
Architectural Review Board 
 Staff Report (ID # 12192) 

  
  
  

Report Type:  Action Items Meeting Date: 12/2/2021 

City of Palo Alto   
Planning & Development Services     
250 Hamilton Avenue      
Palo Alto, CA 94301  
(650) 329-2442 

Summary Title:  Castilleja School Project Council Remanded to ARB 

Title: PUBLIC HEARING/QUASI JUDICIAL: 1310 Bryant Street 
(Castilleja School): Architectural Review Application Remanded 
by City Council for Review of Redesigned Academic Building 
That Does Not Increase Existing Campus Gross Floor Area as 
Directed by City Council, Alternative Parking Options with 
Associated Parking Adjustment Request, and Additional Tree 
Preservation Proposal. The ARB Previously Recommended 
Approval of the Architectural Review Application in Fall 2020. 
Zone District: R-1(10,000). Environmental Review: Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Published July 30, 2020; 
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Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Architectural Review Board:  
 

1. Conduct a public hearing 

2. Review the City Council’s motion on the project and provide direction to staff on the 

following updated or revised project components, including: 

a. Overall Site Planning Refinements 

b. Preferred Parking Layout (5 Options to Consider) and Related Changes  

c. Building Modifications to the Academic Building and Whether Further 

Refinement is Needed Along Kellogg Avenue 

d. Tree Preservation Protections 

e. Construction Phasing and  

f. Other Direction the ARB Determines Appropriate 

3. Continue the public hearing to a date uncertain. 
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Executive Summary 
Castilleja School seeks to renovate its campus to modernize its buildings and increase 
enrollment. The applicant (Castilleja School Foundation) filed an initial application to amend the 
school’s Conditional Use Permit in 2016 and filed the Architectural Review application in 2019. 
The Architectural Review Board (ARB) and Planning and Transportation Commission (PTC) met 
in 2020. In March 2021, the City Council held three public hearings on the project.  
 
In its review, the City Council identified several significant project components that required 
further study and refinement. The Council directed staff to explore a legislative amendment to 
the City’s zoning code that would allow some below grade parking to be exempt from gross 
floor area based on certain criteria. The Council expressed its interest in seeing a reduction to 
the size of the underground parking garage; changes to the transportation demand 
management plan (TDM) to regulate phased student enrollment increases; improved tree 
preservation efforts; and other changes detailed in this report. Accordingly, the Council 
remanded the project back to the ARB and PTC. 
 
The applicant has since made changes to the project including alternative parking layout 
options to address the reduced size of the below grade parking structure and add more surface 
parking. In one of the options, all but one protected tree is preserved or relocated on site, and 
improvements were made to further limit encroachments into the tree protection zones. Staff 
also re-evaluated existing and proposed floor area calculations and met with the applicant to 
discuss changes in the TDM plan.  
 
This report is intended to bring the ARB and community up to date on the project, and present 
changes that have been made since last reviewed by the City Council. Staff anticipates receiving 
public feedback and ARB direction on any further adjustments that may be necessary. No action 
is expected at this meeting, though staff seeks the ARB’s direction on any topic areas that 
require further analysis or project changes. The recommendation in this report is to continue 
the project to a date uncertain. 
 

Background 
City staff created a website with relevant information pertaining to the project. It includes a 
project description, access to prior staff reports, presentations and meeting minutes, project 
plans, environmental documents, public correspondence, archived City news updates, and 
several other documents that may be of interest to the community and not directly referenced 
in this report. The website is available at this address: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/City-
Hall/Hot-Topics/Castilleja-School. The most recent staff report1 and City Council minutes2 are 
available online. 
 

 
1 March 29, 2021 Council Staff Report: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendas-minutes-
reports/reports/city-manager-reports-cmrs/2021/id-11180.pdf  
2 March 29, 2021 Council Summary Minutes: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendas-minutes-
reports/agendas-minutes/city-council-agendas-minutes/2021/03-29-21-ccm-summary-minutes.pdf  
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The proposed project, in summary, includes the phased demolition and construction of 
academic buildings, construction of a new subterranean garage and increased student 
enrollment. The existing fitness/athletic center and historic chapel/administration buildings will 
remain. Two residential properties owned by Castilleja on Emerson Street are no longer part of 
the project.  To implement the project, the applicant must obtain Council approval of several 
planning entitlements: architectural review, a variance, and conditional use permit.  
 
In March 2021, the City Council stated that a zoning text amendment would also be required. 
Council determined that the below grade parking garage should count as gross floor area under 
the City’s current zoning code. The zoning text amendment is briefly discussed later in this 
report but will be considered by the PTC at a separate public hearing. The City prepared an 
environmental impact report, which found all environmental impacts, including traffic and 
construction related impacts, can be reasonably mitigated.  
 
The ARB in its review has authority to make recommendations to the City Council on the 
architectural review application and make comments on the environmental impact report. The 
PTC has authority to review and make recommendations on the conditional use permit and 
environmental impact report, including a comprehensive review of the proposed TDM plan, 
and the text amendment Council initiated. 
 
The ARB last reviewed the project in November 20203 and voted 4-1-0 to recommend project 
approval4 to the City Council. The dissenting vote reflected an objection regarding the ARB’s 
direction to forward certain design refinements to an ARB subcommittee for review as opposed 
to having the full board consider the changes. The condition requiring HRB and ARB 
subcommittee review of specific items is provided as Attachment A; however this hearing is 
intended to focus on items the Council directed the staff and boards to explore. 
 
During its March 2021 hearings, individual Councilmembers provided guidance on areas of the 
project that required refinement; most expressed some concerns with the subterranean garage 
and the need to better preserve protected trees. Other comments additionally related to the 
ARB’s review include re-review of the block-long building [along Kellogg Avenue], and overall 
site planning (access, parking, layout and floor area). The PTC will consider the Councilmember 
comments related to the TDM plan, satellite parking, special events, overall enforcement, and 
operational conditions of approval, including possible limits on students driving to the campus.  
Below is the City Council’s motion and direction to staff and the ARB and PTC regarding the 
project (underlined portions pertain to ARB oversight):  
 

A. Allow an enrollment increase starting at 450 students; direct Staff and the Planning and 

Transportation Commission (PTC) to identify a procedure to allow Castilleja to further 

 
3 November 5, 2020 ARB Staff Report: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendas-minutes-
reports/agendas-minutes/architectural-review-board/2020/arb-11.5-castilleja.pdf   
4 November 5, 2020 ARB Minutes: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendas-minutes-
reports/agendas-minutes/architectural-review-board/2020/arb-12.3-nov-5-draft-minutes.pdf 
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increase enrollment up to 540 students in phases, contingent on their verified 

compliance with objective standards demonstrating “no net new trips” resulting from 

the preceding enrollment limit, based on the Traffic Demand Management (TDM) Plan 

Mitigation Measure 7a, and any additional TDM measures the City or Castilleja may find 

necessary to achieve the “no net new trips” condition of approval  

i. Strengthen existing TDM protections, reporting requirements, and penalties for 

failure to meet conditions of approval. Penalties should include fees, suspension 

and reduction of enrollment and streamlining of corrective actions to violations  

ii. To review increases in the number of students as a percentage of the student 

population within bicycle distance and to further restrict student driving and 

parking on campus, including consideration of prohibiting driving by juniors  

iii. Evaluate a form of a TDM Oversight Committee 

iv. Consideration by Staff and the PTC to allow reduction of required parking based 

on a TDM  

B. Direct Staff and the PTC to review an underground parking facility alternative that 

allows a maximum of 50 percent of the required on-site parking to be below grade 

without counting against the project floor area. No more than 50 percent of the 

required on-site parking may be located below grade  

i. Explore a Residential Parking Program (RPP) or alternative parking strategies for 

the surrounding neighborhood that prohibits RPP permits from being sold to 

Castilleja staff or students within the RPP district. The school-side of the streets 

surrounding Castilleja (Emerson Street, Kellogg Avenue, Bryant Street) shall be 

exempt from the RPP so Castilleja can continue to park on those streets. Explore 

requiring Castilleja to cover the expense of implementing the neighborhood RPP  

ii. Castilleja’s parking restrictions will be fully enforced. Explore having overflow 

parking located off-site and not located on residential streets; explore shuttle 

services satellite lots to accommodate this parking need  

C. Direct Staff and Palo Alto’s Arborist to work with Castilleja to preserve as many 

protected trees to reduce the loss of protected trees, on campus as can reasonably be 

accommodated 

D. Evaluate phasing the construction of the new buildings to mitigate impacts associated 

with construction and evaluate elimination of the need for a temporary campus to be 

constructed on Spieker Field 

E. Remand the revised building proposal (including the reduction of 4,370 sq. ft.) to the 

Architectural Review Board to reconsider the massing and the compatibility of the 

design within the residential neighborhood context  

F. Evaluate 50 percent of the public art expenses going to the Public Art Fund 

G. Direct Staff to explore the legalities of having a maximum buildout 

H. Direct Staff and the PTC to evaluate 5 major events, and between 50 and 70 special 

events with no Sunday events 
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I. Direct Staff to provide information on Conditional Use Permits from other private 

schools in surrounding jurisdictions 

Concurrent with the ARB’s review, the PTC will hold a public hearing on December 8, 2021. The 
purpose of the PTC meeting will be to similarly bring the Commission up to date on action since 
it last reviewed the project in 2020. The PTC will have the opportunity to provide preliminary 
feedback on refinements to the TDM plan, enforcement, special events and other project 
components.  
 
The remainder of this report will focus on the project revisions and key topics that require ARB 
feedback.  
 

Discussion 
In response to the City Council’s comments, the applicant has submitted several parking layout 
design options, reduced the building floor area on the proposed academic building and made 
other revisions to further preserve protected trees. Staff also further analyzed existing building 
floor area in response to concerns that the floor area being represented as existing was 
overstated. Additionally, the ARB is requested to comment on the phased construction project. 
 
Subterranean Garage / Parking Layout Options 
The City Council motion seeks to reduce the size of the subterranean garage and limits the 
amount of parking below grade to 50% of the project requirement or less (see letter B in 
motion). The project requires 104 parking spaces; therefore, no more than 52 parking spaces 
would be permitted below grade.  With reduced parking capacity below grade, more parking is 
needed at grade-level or off-site. If the applicant is unable to provide all required parking on-
site, a parking adjustment – up to a maximum 20% parking reduction – would be needed. A 
smaller subterranean garage is anticipated to have fewer impacts on protected trees and 
reduce constructed-related disturbances. Additionally, such reduction responds to concerns 
expressed by some community members about the size of the originally proposed structure.  
 
In response, the applicant submitted five parking alternatives. These diagrams are best viewed 
in color to distinguish new surface parking spaces from previously proposed parking spaces, and 
are viewable here: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-
development-services/file-migration/castilleja/2021/21.pdf. The applicant also submitted a 
study of parking supply and demand5 and a parking adjustment request6. The adjustment 
request, submitted in May 2021, was for a 9% reduction associated with Option D. 
 

Option Description Proposed 
Underground 

Spaces 

At-Grade Spaces Total On-
Site Parking 

Originally New 

 
5 Parking supply and demand study: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-
development-services/file-migration/castilleja/2021/13.pdf 
6 Parking adjustment request in May: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-
development-services/current-planning/uploads-for-website/castilleja-parking-adjustment-request.pdf 
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Proposed w/Option  

A Reduced Garage / Includes Athletic 
Field Parking – No Parking 
Adjustment Needed 

52 26 26 104 

 
Note: Staff and the applicant do not support this alternative due  to the disruption of the athletic field.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Option Description Proposed 
Underground 

Spaces 

At-Grade Spaces 
 

Total On-
Site Parking 

Originally 
Proposed 

New 
w/Option  

B  Reduced Garage / Limited New 
Surface Parking Added – 20% Parking 
Adjustment Needed 

52 26 5 83 
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Note: Removes atheletic field parking, adds some new surface parking. 

 
Option Description Proposed 

Underground 
Spaces 

At-Grade Spaces Total On-
Site Parking Originally 

Proposed 
New 

w/Option  

C Reduced Garage / No Added Surface 
Parking – 20% Parking Adjustment 
Needed 

57 26 0 83 

 
Note: Similar to Option B, but garage exceeds amount of parking Council authorized, adds no surface 
parking.  

 
 

Option Description Proposed 
Underground 

Spaces 

At-Grade Spaces Total On-
Site Parking Originally 

Proposed 
New 

w/Option  

D Slightly Reduced Garage / No Added 
Surface Parking – 9% Parking 
Adjustment Needed 

69 26 0 95 
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Note: Applicant preferred option. Design represents a departure from the Council motion. 

 

Option Description Proposed 
Underground 

Spaces 

At-Grade Spaces Total On-
Site Parking 

Originally 
Proposed 

New 
w/Option  

E Reduced Garage / Increased Surface 
Parking – 14.4% Parking Adjustment 
Needed 

52 26 11 89 

 
Note: This option reflects feedback provided by staff, is in line with the Council’s motion and maximizes 
tree preservation. Of the options presented, staff recommends this design solution. 

 
Staff does not consider two of the five options responsive to Council direction and a third 
option has a significant design flaw (Options A, C, D). Four of the five options would require a 
parking adjustment. Staff conceptually supports a parking adjustment for the project given the 
Council’s direction to reduce the size of the garage and Castilleja’s robust TDM plan. The TDM 
plan has been further enhanced and is expected to result in reduced parking demand. Related 
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to parking spaces, staff will also discuss with the PTC the possibility of requiring additional 
offsite parking. Option E is the most recently prepared option and takes into consideration staff 
feedback. While not the applicant’s preferred solution – and it requires a 14.4% parking 
adjustment – staff considers this option the most responsive to the Council motion. Specifically, 
Option E: 
 

• Includes a reduced subterranean garage with 50% or less base required parking 

• Increases the number of surface parking spaces (11 additional spaces) 

• Minimizes impacts to protected trees (all but one protected tree is preserved or 

relocated and impacts within the tree protection zones are reduced) 

Staff recommends the ARB review the five parking layout options for access (ingress/egress), 
circulation, convenience, and compliance with the Council’s expressed interests. Staff seeks 
ARB direction on a preferred parking solution, or feedback on further refinement as 
appropriate.  
 
Building Floor Area 
Castilleja School exceeds the amount of gross floor area permitted in the R-1 (single family) 
zoning district. As noted in previous reports, Castilleja School was established before current 
zoning restrictions were in place; also, the City allowed the school to expand its campus in the 
past through the City’s conditional use permit (CUP) process. Based on the current language in 
the municipal code, staff do not believe the CUP process provides the authority needed to grant 
an increase or even replacement of existing gross floor area (GFA) beyond what is allowed by 
right in the zoning district. Moreover, in accordance with Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 
18.70,100,7 when building GFA that exceeds permitted allowances is removed (demolished), 
that floor area may not be restored. 
 
The applicant, however, seeks to demolish its existing academic buildings and other structures 
and rebuild them in a new configuration. It is the applicant’s intent not to increase campus GFA 
beyond what existed at the time of application filing. Procedurally, there are two paths 
available to the applicant to request rebuilding demolished GFA to its current size: a variance 
application, which the applicant filed, and/or by changing the regulatory standard through a 
zoning code amendment. The City Council directed further analysis or action on two aspects of 
the project and GFA: 
 

1. Consideration of a Text Amendment to Exempt Certain Below Grade Floor Area. A key 

project component debated in the community and at the PTC related to the below 

grade parking facility and whether it counted toward GFA. On March 15th, the City 

Council determined the garage did count toward GFA and directed a text amendment to 

clarify this understanding. It further directed staff to explore options to exempt all or a 

 
7 PAMC 18.70.100 link: https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/paloalto/latest/paloalto_ca/0-0-0-
81658#JD_18.70.100 
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portion of the garage from the GFA calculation. This direction was further refined on 

March 29th when Council directed staff and the PTC to review an underground parking 

garage alternative that allows a maximum of 50% of the required on-site parking to be 

below grade without counting against the project GFA. More information on this 

amendment will be included in the PTC staff report scheduled for December 8, 2021. 

 
2. Re-Analyze Existing and Proposed Gross Floor Area. Leading up to the City Council’s 

March 8, 2021 public hearing, staff learned of a discrepancy in the size of one of the 

existing campus buildings; more GFA was attributed to an existing building than should 

have counted. Specifically, 7,000 square feet (SF) of exempt below grade floor area was 

incorrectly included in the total existing gross floor area count. However, the applicant 

had also undercounted existing gross floor area in another portion of the building 

reducing this discrepancy to 4,370 SF of gross floor area.8  

 
Due to the confusion regarding floor area, the City Council directed staff to prepare an 
independent (third party) analysis of the project site’s existing and proposed building 
areas, including basement space. Staff engaged a subconsultant to the City’s 
environmental consultant to prepare this analysis. The consultant report9 and findings 
are available online (link below). This analysis was prepared using a laser measurement 
tool and provides a greater level of precision than previously existed. Some assumptions 
were made regarding wall thickness, but in general, the results are the best possible 
calculation of existing floor area. This data was then evaluated to the existing code, 
which defines floor area that is included and excluded from GFA calculations, including 
volumetric spaces exceeding 17 feet and 26 feet in height. A 1993 code change for GFA 
required double and triple counting of this volumetric floor area, also known as second 
and third floor level equivalences, toward GFA. This was intended to recognize the 
impact of these spaces on overall building mass. It is clear these volumetric 
requirements were not considered in previous campus renovations and are not 
reflected in the applicant’s architectural plans. 
 
Existing Campus Gross Floor Area 
The applicant’s most recent project plans show an existing campus gross floor area 
(GFA) calculation of 109,297 square feet (SF), which is down from 116,297 SF previously 
presented to Council. This reduction accounts for corrected discrepancies and applicant-
initiated floor plan adjustments. These numbers were provided by the applicant. 
 

 
8 More information on this floor area discrepancy was provided in a March 8, 2021 memorandum to Council: 
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendas-minutes-reports/at-places-memo/03-08-21-agenda-
item-7-at-places-memo.pdf  
9 City’s consultant report on existing gross floor area https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-
amp-development-services/new-development-projects/1310-bryant-street/castilleja-school-building-survey-and-
gfa-111721.pdf  
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The City’s independent consultant analysis concludes the actual existing campus has 
114,819 GFA, not including volumetric gross floor area, which adds another 23,526 SF 
from the gym (17,346 SF) and fine arts building (6,180 SF). Accordingly, Castilleja’s total 
existing campus GFA, based on current code definitions and using enhanced 
measurement techniques, is 138,345 SF.  
 
Staff’s evaluation of the consultant’s analysis and the applicant’s project plans concludes 
that the discrepancy between the two data sets is mostly due to the omission of the 
volumetric floor area. The balance of the discrepancy is assigned to the applicant’s use 
of decades old permit records to report the existing GFA. This was a less precise way to 
measure GFA than the readings provided by the laser measurement tool to determine 
existing built conditions.  
 
Demolition and Replacement of Previously Entitled Gross Floor Area: 
Based on the foregoing analysis and after reviewing the most recent architectural plans 
to current code, the applicant proposes the following: 
 
Campus Building Existing GFA Demolished GFA Proposed GFA10  

Arrillaga Campus Center 37,179 37,179 0 

Administration, Chapel, Theater 17,754 0 17,754 

Gymnasium 33,513 0 33,513 

Leonard Ely Arts Building 12,360 12,360 0 

Maintenance Building  2,863 2,863 0 

Pool Equipment Building 884 884 0 

Rhoades Hall 33,793 33,793 0 

New Academic Building 0 0 77,420 

TOTAL 138,345 87,079 128,687 
TOTAL (Not Including Volumetric Area) 114,819 80,899 111,341 

 
If the volumetric second and third floor equivalency GFA were excluded from all 
calculations, staff concludes the total existing GFA would be 114,819 sf and the 
proposed plus existing to remain GFA would be 111,341. 
 

Project Design Revisions 
Related to, but independent of the GFA analysis described above, the applicant made some 
revisions to the proposed building and site planning. These changes resulted in reduced 
building floor area or relocation of structures to reduce impacts to protected trees or 
accommodate more surface parking.  
 

1. Academic Building Changes. In the May 2021 submittal, the applicant modified two 

roofed portions of the academic building at the second-floor level: one was previously a 

conditioned interior building space, and the other was a solidly roofed second floor 

 
10 Includes existing to remain (not demolished). 
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deck. These spaces both face the Circle interior to the campus and are shown with 

hatched marking on the below site plan. The upper bubbled portion does not represent 

a change to the building plans; rather, it reflects an area of the second floor, unroofed 

courtyard/deck the applicant previously, and incorrectly, counted toward gross floor 

area. These changes are reflected in the floor area calculations above. 

 

 
Figure 1: Excerpt from November 3, 2021 Plan Set 

 
2. Site Plan Changes. Each of the five parking options presented earlier in this report result 

in some design change ranging from adjustments in the size of the below grade parking 

garage to the addition of additional surface parking spaces. All options also include a 

relocated transformer away from Tree 89 (moved eastward and placed next to the 

academic building’s Emerson Street elevation). The access stairs to the below grade gym 

locker rooms were also relocated outside the tree protection zone (for Tree 89). Option 

E incorporates all these changes plus the following additional modifications:  

 
a. Refuse Collection / Storage Redesign. Below is an excerpted diagram from the 

project plans showing ‘before’ and ‘after’ images of the proposed refuse 

collection area. In the project plans, a ramp provided access to below grade 

receptacles, placed underground to reduce noise-related disturbances. This 

design solution, however, resulted in the removal of a protected tree (Tree 155). 

The new design option E places the refuse collection at grade and preserves Tree 
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155. A new sound wall (also illustrated on the next page) has been proposed to 

reduce noise related to at-grade refuse collection service. A noise report11 

recommends the sound wall for attenuating at-grade delivery/collection noise. 

 

 LEFT: Previous Refuse Collection 
Access / Staging Area (Access 
Ramp to Below Grade Refuse 
Collection) 
 
RIGHT: Revised Refuse 
Collection Area / Loading Area 
(Redesign Preserves Tree 155 
and adds six new at-grade 
parking spaces, two near this 
Emerson driveway and four 
near the other Emerson 
driveway) 

  

 
ABOVE: Site Plan Drawing Showing Refuse 
Collection Area (East of New Loading Zone) and 
Location of Proposed Sound Wall. 
RIGHT: Sound Wall Line Drawing & Rendering 
 

 

 

 
b. Competition Swimming Pool & Gym Stairway Relocated.  

 
11 Noise report, at-grade deliveries and sound wall: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-
amp-development-services/file-migration/castilleja/2021/18.pdf 
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Option E also includes a relocated, sunken 
pool and modifies the access stairs to the 
below grade gym locker rooms. The pool 
moved east-ward and the access stair now 
aligns at the pool boundary instead of 
wrapping around the gym building as shown 
the other parking layout options (above). This 
design has multiple benefits, including 
removing the swimming pool deck away from 
the tree protection zones for Trees 89 and 87 
and adding six new at-grade parking spaces. 

 

 
It is important to note, however, that the applicant did not specifically address the Council’s 
motion for the ARB to reconsider the massing and the compatibility of the design within the 
residential neighborhood context. The Council minutes suggest this is a reference to the block-
long academic building adjacent to Kellogg Avenue. While the ARB supported the design 
initially, based on Council direction, staff requests the ARB review this aspect of the project and 
provide comments to the applicant on how this building can be modified to achieve Council’s 
intent. 
 
The applicant’s complete set of updated architectural drawings is available online: 
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-development-services/file-
migration/castilleja/2021/22.pdf Additionally, the applicant provided correspondence 
describing these and other changes made since the City Council’s hearing in March. These 
documents can be accessed online at links provided in the below footnote12. 
 
Protected Trees 
Staff engaged an arborist to conduct an independent evaluation of the protected trees (oaks 
and redwoods) on the campus and reviewed the applicant’s arborist report and project plans. 
Based on this review and in consultation with the City’s urban forestry staff, several 
recommendations were made and are reflected in the updated applicant submittals.  
Specifically, with Option E, all but one protected tree (Tree 140)13 will be preserved or relocated 
onsite. Some of the relocated trees will be placed in different locations than previously 
proposed. Many protected trees have fewer encroachments into the tree protection zones. 
Parking layout Option E benefits three protected trees (Trees 87, 89, and 155).  
 

 
12 Applicant’s letters regarding submittals:  

• May 2021: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-development-
services/current-planning/uploads-for-website/arb-submission-letter-may-25-2021.pdf 

• July 2021: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-development-services/new-
development-projects/1310-bryant-street/july-2021.supplementsubmittalmaterials.tmfinal.pdf 

• October 2021: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-development-
services/file-migration/castilleja/2021/19.pdf 

13 Tree 140 is in poor/failing health and needs to be removed irrespective of the project. 
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The City’s consulting arborist report14 is available on the project website previously referenced 
under the ‘Staff Presentations and Technical Reports 2020-2022’ section. The City’s consulting 
arborist reviewed the applicant’s 2021 submittals including the “Tree Protection Measures 
Clarification”15 which includes detailed information on the protected trees.  Staff welcomes ARB 
feedback on additional measures that may be necessary to preserve protected trees.    
 
Construction Phasing 
Included in the Council’s motion was a request to evaluate the project’s construction phasing 
schedule to mitigate construction-related impacts and evaluate elimination of the need for a 
temporary campus on Spieker Field. The project as proposed, with the temporary campus 
placed on Spieker Field, has a construction timeline of 34 months. The applicant provided two 
other options.  
 
One option retains a temporary campus on-site, to be located at the campus Circle. The 
applicant reports this alternative would lengthen construction up to 58 months and require 
construction staging at the perimeter of the site. This approach to staging may potentially 
increase construction-related disturbances in the neighborhood. This option does not appear to 
meet the intent of the Council’s motion to mitigate construction-related impacts. The second 
option the applicant presented requires an off-site temporary campus and reduces overall 
construction time to 21 months. The applicant has not identified the location of an off-site 
campus, which would be required for environmental analysis. The shorter construction time 
may result in more frequent noise and other construction related disturbances for the 
neighborhood. However, some in the community may favor the shorter duration (13 months 
less construction compared to the proposed schedule) and, presumably, area residents would 
not also experience school-related vehicle trips at the same time there is construction traffic.  
 
The ARB has purview over the phased construction schedule. Staff requests ARB feedback on 
the applicant’s proposed approach and the two options presented above with consideration to 
the City Council’s motion on this topic (letter D above). 
 
More information from the applicant regarding construction phasing is online as noted in the 
footnote16 below. 

 
14 City’s consulting arborist report: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-development-
services/new-development-projects/1310-bryant-street/10056-updated-tree-impact-assessement-castilleja-
school-11-12-21.pdf. 
15 Tree Protection Measures Clarification https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-
development-services/file-migration/castilleja/2021/20.pdf 
16 Documents regarding alternative construction approaches: Alternative Staging Overview: 
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-development-services/new-development-
projects/1310-bryant-street/altconstructionstagingoverview-7-2-21.pdf; Alternative Temporary Campus Phasing 
Plan: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-development-services/new-development-
projects/1310-bryant-street/castillea.altphasingconstructionplan7.02.21.pdf; Alternative Construction Timelines: 
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning-amp-development-services/file-
migration/castilleja/2021/14.pdf 
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Next Steps 
The next project-related hearing is the PTC meeting on December 8, 2021. Thereafter, future 
hearings before the ARB or PTC are anticipated to be scheduled early next year. The timing of 
the next ARB hearing will depend on several outcomes. These include the extent of the 
direction/feedback provided by the ARB, the applicant’s ability to make any changes, and staff 
time needed to analyze project revisions and prepare another report. Future meetings will be 
noticed in accordance with the municipal code. 
 

Environmental Review 
An environmental impact report and mitigation monitoring and reporting program were 
prepared for this project and shared with the City Council. This is the link 
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/Castilleja-
Environmental-Documents to the environmental documents webpage for the project. 
Depending on direction received from the ARB and PTC, staff and consultants will update the 
EIR as needed prior to scheduling hearings before the City Council.  
 

Public Notification, Outreach & Comments 
The Palo Alto Municipal Code requires notice of this public hearing be published in a local paper 
and mailed to owners and occupants of property within 600 feet of the subject property at least 
ten days in advance. Notice of a public hearing for this project was published in the Daily Post 
on November 19, 2021, which is 12 days in advance of the meeting. Postcard mailing occurred 
on November 16, 2021, which is 17 days in advance of the meeting.  
 
Additionally, staff maintains an email list of individuals that have expressed an interest in the 
project. Staff notified those recipients of the subject hearing a month in advance.  
 
Public Comments17 
As of the writing of this report, several public comments were received.  All letters to the ARB 
will be forwarded to the ARB. The public comments to the ARB, PTC and City Council related to 
the upcoming hearings will be uploaded to this page: 
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/Departments/Planning-Development-Services/Current-
Planning/Pending-and-Approved-Projects/Approved-Projects/Castilleja-School/Castilleja-
School-Public-Comments.   
 

Report Author & Contact Information ARB Liaison & Contact Information 
Amy French, Chief Planning Official Jodie Gerhardt, AICP, Planning Manager 

(650) 329-2336 (650) 329-2575 
amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org jodie.gerhardt@cityofpaloalto.org 

 

 
 
17 Emails may be sent directly to the ARB using the following address: arb@cityofpaloalto.org 
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Attachments: 

• Attachment A: Subcommittee Review Items Condition (DOCX) 
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Architectural Review Board Staff Report of December 2, 2021 

Attachment A 

 

The City Council staff report of March 8, 2021 contained draft conditions of 

approval for Council consideration. The Architectural Review draft condition 

pertaining to HRB and ARB subcommittee review items is found in the Draft Record 

of Land Use Action. The excerpted condition is provided below for the ARB’s 

convenience. The link to the Council report is here: 

https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendas-minutes-

reports/reports/city-manager-reports-cmrs/2021/id-11180.pdf.  
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