own more than one vehicle, nor their
guests/visitors parking needs. The 4 hour parking available around my home will not be
available to the majority of school staff or student drivers.

E-5

Noise and Nuisance
I also have serious concerns with students “hanging out” in front of my house and the
associated noise and trash that are likely to become worse with such a large increase in
enrollment. As it is I am continually picking up trash on and around my property. While there is
scheduled street cleaning, it is essentially useless as the street sweepers have to go around all
the parked cars. In order to effectively clean the streets, there should be no parking allowed at
set times so that street cleaners can actually clean the streets. If enrollment is increased and
street parking becomes even more difficult this will undoubtedly never happen. During the
Planning Commission meeting on April 20, 2016 the Principal of Summit K2 talked about
community involvement, including allowing outside groups to use the school’s facilities when
school is not in session. I and many neighbors strongly object to any more activity at the
school. We relish the evenings and weekends when the gates are closed and the noise
subsides. With increased enrollment, including high school students, there is bound to be more
clubs and other extracurricular activities and noise associated with that activity.

E-6

E-7

Property Values
As a result of the impact of the additional traffic, lack of parking, noise and nuisance, Summit
K2’s expansion proposal will undoubtedly negatively affect my and surrounding home owner’s
property values and limit any future potential for appreciation.
Should this proposal be
approved the City and school need to address how we are to be compensated for this unfair
taking of our property value.

E-8

Questions
What are the projections for increases in traffic associated with proposed expansion?

E-9

What are the projections for the number of students driving themselves to school?
What are the projections for increases in street parking needed to accommodate full
enrollment of 630 students and associated vehicles?
What are the projections for increases in street parking associated with the apartment building
development at 1715 Elm Street?

E-10

How many street parking spots will be lost due to proposed development plans for surrounding
streets?
Will there be any changes to the resident street parking (D Permit) on Elm Street adjacent to
Summit K2?
What are the noise projections not only on site but on surrounding neighbors’ properties at
proposed full enrollment of 630 students?

E-11

What is the projected cost for infrastructure development of surrounding streets excluding the
15% share of cost proposed by Summit K2?

E-12

How does the City plan to address the loss in both quality of life and home value that its
residents living in the neighborhood will experience if the expansion of Summit K2 is approved?

E-13

Summary
Summit K2’s expansion proposal benefits few while adversely affecting the lives of many. For
the sake of the surrounding residents and neighborhood, please do not approve any expansion
in enrollment over the current CUP limit of 347. This is a very important matter that deserves
more time for all parties to express their opinions, ask questions and allow for a real discussion
of the needs of both the school as well as the residents of the City of El Cerrito.
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of these matters and answers to questions asked.

E-14
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LETTER E, STEVE HAINES, 4/28/16
Comment E-1
This is an opening comment and does not contain specific comment on the environmental analysis.
All comments received during the SEIR review period are included as a part of the record,
incorporated into this Final SEIR, and provided to City decision-makers.
Comment E-2
CEQA requires analysis of the effects of the Project. The existing and projected future conditions
related to existing uses and other projects, including traffic conditions, are taken into account in the
analysis of Project impacts, but are not attributed to the Project. As noted by the commenter, the
Project would add traffic to area streets and intersections, some of which already experience
congested conditions during peak use hours. The analysis of Project traffic is included in Chapter 5
and Appendix C of the Draft SEIR. With the mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIR, all
traffic impacts attributable to the Project would be at or reduced to less than significant impact levels.
Comment E-3
This comment refers to staggered start/stop times, which are mentioned in Mitigation Measure
Traffic-5 as an off-setting of school hours for different grades that could reduce student pick-up
queuing. Such off-setting of school hours would also be expected to spread the school traffic out over
a longer period (a difference of up to 30 minutes would be possible within the proposed primary
operating hours). Traffic analysis focuses on peak traffic times for an analysis of the highest levels of
congestion related to the Project. While staggered start/stop times within 30 minutes would have the
potential to change queue lengths, it would be expected to either have no discernable effect on peak
hour traffic or to slightly reduce the most congested peak times. Therefore, staggered start/stop times
would not have the potential to increase identified Project impacts and no additional analysis is
warranted to address the possibility of staggered start/stop times.
Comment E-4
The comment states the proposed improvement at the Elm Street/Hill Street/Key Boulevard/school
driveway intersection includes a 12.5-foot southbound vehicle lane on the south leg of the intersection
and does not include on-street parking on the west side of the south leg of the intersection. The El
Cerrito Active Transportation Plan, which was approved by the City Council on April 5, 2016,
presents in Figure 5-7b a set of proposed improvements at the Elm Street/Hill Street/Key
Boulevard/school driveway intersection. Those proposed improvements include removal of four onstreet parking spaces on the west side of the south leg of the intersection to accommodate a
northbound bicycle turn lane. The proposed Project would implement this improvement from the
Active Transportation Plan and would modify the existing cross-section of the south leg of the
intersection to provide a 12.5-foot southbound travel lane with sharrow, an 11-foot northbound leftturn lane for access to Key Boulevard, a five-foot northbound bicycle turn lane for access to Key
Boulevard, and a ten-foot northbound shared through-right lane.
Comment E-5
This comment relates to parking. As discussed on pages 36 and 37 of the Initial Study for the Project
(also included as Appendix A of the Draft SEIR), an analysis of existing and projected on-street
parking is not required for the environmental analysis of the Project because difficulty finding
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parking is considered a social issue. See response to comment C-2 for expanded discussion of
parking. While this document is focused to environmental considerations, all comments have been
forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for their consideration.
Comment E-6
This comment related to noise and trash related to students “hanging out” on public sidewalks. The
noise from people talking is considered a usual noise source in residential neighborhoods and would
not be considered an environmental impact. Littering is prohibited under existing rules and
regulations and illegal activity is considered a social issue and is not considered in environmental
analyses. While this document is focused to environmental considerations, all comments have been
forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for their consideration.
Comment E-7
The commenter cites noise related to after-hours use and renting the school facilities to third parties
as a concern. Rental of the facilities to third parties is allowed under the current CUP and no changes
are proposed or were analyzed under the Project.
Existing and projected noise levels were analyzed and included in Chapter 4 and Appendix B of the
Draft SEIR. The noise data collected at Site LT-1 captured noise from some “after-school” activities
that occur after classes end during the noise monitoring period and were taken into account for the
noise modeling and analysis. Daily average noise levels did not exceed the General Plan noise
standards for maximum outdoor noise levels in residential areas and with increases of student activity
proposed, are projected not to exceed the General Plan noise standards with the Project.
Comment E-8
Economic impacts are not generally studied under CEQA, as noted in section 15131(a) of the State
CEQA Guidelines, “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects
on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes
caused in turn by the economic or social changes.”
Such “physical changes” are often referred to as urban decay. Urban decay is the process whereby a
previously functioning city, or part of a city, falls into disrepair and decrepitude. Turnover of
ownership and/or reduction in values would not in and of themselves be considered urban decay.
School uses are common adjacent to residential homes and the Project would not reasonably be
considered to result in physical decay in the vicinity due to economic or social effects, such that they
would be considered to result in environmental impacts. While this document is focused to
environmental considerations, all comments have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers
for their consideration.
Comment E-9
These are questions related to the traffic analysis, which can be found in Chapter 5 and Appendix C
of the Draft SEIR.
As summarized on page 5-5 of the Draft SEIR, the Project would be expected to generate up to 534
trips during the AM peak hour and 323 trips during the after-school PM peak hour.
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A breakdown of drivers between staff/parents/students is not required for traffic analysis under
CEQA and was not explicitly included. As detailed more specifically in the full traffic analysis in
Appendix C, projected increases in school traffic is based upon observed mode split between vehicles
and pedestrians/bicycles and information from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, which is
based upon a survey of the trip generation related to multiple schools and accounts for staff, parent,
and student drivers.
Comment E-10
This comment relates to parking. As discussed on pages 36 and 37 of the Initial Study for the Project
(also included as Appendix A of the Draft SEIR), an analysis of existing and projected on-street
parking is not required for the environmental analysis of the Project because difficulty finding
parking is considered a social issue. See response to comment C-2 for expanded discussion of
parking. While this document is focused to environmental considerations, all comments have been
forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for their consideration.
No changes to on-street parking rules or permit requirements are proposed on Elm Street as a part of
the Project. Implementation of intersection improvements included as part of the Project or included
in traffic Mitigation Measures identified in the Draft SEIR would result in a total reduction of nine
off-street parking spaces. See also response to comment E-4 related to proposed improvements as
identified under the El Cerrito Active Transportation Plan.
Comment E-11
This comment requests information about the projected noise level on surrounding neighbors’
properties. Existing and projected noise levels were analyzed and included in Chapter 4 and Appendix
B of the Draft SEIR and detailed information can be found there. To summarize, noise levels from the
school are projected to be highest near the outdoor playfield and noise levels at nearby residential
properties are projected to remain below 60 dBA L dn (the threshold level identified by the City for
residential areas) within residential properties.
Comment E-12
This comment questions the cost of infrastructure improvements. The environmental analysis is not
required to calculate costs of proposed improvements or mitigation. While this document is focused
to environmental considerations, all comments have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers
for their consideration.
Comment E-13
This comment relates to quality of life and home values. See response to comment E-8 regarding
economic concerns.
“Quality of life” as a term is generally understood to refer to social considerations beyond
environmental concerns and is not studied in environmental analyses. Potential impacts related to
noise and traffic, which can overlap concerns related to “quality of life,” were analyzed in the Draft
SEIR and mitigated as necessary to levels considered to be less than significant environmental
impacts.
Comment E-14
This is a closing comment and not a specific comment on the environmental analysis.
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Letter F
From: stephenhaines@comcast.net [mailto:stephenhaines@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2016 9:57 PM
To: Greg Lyman; Janet Abelson; Jan Bridges; Mark Friedman; Gabe Quinto; Margaret Kavanaugh-Lynch;
Sean Moss; jan bridges
Subject: Petition to reject Summit K2 Enrollment Expansion Plan

Please see attached..
Thank you,
Steve Haines

F-1
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LETTER F, STEVE HAINES, 4/28/16
Comment F-1
This comment, followed by signatures, expresses opposition to the Project and general concerns about
adverse effects with listed items including “traffic, parking, noise, trash, property values and general
degradation of residents’ quality of life”.
Analyses of traffic and noise were included in Draft SEIR (Chapters 4 and 5 and Appendices B and
C) and impacts were determined to be at less than significant levels or reduced to such levels by
identified mitigation.
The remaining listed items are not environmental issues. All comments, including those related to
economic and social considerations, have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for
consideration.
Additional discussion of parking can be found in response to comment C-2, trash/littering in B-2,
property values/economic considerations in E-8, and quality of life in E-13.
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Letter G

G-1

G-2

G-3

G-4

G-4
Cont'd

G-5

G-6

G-7

G-8
G-9
G-10
G-11
G-12

G-13

G-14
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LETTER G, MULTIPLE SIGNATURES, 4/29/16
Comment G-1
This is an opening comment explaining that the following signatures are attached to the following
letter/comments and is not a specific comment on the environmental analysis.
Comment G-2
This opening comment does not include specific comments on the environmental analysis, but lists
general concerns including “security and privacy, noise levels, traffic, parking, our property values,
and our quality of life”.
Analyses of traffic and noise were included in Draft SEIR (Chapters 4 and 5 and Appendices B and
C) and impacts were determined to be at less than significant levels or reduced to such levels by
identified mitigation.
The remaining listed items are not environmental issues. All comments, including those related to
economic and social considerations, have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for
consideration.
Additional discussion of security and privacy can be found in response to comment B-1, parking in C2, property values/economic considerations in E-8, and quality of life in E-13.
Comment G-3
This comment lists anecdotal experiences related to school operations and asks for coordination with
the school and City to address concerns. All comments, including those related to code enforcement
and social considerations, have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for consideration.
See response to comment G-2 related to environmental versus social impacts and responses to various
concerns. A discussion of littering and property damage is included in response to comment B-2.
Items related to enforcement of rules and regulations and coordination are not considered
environmental impacts.
Comment G-4
This comment is related to coordination between the school and neighbors and is not a comment on
the environmental analysis. All comments have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for
consideration.
Comment G-5
This comment suggests improvements to ongoing coordination between the school and neighbors and
is not a comment on the environmental analysis. All comments have been forwarded to City staff and
decision-makers for consideration.
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Comment G-6
This comment relates to the Conditional Use Permit and is not a comment on the environmental
analysis. All comments have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for consideration.
Comment G-7
This comment relates to after-hours use and access and is not a comment on the environmental
analysis. Rental of the facilities to third parties is allowed under the current CUP and no changes are
proposed or were analyzed under the Project. All comments have been forwarded to City staff and
decision-makers for consideration.
Comment G-8
The comment requests the gym door be kept closed during gym classes, events and practices. No
changes to on-site operations related to the gym door are proposed or were analyzed under the
Project. All comments have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for consideration.
Comments G-9
The noise analysis (Chapter 4 and Appendix B of the Draft SEIR) analyzed the maximum expected
noise levels at the site and adjacent neighbors and found those levels to be within noise levels
expected in residential areas and therefore no mitigation related to additional constraints on school
activities is warranted. While not required from an environmental perspective, this request, along with
all comments, has been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for consideration.
Comments G-10
This comment relates to music/boom boxes and music programs. No changes are proposed or were
analyzed under the Project related to music/boom boxes and music programs. All comments have
been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for consideration.
Comments G-11
This comment relates to skateboarding. No changes are proposed or were analyzed under the Project
related to skateboarding at the site. All comments have been forwarded to City staff and decisionmakers for consideration.
Comments G-12
This comment relates to after-hours use and is not a comment on the environmental analysis. No
changes are proposed or were analyzed under the Project related to after-hours use of the site. All
comments have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for consideration.
Comments G-13
This comment requests prohibition of school parking and drop-off/pick-up on Manor Circle. As
discussed on pages 36 and 37 of the Initial Study for the Project (also included as Appendix A of the
Draft SEIR), an analysis of existing and projected on-street parking is not required for the
environmental analysis of the Project because difficulty finding parking is considered a social issue.
See response to comment C-2 for expanded discussion of parking. While not an environmental
impact, it can be noted that as a proposed condition of CUP approval, the applicant will initiate the
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City’s petition process to consider changes to the parking restrictions on Manor Circle. While this
document is focused to environmental considerations, all comments, including those related to
parking and enforcement of parking rules, have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for
their consideration.
In relation to student pick-up/drop-off on Manor Circle, while not an environmental issue, it can be
noted that a Traffic Management Plan, which addresses pick-up and drop-off activities and includes
monitoring for compliance, is a condition of CUP approval.
Comment G-14
This comment is related to coordination and enforcement of rules and regulations and is not a
comment on the environmental analysis. All comments have been forwarded to City staff and
decision-makers for consideration.
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Letter H
From: Susanna Spiro [mailto:suzicle@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2016 1:44 PM
To: Sean Moss
Subject: Summit K2 DSEIR response letter

Dear Sean and members of the El Cerrito Planning Commission,
Please find attached our response to the Summit K2 Charter School DSEIR, submitted during the
public comment period. I believe that Daisy Leong is also delivering this letter in hard copy,
along with more signatures, today.
Confirmation of receipt would be much appreciated.
Thank you,
Susanna Spiro
1776 Manor Circle, El Cerrito

The attached letter is the same as Letter G.
See Letter G comments and responses.

Same comments as Letter G, See Letter G
To: El Cerrito Planning Commission
Re: Proposed expansion of Summit K2
April 29, 2016
Dear Commissioners,
The neighbors of Summit K2 on Manor Circle and nearby are deeply concerned that an expansion of the
school to over 600 students through high school level would have a serious impact on our security and
privacy, noise levels, traffic, parking, our property values, and our quality of life. For these reasons we are
opposed to this dramatic enrollment expansion on this small campus in a quiet residential neighborhood.
A much larger school and its attendant problems would irrevocably alter the character of this
neighborhood. The Manor Circle development was attractive to its residents who bought homes here
precisely because of its quiet and privacy. Also, many of us have young children who play outside and we
need to be especially mindful of safety.
Current issues
Manor Circle residents (particularly on the north side adjacent to the school) want you to be aware that we
have experienced the following in recent months:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Trash tossed in our yards;
An apple thrown at our window, hitting the glass with force;
Students at the school, standing on a second-floor outdoor stairwell that faces our house, teasing
and making threatening faces at our children;
Trespassers on the campus on skateboards, scooters and bikes on weekends and holidays;
Noise from gym door left standing open;
Traffic congestion on Elm Street;
One neighbor had a broken backyard fence due to poor car maneuver in Summit parking lot;
No response from the school to an email that contained time-sensitive questions;
People seen on the campus during many evenings, weekends and holidays whose presence
there may or may not be authorized and is disturbing to our privacy and quiet.

Given that these and other issues exist even when the school has only two grades, we would expect the
expansion to significantly increase the volume of incidents and problems. We would like to know that the
school and the City are willing to engage with us proactively on the following concerns, before even
considering any expansion project:
Communication and transparency
1. Neighbors should at all times be kept informed about the school’s schedule and activities so we know
what to expect. Upon inquiring with the school office last fall, we had been told by school staff that there
were no activities at the school after 5:00pm on weekdays, and none on the weekends (with the exception
of occasional events). However, we now see people coming and going at the school on many evenings
and weekends. There are sports practices going on in the gym on the weekends. We learned only
recently when attending an open house that the school rents out their facilities to outside entities. We are
very disappointed that we were given misinformation by the school. Going forward, we should always be
informed what is scheduled to go on at the school, when, and the people/groups involved. Even if the

Conditional Use Permit allows the school to rent out the facilities at their discretion, it is a point of safety
as well as a courtesy to inform the neighbors who is on the premises, when, and why.
2. The school should maintain an email list for the neighborhood that they can use to send timely and
relevant communications to the neighbors. It should be the school’s responsibility to actively keep this list
updated to the best of their ability.
3. Emergency contact phone numbers of school personnel should be made available to all neighbors to
report issues after hours, to a facilities manager or an active help line. It’s often hard to know whether
people we see on the premises after hours or on weekends are trespessing, janitorial workers, whether to
call police, etc.
4. Make the active Conditional Use Permit available to neighborhood residents in a clear, accessible form.
We should all be able to know, understand and respond to the official rules and policies that the school is
bound to. According to Senior Planner Sean Moss (email communication on 4/27/16), even now there is
no such clear version of this document although Summit K2 has presumably been operating under a
particular CUP since its inception.
5. Summer use of the premises: Neighbors want to be informed in advance what is planned for use of the
school grounds during summer, including dates, times, and any third parties involved.
Access
6. The gates to the school and to the parking lot should be kept closed and locked after school hours.
Authorized personnel only should be able to access. We often see the gate open and it’s not clear who is
welcome to enter. Premises should not be made available to the public after school hours or on weekends
or holidays. The neighbors do not want the school premises, the parking lot, or the outside basketball
court to become a hangout outside of school hours.
Noise
7. Keep gym door on south side of gym building closed during gym classes, events and practices..
8. Designated quiet periods during the school day. With six grades on a small campus, we would be
concerned that there would be rolling recesses, lunch periods, PE classes, etc., all day long with no
breaks. Neighbors should have an expectation of some quiet periods during the day.
9. No music/boom boxes allowed on campus in the outside areas. If music programs were ever to be
expanded at the school, they should be conducted indoors with doors closed.
10. No skateboarding on premises. We have seen many kids using the site as a skateboard park.
11. Curtailment of evening and weekend activities: We are strongly opposed to the allowance of evening
activities on the campus, whether it be club meetings, sports, music, etc. Neighbors have a right to enjoy
privacy and quiet after business hours. Weekend use of the premises should be simiilarly limited.
Parking

12. No school parking or school dropoff/pickup activity allowed on Manor Circle.
13. Parking time limits enforcement on Manor Circle.
Enforcement/Recourse/Complaint procedure
14. Regarding the considerations listed above, in additon to any items in the Conditional Use Permit, as
well as new issues that may arise going forward: the neighbors need to know what channels are available
for reporting problems, and what recourse we have for effective enforcement of agreed-upon policies if
we find they are being violated.
We would welcome a conversation with the City, the school and the applicant about these concerns, and
specific responses regarding how and when any policies such as those suggested above will be
implemented—whether or not the proposed expansion takes place. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Susanna Spiro, 1776 Manor Circle
Jeff Rosenfeld, 1776 Manor Circle
Anne Wenstad, 1792 Manor Circle
Eugene Go, 1705 Manor Circle
Lotus Go, 1705 Manor Circle
Michael Wu, 1788 Manor Circle
Daisy Leong, 1780 Manor Circle
Franklin Leong, 1780 Manor Circle
Tansy Mattingly, 1772 Manor Circle
Andrew Weill, 1772 Manor Circle
Jeff Go, 1784 Manor Circle
Stephen Haines, 1755 Elm St
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LETTER H, SUSANNA SPIRO, 4/29/16
As noted in the introduction, the attached letter is the same as that submitted as Letter G. Because it
includes different signatures, it has been included in full. However, responses to specific comments
are found under Letter G and not repeated here.
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Letter I
From: Bill Kuhlman [mailto:bill.kuhlman@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2016 3:59 PM
To: Sean Moss
Subject: Comments on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR)

Dear Sean,
Reference: Summit K2 Charter School, 1800 Elm Street, Proposed Modification
I have the following comments and questions on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(DSEIR):
Noise
1. The assessment of Noise impacts appears to be based on data collected in one single data
collection period (a continuous 2.5 day period). Why wasn’t data taken on more than one
interval? Is there evidence-based justification for basing a noise survey on data collected at one
point in time?
2. Data collected during that period includes readings greater than the threshold establish in the
General Plan. It is not clear how the environmental analysis concludes that the project would
have less than significant impact.
3. Has the contractor who collected the noise data provided documentation showing that the
equipment used to measure noise was appropriately calibrated at the time of measurement?
4. Did the DSEIR consider the impact of exposing students to the level of noise? Reference CEQA
section 15126.2(a) and California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District,
Traffic
1. Does the Mitigation Measure T-4 rely on implementation of improvements described in the San
Pablo Specific Plan? If so, what is the schedule for completion? Would completion be a prerequisite to commencing operation under the revised Conditional Use Permit?
2. Mitigation Measure T-5 suggests that the operator can apply abatement methods as needed.
Should consideration be given to alternative strategies to reducing queuing, such as re-routing
of traffic in the streets around the school or utilization of the BART station as the approved
drop-off/pick-up point for students?
3. The intersection of Key Boulevard, Elm Street, and Hill Street is complicated by the slope of the
terrain and the radius of the curve on Elm. Visibility at the intersection is naturally impaired.
How does the DSEIR assess the impact of additional pedestrian and bicycle activity at this
intersection?
4. The footnote of Table 5.2 Project Trip Generation states, “Trip generation rate for middle school
students was conservatively used as it is higher than the trip generation rate for high school
students.”: Source: Kittelson & Associates, 2015. Can you describe the impact of this assumption
and its basis in more detail?
5. How does the DSEIR assess the impact of additional vehicle activity due to circulating traffic while
finding parking places in the neighborhoods surround the school?
6. How did the DSIR quantify the potential increase in the number of vehicles that would be parked
on and around the property due to increased faculty and students?
7. To what extent does the DSEIR consider the impact of the proposed project on the traffic flow
created by the circulation of cars seeking parking on streets in the general vicinity of the BART
station.?

I-1

I-2

I-3
I-4

I-5

I-6

I-7

++++++++++++++++++++++++++
Bill Kuhlman
bill.kuhlman@gmail.com
+1-510-734-4879
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LETTER I, BILL KUHLMAN, 4/29/16
Comment I-1
This comment questions the data collection for the noise analysis. As summarized on page 4-4 of the
Draft SEIR, the ambient noise monitoring survey was conducted between Wednesday, September
30th and Friday, October 2nd, 2015 to document noise levels that were representative of existing
conditions. Noise measurements were made with Larson Davis Model 820 Integrating Sound Level
Meters (SLMs) set at “slow” response. The sound level meters were equipped with G.R.A.S. Type
40AQ ½-inch random incidence microphones fitted with windscreens. The sound level meters were
calibrated prior to the noise measurements using a Larson Davis Model CAL200 acoustical calibrator.
The response of the system was checked after each measurement session and was always found to be
within 0.2 dBA. No calibration adjustments were made to the measured sound levels. The equipment
and methodology used are industry standard for analysis of projects of this type.
The noise data were collected on portions of three school days. The data were reviewed and found to
be internally consistent over each of the three days and were determined to adequately represent the
noise levels produced by the primary noise sources at the school. The long-term data collected at Site
LT-1, on the inboard side of the existing noise barrier fence (on school property), showed that
unmitigated noise levels at the property line of the school and playfield adjoining Manor Court
residences were 60 dBA Ldn. The measured Ldn noise on the school side of the noise barrier fence
did not exceed the General Plan goal for maximum outdoor noise levels in residential areas and
therefore the Project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact with respect to noise at
this location. The existing noise barrier has been estimated to provide at least an 8 dBA reduction in
noise levels from school-related noise sources on the other side of the noise barrier, further reducing
noise levels at the residential properties on the far side of the noise barrier.
Comment I-2
This comment questions the exposure of students to noise. Consistent with recent CEQA case law
(CBIA vs BAAQMD, Case No. S213478, filed December 17, 2015), the Draft SEIR did not consider
potential noise impacts to students resulting from the primary noise sources that contribute to ambient
noise levels at the Project site (i.e., local traffic and BART). The Project site has historically been
used as school and is not located in a severe noise environment where student noise exposure would
be of concern. The additional student population would result in increased noise levels during periods
where students would be outdoors (i.e., between classes, lunchtime, and during the use of the play
field); however, such additional noise is consistent with the nature of existing and proposed noises at
the site and would not adversely affect the learning environment for students.
Comment I-3
This comment questions the schedule for San Pablo Avenue/Hill Street/Peerless Avenue/Eastshore
Boulevard improvements under the San Pablo Avenue Specific Plan, to which the Project would
contribute a fair-share toward implementation.
The Project does not cause an impact at this intersection when added to existing conditions (see
Existing Plus Project analysis on pages 5-6 and 5-7 of the Draft SEIR). This intersection would
operate at level of service (LOS) D during the peak hours, which is considered acceptable operations,
even with the addition of Project traffic.
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Only in the future cumulative scenario including other area development does the intersection operate
at levels considered unacceptable (LOS E and F). The fair-share contribution was identified as
Mitigation Measure Traffic-4 to address the Project’s traffic contribution to the projected impacted
operation of this intersection under future cumulative conditions. While the exact timing of neither
the impacted conditions nor the implementation of improvements are known for sure, because this
improvement was adopted in the San Pablo Avenue Specific Plan and is being added to capital
improvement plans, it is reasonable to conclude that the improvement will be made when needed
under future conditions.
Comment I-4
This comment makes suggestions for alternative actions to address queuing. In response to comments,
mitigation measure Traffic-5 has been revised to formalize monitoring and clarify that alternative
actions could be utilized. See specific revisions in Chapter 9 of this document.
Comment I-5
The comment states visibility at the Elm Street/Hill Street/Key Boulevard/school driveway
intersection is affected by the slope of the terrain and the curve of Elm Street, and it expresses
concern about consideration of additional pedestrian and bicycle activity at this intersection resulting
from the proposed Project. The proposed Project would include improvements to the Elm Street/Hill
Street/Key Boulevard/school driveway intersection to enhance safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
These improvements include the following: installation of a controlled crossing of Elm Street on the
north leg of the intersection, where no crossing exists at present; installation of pedestrian countdown
signal heads at the new controlled crossing of Elm Street; and installation of a northbound left-turn
bike lane through the intersection to delineate for drivers and bicyclists where bicyclists would pass
through the intersection. With the proposed improvements, the Project would have a beneficial impact
related to pedestrian and bicycle activity at this intersection. A discussion of the potential for design
hazards at study intersections has been added in Chapter 9.
Comment I-6
This comment requests information related to the use of the middle school trip generation rate as
opposed to the high school generation rate for the traffic analysis. The traffic impact analysis was
performed both ways, and both these analyses are included in Appendix C of the Draft SEIR. To
summarize, with the original assumption of 390 high school students, Project trip generation was
projected at 415 AM peak hour trips and 312 PM peak hour trips. However, the CUP is not proposed
to require that the additional students are high school students and would allow for additional middle
school students instead of high school students. Because the trip generation rates for middle school
students have a higher peak hour rate, the traffic analysis was supplemented with a study assuming
those students could all be middle school students, which would result in the higher projected 534
AM peak hour trips and 324 PM peak hour trips. The higher trip rate, that of middle-school students,
was used for determination of impacts in the Draft SEIR (see Chapter 5) to provide a conservative
analysis to cover the potential impacts of Project approval. As noted, detailed information for both
analyses summarized here are included in Appendix C of the Draft SEIR.
Comment I-7
These comments relate to parking. As discussed on pages 36 and 37 of the Initial Study for the
Project (also included as Appendix A of the Draft SEIR), an analysis of existing and projected onstreet parking is not required for the environmental analysis of the Project because difficulty finding
parking is considered a social issue. See response to comment C-2 for expanded discussion of
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parking. The parking provisions meet El Cerrito code requirements for a school of the proposed size
and are anticipated to accommodate school parking on-site. School-generated additional parking offsite, given the existing low availability of parking in the area in addition to availability of on-site
parking, would not be expected to be substantial. Existing vehicles circulating looking for parking are
not detailed specifically in the traffic analysis but would have been captured in existing traffic
volumes through intersections.
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LETTER J, FRANKLIN LEONG, 4/29/16
Comment J-1
This comment and the attached photos relate to parking on Manor Circle. As discussed on pages 36
and 37 of the Initial Study for the Project (also included as Appendix A of the Draft SEIR), an
analysis of existing and projected on-street parking is not required for the environmental analysis of
the Project because difficulty finding parking is considered a social issue. See response to comment
C-2 for expanded discussion of parking. While not an environmental impact, it can be noted that as a
proposed condition of CUP approval, the applicant will initiate the City’s petition process to consider
changes to the parking restrictions on Manor Circle. While this document is focused to environmental
considerations, all comments, including those related to parking and enforcement of parking rules,
have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for their consideration.
Comment J-2
This comment relates to enforcement of the “keep clear” area on Elm Street and the Manor Circle
intersection. Back-up of vehicles across this area occurs under existing conditions from vehicles
heading north on Elm Street to the Elm/Key/Hill intersection. Comments related to enforcement of
existing rules and regulations are not comments on the environmental analysis. All comments,
including those related to enforcement of traffic laws, have been forwarded to City staff and decisionmakers for their consideration. However, it can be noted that the Project would modify the traffic
signal timing at the Elm/Key/Hill intersection such that the northbound Elm Street approach would
receive more green time per signal cycle during peak hours than it receives today. More green time
for northbound drivers would result in more vehicles able to drive through this intersection during one
signal cycle than area able with the current timing.
Comment J-3
This is not a comment on the environmental analysis. All comments have been forwarded to City staff
and decision-makers for their consideration.
Comment J-4
This comment relates to traffic congestion that is existing and traffic that will be generated by other
projects and the proposed Project. CEQA requires analysis of the environmental effects of the Project.
The existing and projected future conditions related to existing uses and other projects, including
traffic conditions, are taken into account in the analysis of Project impacts, but are not attributed to
the Project. As noted by the commenter, the Project would add traffic to area streets and intersections,
some of which already experience congested conditions during peak use hours. The analysis of
Project traffic is included in Chapter 5 and Appendix C of the Draft SEIR. With the mitigation
measures identified in the Draft SEIR, all traffic impacts attributable to the Project would be at or
reduced to less than significant impact levels.
Comment J-5
This comment relates to student pick-up/drop-off on Manor Circle. The Draft SEIR includes an
analysis of pick-up/drop-off queuing capacity and mitigation to ensure queues can be accommodated
without interfering with vehicle travel lanes and the environmental impact was therefore determined
to be less than significant (see pages 5-11 and 5-12 of the Draft SEIR). While the decision by some
drivers to use parking spaces on public streets would not be considered an environmental issue, it can
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be noted that a Traffic Management Plan, which addresses pick-up and drop-off activities and
includes monitoring for compliance, is a condition of CUP approval. While this document is focused
to environmental considerations, all comments, including those related to enforcement of vehicular
and parking rules, have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for their consideration.
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Letter K
April 29, 2016
Via Email: SMoss@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us

Mr. Sean Moss, Senior Planner
City of El Cerrito
10890 San Pablo Avenue
El Cerrito CA 94530
Dear Mr. Moss:
Following is our response to the SEIR Summit K2 Charter School Operational Expansion
Project.
Our home is on the northwest corner of Key Blvd. and Hill Street (1801 Key Blvd.)
We are opposed to the expansion of Summit K2 to Grades 9 through 12.
1. Since the addition of Summit K2’s 8th Grade (Fall 2015), we experience the impact of more
school traffic with only two grades (7th & 8th), with an enrollment of 240 students. With the
regular school year schedule (proposed 630 students for 7th through 12th Grades) and the
summer school schedule (proposed 315 students), we will be severely impacted year-around.
The 12th Grade begins in Fall 2019; no date specified for the summer school enrollment.

K-1

2. We residents (Key Blvd/Elm St.) are also impacted by local traffic and even more traffic
whenever the I-80 corridor to and from the San Francisco - Oakland Bay Bridge has
commute problems. Drivers, seeking surface streets as an alternate to the Interstate Highway,
use our neighborhood streets as an alternate route. Often, it is the same time frame as the
beginning and end of the school day. To leave our home, we have to "wave/signal" to vehicle
drivers, queuing up at the southbound traffic signal, in order to enter the through traffic lane
from curb parking. We cannot use our driveway because of the volume of traffic and the
traffic back up at the signal prohibits backing out onto Key Blvd.

K-2

3. We need speed bumps on the west side of Key Blvd. from Liberty St. to the traffic signal at
Elm Street/Hill Street/Key Blvd. Many drivers accelerate up the incline to drive through
Green and Yellow traffic lights to avoid the long signal change.

K-3

4. Since a new signalized crosswalk is planned at the north end of the Elm Street/Hill
Street/Key Blvd. intersection, can an arrow be painted on the pavement indicating only
through traffic from Key Blvd. to Elm Street? Many drivers continue to make left turns,
despite the “No Left Turn” signs, from Key Blvd. to go east on Elm Street. How can signage
be improved to prohibit left turns from southbound Key Blvd. to eastbound Elm St.?

K-4

Mr. Sean Moss, Senior Planner
City of El Cerrito
April 29, 2016
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5. The Summit K2 school hours, 8:00 am and proposed extension to 3:30 pm, fall within the
Bay Area's commute traffic hours. With the addition of more grades, will Summit K2
stagger the beginning and ending times for some of the grades? Staggering school times may
ease some of the traffic congestion for drop off and pick up.

K-5

6. We see no plan for Summit K2’s high school students who will drive themselves to school
and where they will park their vehicles. The proposed school enrollment expansion will
increase Summit K2’s staffing (teachers and support staff) requiring additional parking.
Where will these additional vehicles park on the campus?

K-6

7. The proposal to remove parking on the west side of Key Blvd., between Cutting Blvd. and
Liberty Street, will impact neighborhood residential parking. BART commuters will park for
more than the allowed 4 hours on our residential streets where El Cerrito Parking Permit
holders can park. Will the El Cerrito Police Department enforce the posted 4-hour parking
limit zones? The residents purchase the El Cerrito Parking Permits to park on the street. We
frequently have vehicles with no El Cerrito Parking Permits parked in front of our home for
more than 4 hours. These cars have no evidence of tire chalk marks to indicate El Cerrito
Police Department Parking Enforcement monitoring of the elapsed time or parking violation
citations left on the vehicles.
8. The Sandis diagram dated 12/22/2015, labeled Hill Street Safe Routes to School Conceptual
Design, Figure 1, Sheet 1 of 2, indicates the existing ADA Ramp to Remain; existing
Pedestrian Signal Heads to Remain. This ADA ramp is adjacent to our property, 1801 Key
Blvd. The signal post constricts the ADA ramp access from the south side of the sidewalk. A
mobilized wheelchair operator will not be able to negotiate this narrow sidewalk to access the
ADA ramp to cross Key Boulevard’s east-west crosswalk. This ADA ramp and the south
access path need to be re-evaluated and possibly modified for accessibility. Two photos of
the ADA ramp are attached.

/s/ Ronald M. Sonoda
/s/ Lorraine M. Sonoda
1801 Key Blvd.
El Cerrito, CA 94530-1927
L_SONODA@yahoo.com

K-7
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Mr. Sean Moss, Senior Planner
City of El Cerrito
April 29, 2016

Attachment 1
Existing ADA Ramp at 1801 Key Blvd.
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Mr. Sean Moss, Senior Planner
City of El Cerrito
April 29, 2016

Attachment 2
Note: Position of the Signal Head, which narrows the access to the ADA Ramp
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

LETTER K, RONALD M. SONODA AND LORRAINE M. SONODA, 4/29/16
Comment K-1
This comment related traffic congestion and school traffic. The analysis of Project traffic is included
in Chapter 5 and Appendix C of the Draft SEIR. The Project would add traffic to area streets and
intersections, some of which already experience congested conditions during peak use hours. With the
mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIR, all traffic impacts attributable to the Project would
be at or reduced to less than significant impact levels. The analysis performed in the Draft SEIR did
not rely on assumptions regarding schedule for student enrollment increases but conservatively
considered the impact with all students added to the existing conditions. In actuality, it is anticipated
student enrollment increases would occur over time.
Comment K-2
This comment relates to existing traffic congestion. CEQA requires analysis of the environmental
effects of the Project. The existing and projected future conditions related to existing uses and other
projects, including traffic conditions, are taken into account in the analysis of Project impacts, but are
not attributed to the Project. See also response to comment K-1.
Comment K-3
This comment suggests speed bumps to address existing conditions where drivers accelerate to avoid
long signal changes. See response to comment K-2 regarding CEQA analysis of Project impacts.
Comment K-4
This comment suggests the addition of an arrow on the Key Boulevard approach to the Elm
Street/Hill Street/Key Boulevard intersection to make it clearer that left turns are prohibited. The
improvements proposed are detailed in Figure 3.3 in the Draft SEIR and do not currently include the
suggested improvement. This improvement is not required to address an environmental impact of the
Project, but has been forwarded, along with all comments, to City staff and decision-makers for their
consideration.
Comment K-5
This comment suggests staggered start/stop times. Staggered start/stop times are not currently
proposed so were not assumed in the analysis, though could be implemented within the proposed
primary operating hours. Staggered start/stop times are outlines as a potential approach to reduce
queues in mitigation measure Traffic-5. See response to comment E-3 for a discussion of the possible
effects of a staggered start/stop time.
Comment K-6
These comments relate to parking. As discussed on pages 36 and 37 of the Initial Study for the
Project (also included as Appendix A of the Draft SEIR), an analysis of existing and projected onstreet parking is not required for the environmental analysis of the Project because difficulty finding
parking is considered a social issue. See response to comment C-2 for expanded discussion of
parking. The parking provisions meet El Cerrito code requirements for a school of the proposed size
and are anticipated to accommodate school parking on-site. School-generated additional parking offsite, given the existing low availability of parking in the area in addition to availability of on-site
parking, would not be expected to be substantial.
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Comment K-7
See response to comment K-6 related to parking. Questions relating to enforcement of rules and
regulations are not comments on the environmental analysis but, along with all comments, have been
forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for consideration.
Comment K-8
The comment (and attached photo) asserts that pedestrian access on the sidewalk of the south side of
Key Boulevard as it approaches the Elm Street/Hill Street/Key Boulevard/school driveway
intersection is constrained by the existing traffic signal pole at that location such that a person
traveling in a wheelchair could be precluded from traveling past the signal pole. The location of the
signal pole is an existing condition and is not resultant of the proposed Project. All improvements
associated with the proposed Project would be implemented through coordination with the
Department of Public Works. Note that based on coordination with Public Works, Figure 3.3 has been
revised in Chapter 9 to indicate replacement of signal poles, heads and/or hardware.
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Comment Set TR
Summit K-2 School DEIR
April 20, 2016 Comment Hearing
Summary

Speaker 1: Kelly Garcia, Principal, Summit K-2. Discussed project.
Speaker 2: Isabella [unintelligible], student. Expressed support.

TR-1

Speaker 3: Lauren Campbell, student. Expressed support.
Speaker 4: Victoria [did not provide last name], student. Expressed support.
Speaker 5: Scott [did not provide last name], parent of students. Expressed support.
Speaker 6: Lan Tso, parent of students, neighborhood resident. Expressed support.
Speaker 7: Steve Haines
Transcription of comment: My name is Steve Haines and I am a neighbor of Summit K-2 School. I
believe what everyone here in the room is saying about how much they love this school. And I
believe the school has been a good neighbor. However, traffic is a major concern for myself and
many of my neighbors. Traffic is already very bad on the surrounding streets especially… as you
are probably aware is a major artery, although it’s listed as a minor artery… for people
commuting to and from Interstate 80 from the El Cerrito Hills. As it is traffic, can be backed up
all the way between Hill Street and Blake on Elm, and this is with the current enrollment of 290
students. In addition, parking is very bad. I live in an older house with a small garage and I have
a very small driveway and have to park on the street. Many of my neighbors park on the street
with a resident permit. I don’t see where additional staff, teachers, not to mention high schoolage students will be able to park. There just simply isn’t enough room. And I know there are
mitigation measures such as encouraging mass transit, carpooling, and not driving, but I don’t
know that you can mandate that. And people of age that can drive and have the wherewithal to
drive and can afford a car, they’re likely won’t [unintelligible] drive their car. So, there are a
number of issues I could spend a lot of time talking about, I’ll submit them in writing, but my
major concerns are traffic and parking which are already bad. Thank you.

TR-2

TR-3

Speaker 8: Tamara Oxsu, parent of student, neighborhood resident. Expressed support.
Speaker 9: Katie McGee, teacher at Summit K-2. Expressed support.
Speaker 10: Frank Leong
Transcription of comment: My name is Franklin Leong. I live in Manor Circle. I made a survey of
cars a couple years ago. Nothing is in the environmental impact report. I was told this would be

TR-4

given to them. The report I made was from Monday, March 10. 2014—except for Friday,
Saturday, and Sunday—to the following Monday, March 17. March 17, Monday, from 8am to
8:05am, there was 106… [unintelligible] … let me back up. The checkpoint observed was the
corner of Manor Circle and Elm Street, which is half a block from the school. And Monday,
March 17, 8am to 8:05am, which is only 5 minutes, 106 cars drive by that checkpoint. That’s an
average of 21 cars … 21.2 cars per minute. And I observed from 8am to 9:30am, there was 1,189
cars. That’s a lot of cars for that hour and a half. And then Monday from 4:30 to 6pm—90
minutes—1,119 cars. That’s still a lot of cars going up and down Elm Street, passing the school.
Oh, excuse me… I was told that the school was trying to limit the number of student cars drive
to school. How can you legislate that? I don’t think you can. How many students are allowed to
park in the … park their car in the parking lot with teachers and staff members? Ok. I called up
the charter school at Hilga [phonetic]. There are at least 15 parking spaces for students, the rest
is out in the street. How many, they cannot know. It is quite a few. Is there any guarantee that
there will be any pick up or drop off at Manor Circle? There’s no guarantee. As you can see, I
took this picture today. There are 24 cars in the inner circle. The outer circle is a four-hour limit,
but the inner circle, no limit at all. So you could park there the whole day. [unintelligible] All the
people parking there are BART people. You could have students trying to park there and I’m sure
there will be vying for the space.

TR-4
Cont'd

TR-5

Speaker 11: Felicia Campbell, parent of student, neighborhood resident. Expressed support.
Speaker 12: Susanna Spiro
Transcription of comment: Good evening. My name is Susanna Spiro. My… my family and I have
lived in El Cerrito for 15 years, and we finally, just last November managed to buy a home. And
we’re very excited about... about settling permanently in El Cerrito now. We have two young
children. And we bought a house on Manor Circle. And our house borders the south edge of
Summit K-2. And we have had some positive interactions with the school thus far, and some…
and some not so positive ones as well. I think that the neighbors who live along that side of
Manor Circle are especially, intimately impacted by a tripling of the… of the student enrollment
at that school. And we are most concerned about security, privacy, and noise. And I think it is
hard you know when the report talks a lot about projections—projected noise, projected
impacts—it’s… I feel quite nervous about what the… what the reality is going to be when there
are 600 teenagers at this school as opposed to, you know, 200 middle schoolers. One of my
main concerns is… has to do with communication with the school—that the… that the school
manages to keep very open lines of communication with us as the neighbors. For example,
when we moved in, we did our due diligence, and we called the school and we asked a lot of
questions about the schedule and the activities at the school and what we could expect as far as
what, you know, what would be happening on the campus. And we were told basically that
there would be no activity at the school after… after 5pm on weekdays, and basically none on
the weekends. But now having lived there for about 6 months, we find that there are people on
the campus at all times. There are people on the campus in the evenings, there are people on
the campus on the weekends and we just learned a few… a couple of weeks ago that the school

TR-6

TR-7

is actually renting out their facilities to third parties. So, you know, when the principal talks
about opening up their campus to El Cerrito and that that’s being a bene… being a benefit to the
city, the neighbors may feel differently. That, you know, we don’t really want that campus to
just be open all the time, have people there hanging out and playing basketball and using it as a
social space because that impacts our privacy and our noise levels and our… and our levels of
security. And we feel very exposed in our home because the students can actually see into our
home, into our yard, onto our … you know… [unintelligible] we have to keep our windows… our
curtains closed. And, you know, we feel… we just feel apprehensive about how these
circumstance will change when there’s three times as many students, and older students too
who are, you know, who drive, and you know, it’s just a different… I think a different scenario to
have high schoolers as your, you know, coming so close to your backyard all the time.

TR-7
Cont'd

Speaker 13: Christina Jacara, neighborhood resident, parent of student, and teacher and coach at
school. Expressed support.
Speaker 14: Keller [unintelligible], neighborhood resident (Manor Circle), parent of student. Expressed
support.
Speaker 15: Gia Alia, neighborhood resident. Expressed support.
Speaker 16: Daisy Leong
Transcription of comment: Hi, my name is Daisy Leong and I live on Manor Circle … four years
plus… and I can’t believe that I’m here again for more hearings about my neighbor, okay. So let
me talk as a parent first. My children went to all the public schools in El Cerrito. Portala … no…
Castro, Portala, El Cerrito and then they wound up in the UC system off at two impacted schools,
okay. They also graduated… they have… they have graduate degrees. Now, I’m not trying to say
that this is not a good school. Of course I’m for good schools. Right? You know, we all want our
kids to get educated, but I think… for one thing… as a parent I’m thinking like okay, they want a
separate grammar school, they want a separate public … junior high school, they also want a
separate high school. Why is that? As a parent, I … and a grandparent now, I would have a little
concern about mixing the big age differences. I’m sure there is a difference. And children are
brought up quite different than when my… when I grew up and when my children were brought
up. Now as a neighbor, of course, as a neighbor, things have been thrown over in my yard and
stuff. And at least, you know, now the school is more receptive and listen to us. [unintelligible]
couldn’t care less, they would deny things. But, you know, one time, well, my husband usually
brings the boss over and one time, actually, somebody’s ID… picture ID from the school was
thrown over into our yard and that’s a piece of paper. They threw it pretty far. All the way over
to, you know, the other side of my house. And actually, you know, that was very strong …
whatever, whoever threw it. As far as traffic, you know, it’s going to be a major impact. And
actually, at this meeting… I thought the meeting was more about the traffic patterns than it is
about the school and all that, but… I know… I’ve lived here for this long… I know the traffic
patterns, okay, and everywhere is getting worse and it’s going to get even more… it’s gonna get

TR-8

TR-9

TR-10

even more worse… anyway, it’s not going to get any better. Okay. It’s just going to be increasing
a lot. And 1715 Elm Street project, I don’t know, that’s going to come and it’s going to be
impacted greatly if there’s another [unintelligible] out on Elm Street, also, from the school. So
there. Please think about that. You live in the neighborhood, too. And I’m sure that you will have
trouble getting out of your driveways and you wouldn’t be very happy about it. Thank you.
Speaker 17: Eugene Go, neighborhood resident (Manor Circle). Expressed need for good communication
between school and neighborhood and for the school to work to address concerns. Encouraged those in
attendance to submit comments about the project.

TR-10
Cont'd

TR-11

Speaker 18: Jeff Rosenfeld
Transcription of comment: My name is Jeff Rosenfeld. I live on Manor Circle. I’ve lived very close
to Summit now for over 10 years and in El Cerrito almost continuously since 1996. My kids go to
Madera and they may be considering going to Summit someday. So it’s both exciting and a little
strange to have this kind of choice. Not everybody has that sort of choice. The thing that I want
to do if we’re going to go forward with this kind of expansion—huge expansion—is not to take
too many things for granted. I think this has already been said, but I, kind of an echo, that it
shouldn’t just be taken for granted that there are going to be crossing guards all the time. When
it’s a high school, as you know, high schoolers come and go till all hours, because they’ve got
afterschool activities, they’ve got projects and things. It’s a whole different ball game than
having middle schoolers who are under close supervision. There are clubs, sports and things
they run themselves. So at 9, 10 o’clock at night you’ve got groups of people coming out of the
school, and you look at the… the plan, how they’re going to fix the crossing… I notice that the
latest directive for instance, the plan shows that the kids are gonna cross… I guess towards BART
on the wrong side of the street, which is where the crosswalk is now. And I understand why it’s
like that, it’s a very strange y-shaped intersection. But if there’s no crossing guard there and kids
are coming early or late, they’re gonna be very tempted to cross at a place other than that
crosswalk. It’s just not designed for people who are 17, 18, in a hurry, and full of life and, and
vulner.., you know, totally invulnerable to life’s little problems. So I think that there’s some
assumptions there that aren’t so good. I think that there are also maybe some bad assumptions
about, for instance, how people drop off. I don’t think people are gonna drop off where they’re
told to drop off because it’s just too easy to say hey, I’ll drop you off here early, you know, a
block ahead, and you go run along from here ‘cause it’s just too much traffic. As you know,
when you’ve got a traffic use situation, all that takes to make it bad is a just few more cars.
That’s all it takes to go from bad to really bad. Then it gets clogged up. So people are going to
find all sorts of solutions. We already see people dropping off, kids waiting around Manor Circle
to be picked up after school. And those are middle schoolers. I don’t know what it’s going to be
like when you’ve got 3 times as many kids. But these kinds of things can’t be assumed. The
school needs to sort of hew to some promises about how it’s going to handle things if this is
gonna work the way the assumptions are on this plan. One other assumption I noticed, too, is
that the… the noise situation, the EIR already says, well, they… there’s an exceedance of the
kinds of noise that’s appropriate for a neighborhood, but it’s… it’s brief. Well, what happens
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when you triple the number of kids, triple the number of people having lunch, triple the number
of outdoor activities or more because they’re high schoolers, there are sports and things like
that. I don’t think those are very good assumptions to have one… one… I think they sampled at
one spot on a fence that’s very uneven and made an assumption about the sound that’s on the
other side of the fence, but they didn’t really take into account a lot of the things that happen
that change the nature of the school, the hours. If the school can make some promises and... or
you can put some language into the… into the way this is gonna occur so that the school knows
what it has to live up to, maybe some of these assumptions will work out very well. [crosstalk]
Thank you.
Speaker 19: [unknown male speaker; did not give name], neighborhood resident, parent of student.
Expressed support and encouraged the impacts of the project be weighed against the benefits of a good
school.

TR-14
Cont'd

TR-15

[At the end of the public comment portion of the meeting, the applicant presented the project and
discussed the traffic and noise impacts. The Planning Commission members then directed questions and
comments to staff and the applicant to clarify their understanding of the project. The following is a
transcript of the Commission discussion of comments on the Draft EIR.]
Commissioner Kuhlman: Thank you. First, I’d like to recognize all the comments we heard from the
public tonight. Thank you very much for all of your input, especially the parents and students of the
Summit K-2 School. It’s great to have your input, thank you very much for coming and for being a part of
this process. In the… I have some comments on the draft report that you were ask… that we were asked
to consider and I don’t… I’m not expecting to get answers tonight, but if I could direct some of these
comments back to staff. One of the things that I heard tonight were concerns about parking on Manor
Circle, and one of the comments that I believe I heard was that the current parking restrictions on
Manor Circle are different than in … than for other streets in the adjacent area, and that’s a concern to
me. And I’d ask the staff, could you ask Public Works to review what the restrictions are for parking on
Manor Circle so we can have that for the future? At least, what I think that I heard was that interior
parts of that area don’t have parking restrictions that limit the number of hours of parking. Whereas the
streets on the most... the more exposed streets do have restrictions. So if you could follow up on that
and…

TR-16

TR-17

[answer from staff that throughout the permit parking zone, including Manor Circle, one side is time
limited with a permit and the other side is unrestricted parking.]
Commissioner Kuhlman: Maybe we should take another look at Manor Circle and see whether that’s an
appropriate application there. In… again in the draft report where we consider the alternatives to the
proposed project. What I read was one alternative was essentially keep the current operation as it has
been approved, and the argument against that was that it would… by doing so we would remove a
potential source of funding for mitigation measures that could make the traffic better in the area. And
that’s a concern to me that we’re saying that we don’t wanna consider doing nothing because if we did,
we’d lose a source of funding to make needed traffic improvements. So, I’m just concerned about
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whether that option was adequately considered in reviewing the environmental impact report. In the
other alternative that was considered, it appears to be a scaled back version of a high school… a high
school operation with less students. I didn’t see any… sufficient analysis to tell me what a high school
with a lower population of students would have on traffic and noise. So, I’d like to see some more
detailed consideration of what the effects would be of an option for a school with a lower attendance
limit. Thank you.
Commissioner Colin: Thank you. I don’t have any concerns or questions with regard to the adequacy of
the environmental document. I found myself asking lots of questions about what does the conditional
use permit provide for currently? So… an example of that is the EIR focuses on normal operating hours
and I wondered well, what happens after 3:30? So when this comes back, if the staff could give us the
CUP, the 30 pages and all the conditions and… so we can read that and understand it. You know, it may
not be a CEQA issue, but could be addressed under the use permit aspect. It was also interested in
understanding more fully what additional building areas authorized under the master plan, whether or
not any additional public review would be necessary. I think if there are concerns about recent
enrollment, knowing what additional review or remaining input opportunities are available would be
important for the community there. I have only one… one comment on the EIR that I would want to be
clarified, is that Figure 3.3 has a match line for a bike lane that goes down Hill. It’s not full... that… that
match line isn’t included. I would… I… I just want the EIR to be fully disclosing that that bike line does
connect back down San Pablo and to know what that is…
Chair Hansen: I only have two questions that haven’t been asked by the Commission so far. Parking
available on site. New spaces. Is it adequate to add staff as needed for the [unintelligible] of students
and potential students parking?

TR-18
Cont'd
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[applicant responded that there are currently 61 striped stalls plus an additional area that is unstriped
but used as a parking stall. If striped, it’s 62 stalls.]
Chair Hansen: And as far as the ramp up of students… so, I feel like there’s always this expectation that
we… when we grant these new permissions to applicants that everything’s gonna happen at once. It’s all
of a sudden… on September 1 of the next year, there’s going to be 630 students in the school, driving to
school, that kind of thing. But what does the ramp up look like for the amount of students?

TR-22

[applicant responded that the ramp up in students is anticipated to occur over time, with an additional
grade of about 100 students being added each year until the cap is reached.]
Commissioner Iswalt: I just had one other question. You had said about the… the number of staff that
had public transportation. For the students, what’s the sort of breakdown between students that get
dropped off versus walking on the campus.
Principal Garcia: [applicant noted this information was not readily available at the meeting but could be
obtained.]

TR-23

Commissioner Lucas: We had a lot of neighbors from Manor Circle and I was going to suggest we might
have the language to send the traffic study to look at that intersection [unintelligible]. It looks like there
are just under 30 houses on Manor Circle, and there’s additional 5 houses on Walnut, so... that back
onto the school, and 7 on Glen Mawr. I bring that up because that’s a substantial number of houses
have, in the noise studies, with a noise wall considered for those edges on the private property.
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[Applicant described the existing soundwall that was installed as a condition of the last CUP
modification.]
Commissioner Motoyama: I have a question back to Commissioner Lucas about your adaptive
management comment?
Commissioner Lucas: Adaptive management means… it kinds of a, you know, lots of syllables to say… to
have the flexibility to change your operations as you go along. So, if you find out that nobody’s driving a
car at all and there’s no traffic changes then you don’t have to change the intersection. Or you find out
the everyone’s… that 300 cars are coming and you really need to do some big changes. This wasn’t
adequate. You have the built in ability to look again and to… to change things. It’s just across the board,
not necessarily with traffic.
Commissioner Iswalt: Just to follow on that, I think when we’ve seen the mitigation monitoring and
reporting program, we can also make some other decisions in the event this does not work, but what
could be done in the future will address those types [unintelligible].
[A discussion of timing and process moving forward was held between the Commission and staff
followed by the close of the hearing for this item.]
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TRANSCRIPT OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
Comment TR-1
The public hearing included comment unrelated to the environmental document, whether in support
or opposition to the Project. Only commenters making comment on the environmental analysis were
transcribed and are responded to here.
Comment TR-2
This comment related to traffic congestion and specifically existing traffic in the area. CEQA requires
analysis of the environmental effects of the Project. The existing and projected future conditions
related to existing uses and other projects, including traffic conditions, are taken into account in the
analysis of Project impacts, but are not attributed to the Project. As noted by the commenter, the
Project would add traffic to area streets and intersections, some of which already experience
congested conditions during peak use hours. The analysis of Project traffic is included in Chapter 5
and Appendix C of the Draft SEIR. With the mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIR, all
traffic impacts attributable to the Project would be at or reduced to less than significant impact levels.
Comment TR-3
This comment relates to parking. As discussed on pages 36 and 37 of the Initial Study for the Project
(also included as Appendix A of the Draft SEIR), an analysis of existing and projected on-street
parking is not required for the environmental analysis of the Project because difficulty finding
parking is considered a social issue. See response to comment C-2 for expanded discussion of
parking. The parking provisions meet El Cerrito code requirements for a school of the proposed size
and are anticipated to accommodate school parking on-site. School-generated additional parking offsite, given the existing low availability of parking in the area in addition to availability of on-site
parking, would not be expected to be substantial.
Comment TR-4
The commenter notes that his previous comments were not included in the Draft SEIR. This
statement is incorrect. Previous comments were summarized on page 2-3 of the Draft SEIR under the
heading “Scoping Meeting and Known Concerns” and as noted there, the full submitted written letter
and traffic observations was included at the beginning of Appendix A to the Draft SEIR.
Comment TR-5
This comment relates to parking and pick-up/drop-off on Manor Circle. See response to comment
TR-3 related to parking. The Draft SEIR includes an analysis of pick-up/drop-off queuing capacity
and mitigation to ensure queues can be accommodated without interfering with vehicle travel lanes
and the environmental impact was therefore determined to be less than significant (see pages 5-11 and
5-12 of the Draft SEIR). While the decision by some drivers to use parking spaces on public streets
would not be considered an environmental issue, it can be noted that a Traffic Management Plan,
which addresses pick-up and drop-off activities and includes monitoring for compliance, is a
condition of CUP approval. While parking on Manor Circle would also not be an environmental
impact, it can be noted that as another proposed condition of CUP approval, the applicant will initiate
the City’s petition process to consider changes to the parking restrictions on Manor Circle. While this
document is focused to environmental considerations, all comments, including those related to
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enforcement of vehicular and parking rules, have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers
for their consideration.
Comment TR-6
This comment does not include a specific comment on the environmental analysis but lists generally
concerns related to “security, privacy, and noise”.
Analysis of noise was included in Draft SEIR (Chapter 4 and Appendix B) and impacts were
determined to be at less than significant levels.
The remaining listed items are not environmental issues. All comments, including those related to
economic and social considerations, have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for
consideration. Additional discussion of privacy and security can be found in response to comment B1.
Comment TR-7
Coordination between the school and neighbors and is not a comment on the environmental analysis.
All comments have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for consideration.
The commenter also raises concerns related to after-hours use and renting the school facilities to third
parties as a concern. Rental of the facilities to third parties is allowed under the current CUP and no
changes are proposed or were analyzed under the Project.
As after-hours use relates to noise, existing and projected noise levels were analyzed and included in
Chapter 4 and Appendix B of the Draft SEIR. The noise data collected at Site LT-1 captured noise
from some “after-school” activities that occur after classes end during the noise monitoring period
and were taken into account for the noise modeling and analysis. Daily average noise levels did not
exceed the General Plan noise standards for maximum outdoor noise levels in residential areas and
with increases of student activity proposed, are projected not to exceed the General Plan noise
standards with the Project.
See response to comment TR-6 for discussion of security and privacy.
Comment TR-8
This is not a comment on the environmental analysis.
Comment TR-9
This comment relates to items thrown into nearby residential yards. Littering is prohibited under
existing rules and regulations and illegal activity is considered a social issue and is not considered in
environmental analyses. While this document is focused to environmental considerations, all
comments have been forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for their consideration.
Comment TR-10
This comment relates to traffic congestion that is existing and traffic that will be generated by other
projects and the proposed Project. CEQA requires analysis of the environmental effects of the Project.
The existing and projected future conditions related to existing uses and other projects, including
traffic conditions, are taken into account in the analysis of Project impacts, but are not attributed to
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the Project. As noted by the commenter, the Project would add traffic to area streets and intersections,
some of which already experience congested conditions during peak use hours. The analysis of
Project traffic is included in Chapter 5 and Appendix C of the Draft SEIR. With the mitigation
measures identified in the Draft SEIR, all traffic impacts attributable to the Project would be at or
reduced to less than significant impact levels.
Comment TR-11
The comment relates to communication between the school and neighbors and encouragement of
comment submittal and is not a comment on the environmental analysis.
Comment TR-12
The commenter asks if the intersection can be designed to have a crosswalk on the north side of
where Elm Street/Hill Street/Projected driveway meet, with the logic being that high school children
would be leaving later in the afternoon or in the evening after sports and clubs, and would want to
cross there to access BART. Based on a review of the roadway geometry, a crossing location would
be a potentially a less safe location than the south side of the street due to the limited sight distance of
traffic making the tight right turn off Key Blvd. and the lane changing that occurs in this area for cars
turning left from Elm St. onto Key Blvd or continuing on Elm St. and is therefore not recommended
by traffic reviewers W-Trans. However, all comments, including this recommendation, have been
forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for consideration.
Comment TR-13
This comment relates to parking and pick-up/drop-off on Manor Circle. The Draft SEIR includes an
analysis of pick-up/drop-off queuing capacity and mitigation to ensure queues can be accommodated
without interfering with vehicle travel lanes and the environmental impact was therefore determined
to be less than significant (see pages 5-11 and 5-12 of the Draft SEIR). While the decision by some
drivers to use parking spaces on public streets would not be considered an environmental issue, it can
be noted that a Traffic Management Plan, which addresses pick-up and drop-off activities and
includes monitoring for compliance, is a condition of CUP approval.
Comment TR-14
This comment relates to noise concerns. The discussion of potential noise impacts from on-site
operations is included on pages 4-7 and 4-8 of the Draft SEIR, which summarizes the methodology
and results of the noise level calculations included in Appendix B of the Draft SEIR. The analysis
does not identify an exceedance of the General Plan noise standards for maximum outdoor noise
levels in residential areas. The measured noise on the school side of the noise barrier fence did not
exceed the General Plan goal for maximum outdoor noise levels in residential areas resulting in a
less-than-significant impact. On the opposite side of the noise barrier, which has been estimated to
provide at least an 8 dBA reduction in noise levels from school-related noise sources on the other side
of the noise barrier, resultant noise levels were determined to be further reduced below the General
Plan goal for maximum outdoor noise levels in residential areas.
Comment TR-15
This is not a specific comment on the environmental analysis but urged that the impacts of the Project
be weighed against the benefits.
Comment TR-16
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This is an introductory comment and not a comment on the environmental analysis.
Comment TR-17
This comment questioned the existing parking restrictions on Manor Circle and was answered by
staff. This is not a comment on the environmental analysis.
Comment TR-18
This comment relates to the assessment of the “No Project” alternative and specifically the discussion
of contribution toward intersection improvements. With no project approvals required for this
alternative, mitigation measures could not be applied to reduce the Project’s impact on the identified
intersections as a part of the CEQA process. This analysis of the alternative from a CEQA perspective
is not intended to suggest the City would be precluded from exploring other funding opportunities for
such improvements, only that they would not be included as mitigation of the alternative project.
The Draft SEIR analyzed two alternatives with reduced student enrollment: one with approximately
27% of the enrollment increase proposed by the Project and the other with 85% of the enrollment
increase. Even at only 27% of the enrollment increase, which is consistent with existing approvals,
contributions to cumulative traffic impacts would remain. As discussed on page 6-4 of the Draft
SEIR, the chosen alternatives demonstrate the relative change (or similarity) in impacts given
different enrollment levels and other reduced enrollment alternatives were considered but rejected
because they would not meaningfully contribute to a reasonable range of project alternatives.
Comment TR-19
This is not a comment on the environmental analysis but a request for staff for additional information
related to the CUP.
Comment TR-20
This comment relates to improvements on Hill Street beyond those shown in Figure 3.3. As printed in
the Draft SEIR on page 3-5, this figure does not contain a matchline and is focused to the
improvements at the intersection shown. Hill Street improvements are proposed beyond the target
intersection and are shown in full in the traffic study included as Appendix C of the Draft SEIR (the
4th and 5th pages of Appendix C). Both portions of the figure have been added to the main document
of the SEIR, as detailed in Chapter 9. As detailed in response to comment E-4, the proposed
improvements are consistent with the El Cerrito Active Transportation Plan.
Comment TR-21
This comment relates to parking. As discussed on pages 36 and 37 of the Initial Study for the Project
(also included as Appendix A of the Draft SEIR), an analysis of existing and projected on-street
parking is not required for the environmental analysis of the Project because difficulty finding
parking is considered a social issue. The parking provisions meet El Cerrito code requirements for a
school of the proposed size and are anticipated to accommodate school parking on-site. See response
to comment C-2 for expanded discussion of parking. School-generated additional parking off-site,
given the existing low availability of parking in the area in addition to availability of on-site parking,
would not be expected to be substantial.
Comment TR-22
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This comment relates to the timing of student enrollment increases and is not a comment on the
environmental analysis. The analysis performed in the Draft SEIR did not rely on assumptions
regarding schedule for student enrollment increases but conservatively considered the impact with all
students added to the existing conditions. In actuality, it is anticipated student enrollment increases
would occur over time.
Comment TR-23
This comment relates to student use of alternate modes. Observations of pedestrians (which could be
coming from the immediate vicinity or BART) and bicyclists arriving at the school are included in the
full traffic analysis (Appendix C of the Draft SEIR). To summarize, 21% of students were observed
arriving via alternate modes and 26% of students leaving via alternate modes. Proportional increases
of these modes only were assumed in the analysis though it is anticipated in actually that high school
students may choose alternate modes at a higher rate than middle school students.
Comment TR-24
This comment suggests assessment of traffic on Manor Circle. School traffic would not generally be
expected to use Manor Circle. The Draft SEIR includes an analysis of pick-up/drop-off queuing
capacity and mitigation to ensure queues can be accommodated without interfering with vehicle travel
lanes and the environmental impact was therefore determined to be less than significant (see pages 511 and 5-12 of the Draft SEIR). While the decision by some drivers to use parking spaces on public
streets would not be considered an environmental issue, it can be noted that a Traffic Management
Plan, which addresses pick-up and drop-off activities and includes monitoring for compliance, is a
condition of CUP approval.
Comment TR-25
This comment relates to the sound barrier along Manor Circle residents and was clarified by staff that
the sound barrier currently exists. See related response to comment B-1 related to homes not currently
behind the noise barrier.
Comment TR-26
This is not a specific comment on the environmental analysis but relates to mitigation measure
Traffic-5, which has been revised to formalize to formalize monitoring and clarify that alternative
actions could be utilized. See specific revisions in Chapter 9 of this document.
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Land Use History for 1800 Elm Street
The initial known use of the property was as a dairy farm. In 1935, the campus was created as
the Chung Mei Home for Chinese Boys. It was in operation until 1954. In 1956 the property was
transferred to the Western Baptist Bible College. In 1974, the school complex was owned and
operated by Armstrong Preparatory School. During its use of the site, the school administration
applied for and received approval from the City of El Cerrito of a use permit to define its
operation and therefore limit its potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.
In April 1987, Windrush School moved to the site under the previously approved use permit for
the preparatory school.
A new use permit for Windrush School to operate a K-8 private school was approved by the
Planning Commission on January 20, 1988. This approval was appealed to Council based on
noise concerns. City Council denied the appeal and upheld the Planning Commission approval.
On March 1, 1989, the Planning Commission held a public hearing at the request of Windrush
School to address several issues they were experiencing regarding their conditions of approval.
The Planning Commission approved modifications to the use permit. This decision was appealed
to City Council. Council denied that appeal and upheld the use permit approval in April 1989.
On November 8, 1998 the Planning Commission approved an amendment to the original use
permit with additional conditions of approval. A sound wall was built in order to mitigate noise
impacts from the play area on the southern portion of the campus. In June 1999, a traffic plan
for the school was proposed and a formal complaint procedure was established in the form of a
communication and conflict resolution plan worked out cooperatively with the neighbors.
On May 16, 2007, the Planning Commission approved a revised Master Plan further amending
the use permit. The applicant proposed an amendment to their use permit conditions of approval,
as an update to the school’s Master Plan, which was to be carried out in four phases over 20
years. Highlights included:
1. Phase one includes the replacement of an existing one-story classroom wing in front of
the existing gym with a new two-story addition in the same location.
2. Phase two consists of the construction of a new library, performing arts classroom, and a
dance classroom adjacent to the gymnasium and Phase 1 classrooms.
3. Phase three is the renovation of the existing main classroom and administration building;
no new building area will be added.
4. Phase four consists of the replacement of the existing 5,000 square foot rear classroom
building with a new 5,500 square foot classroom building.
On May 31, 2007 the City received an appeal of the Planning Commission action. The City
Council heard the appeal on June 18, 2007.
On September 26, 2007 a building permit was issued to build new classrooms, a new library and
renovate the gymnasium. Windrush School initiated and completed those improvements.
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Windrush School closed on April 21, 2012. While the subsequent phases were not completed
before the School was closed it should be noted that the use permit and Master Plan remain in
effect and the approved work can be completed without any additional discretionary review.
On August 2, 2013, the State Historic Resources Commission recommended the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) forward The Chung Mei Home for Chinese Boys Historic District
to the Keeper of the National Register for listing. Generally speaking, this designation means that
the campus should be considered a historical resource under CEQA. Exterior physical changes to
the campus or its buildings would need to be considered through this criterion. Interior changes
to buildings would not impacted by this status, nor would operational aspects of the school that
did not result in physical changes to the campus.
On January 28, 2014, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and approved a Zoning
Clearance and determined the proposed new middle school (Summit K2) was consistent with the
existing use permit entitlements in place on the property of 1800 Elm Street.
On July 25, 2014, the City of El Cerrito approved an Administrative Design Review application
for 1800 Elm Street that approved the painting of the exterior of the main building of the Summit
K2 Campus. The paint palette was created by using a forensic paint analysis.
On April 15, 2015, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and approved a modification
of the existing conditional use permit for the site to align the regular school year to start
concurrently with the public school year and to allow the middle school campus to have one start
time of 8:00 a.m. at 1800 Elm Street.
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June 2, 2016

Project #: 17851

Sean Moss
City of El Cerrito
10890 San Pablo Avenue
El Cerrito, CA 94530
RE: Summit K2 School—Manor Circle Parking Assessment
Dear Mr. Moss,
In response to comments from neighbors about parking activity on Manor Circle, we collected and
analyzed parking capacity and occupancy data. This letter discusses the data and findings.

Methodology
Using field observations and aerial data, we determined the total number of on-street parking spaces
on Manor Circle, separating the parking spaces into inner and outer circles as shown in Figure 1. The
inner circle does not require a residential parking permit for any period. The outer circle requires a
residential parking permit to park for more than 4 hours.
Initially, data were collected at 7:30 AM and 9:00 AM between Tuesday, May 10th and Wednesday,
May 18th. An additional data collection time at 3:30 PM was added for Monday, May 16 through
Wednesday, June 1st. Cars with residential parking permits were noted.
Figure 1: Map of Parking Survey Areas
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Parking Occupancy Data
Manor Circle has 58 on-street parking spaces: 31 along the inner circle and 27 along the outer circle.
The data collected on Manor Circle are included as an attachment to this letter. Table 1 presents the
analysis of those data.
Table 1: Parking Occupancy on Manor Circle

Parking Spaces

Inner Circle
(no permit required)
Cars with
Residential
Cars Parked
Permit
31

Outer Circle
(permit required)
Cars with
Residential
Cars Parked
Permit
27

All of Manor Circle
Total
Cars
Parked

Percentage
of Spaces
Used
58

Average spaces used
at 7:30 am

11

0

6

3

17

29%

Average spaces used
at 9:00 am

15

0

6

3

21

36%

Change in average
spaces used at 7:30
and at 9:00 am

4

4

7%

Average spaces used
at 3:30 pm

18

22

38%

Change in average
spaces used at 7:30
am and at 3:30 pm

7

-2

6

10%

Change in average
spaces used at 9:00
am and at 3:30 pm

3

-2

1

2%

1

0

4

2

Findings
The cars observed parked along the inner circle did not have resident permits, and more cars were
parked along the unrestricted inner circle than along the restricted outer circle, which suggest nonresidents may have been parked along the inner circle on the observation days. However, cars
without permits also were observed parked along the restricted outer circle, which suggests some
non-residents may be using the neighborhood for short-term parking or several vehicles belonging to
residents do not have parking permits.
Overall, the data show on-street parking spaces on Manor Circle were under-utilized during the
weeks we observed parking conditions.
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Please let us know if you have any questions or comments about the data and findings presented
here. We would be glad to discuss what we learned from this assessment of parking on Manor Circle.

Sincerely,
KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Amy Lopez
Engineering & Planning Associate

Attachments:
1. Manor Circle Parking Occupancy Data
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Attachment 1
Manor Circle Parking Occupancy Data, 7:30 AM and 9:00 AM
Data Collection
Time of
Date
Day
Parking Spaces
5.10.16
5.11.16
5.12.16
5.16.16
5.17.16
5.18.16
5.19.16
5.20.16
5.23.16
5.24.16
5.25.16
5.26.16
5.27.16
5.31.16
6.1.16

Inner Circle
(no permit required)
Cars with
Residential
Cars Parked
Permit
31

Outer Circle
(permit required)
Cars with
Residential
Cars Parked
Permit
27

All of Manor Circle
Total
Cars
Parked

Percentage
of Spaces
Used
58

9am

18

0

8

3

26

45%

7:30am

11

0

6

2

17

29%

9am

16

0

5

1

21

36%

7:30am

10

0

5

3

15

26%

9am

13

0

5

3

18

31%

7:30am

12

0

4

3

16

28%

9am

12

0

4

3

16

28%

7:30am

10

0

4

3

14

24%

9am

15

0

4

3

19

33%

7:30am

13

0

7

3

20

34%

9am

17

0

7

3

24

41%

7:30am

10

0

5

2

15

26%

9am

16

0

8

3

24

41%

7:30am

12

0

6

4

18

31%

9am

14

0

5

2

19

33%

7:30am

14

0

5

3

19

33%

9am

15

0

7

3

22

38%

7:30am

13

0

6

3

19

33%

9am

15

0

6

3

21

36%

7:30am

12

0

7

2

19

33%

9am

16

0

7

2

23

40%

7:30am

11

0

8

3

19

33%

9am

16

0

8

3

24

41%

7:30am

13

0

5

3

18

31%

9am

14

0

5

3

19

33%

7:30am

8

0

5

2

13

22%

9am

12

0

6

2

18

31%

7:30am

10

0

5

0

15

26%

9am

11

0

4

1

15

26%
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Manor Circle Parking Occupancy Data, 3:30 PM
Data Collection
Time of
Date
Day
Parking Spaces

Inner Circle
(no permit required)
Cars with
Residential
Cars Parked
Permit
31

Outer Circle
(permit required)
Cars with
Residential
Cars Parked
Permit
27

All of Manor Circle
Total
Cars
Parked

Percentage
of Spaces
Used
58

5.16.16

15

0

3

1

18

31%

5.17.16

19

0

3

2

22

38%

5.18.16

20

0

6

2

26

45%

5.19.16

15

0

3

1

18

31%

5.20.16

19

0

3

2

22

38%

20

0

6

2

26

45%

5.23.16
5.24.16

3:30pm

15

0

3

1

18

31%

5.25.16

19

0

3

2

22

38%

5.26.16

20

0

6

2

26

45%

5.27.16

15

0

3

1

18

31%

5.31.16

19

0

3

2

22

38%

6.1.16

20

0

6

2

26

45%
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