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Planning Commission
Cameron Turner
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________________________________
To Whom It May Concern:
As a Palo Alto resident and a Professorville neighbor, I would like to voice my support for Castilleja’s building
project. I have been impressed with their earnest intent and transparency through this long and arduous process.
The administrators have gone above and beyond to reach out to neighbors, in both listening to their concerns and
explaining the details. In the end, their project will benefit the city and the neighborhood with energy efficient green
buildings, reasonable and responsible upgrades, and visual enhancement. This is in compliance with Palo Alto’s
Comprehensive Plan. They will also be able to offer their very special and unique education to a few more girls.
When our girls are well-educated and supported to be their strong and confident selves, we all benefit. For many
girls, Castilleja is the ideal environment for this noble goal.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Annie and Cameron Turner
Emerson Street
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August 24, 2019
To: Planning Commission:
My name is Neva Yarkin and I live around the corner from Castilleja. My family has owned this
property for over 60 years.
Here are my comments regarding Castilleja Expansion that were not studied in the July 2019
DEIR and I feel should be studied.
I just attended the Train Community Advisory Panel (XCAP)Meeting #3 on August 21, 2019
less than 1 week ago. AECOM studied 4 different options for Embarcadero. No one in the
room of about 35 people mentioned the expansion of Castilleja and the impact the parking
garage will have on Embarcadero. Castilleja’s parking garage entrance will be
Embarcadero/Bryant and exit Emerson/Embarcadero. The Embarcadero Bridge is only 1 block
away from Castilleja School. This MUST be studied and the potential problems regarding
Trains and Castilleja Expansion taken into consideration.
Castilleja’s expansion will add another 125 students to the traffic problems we already have in
town. Over 70% of students come from surrounding cities.
In the DEIR (Noise pages 8-17) there will be 266 new dailyvehicle trips on Churchill Ave.
between Waverly Street and Bryant Street. Traffic is already terrible NOW. Why add more
traffic to a system overstretched during most of the day? How will this alleviate our traffic
problems?
The DEIR did not mention vehicle stallsor car accidentsfor the underground car garage. If
either of these happen then what happens to the traffic flow going into or out of the garage?
How will a tow truck or ambulance be able to navigate into this traffic flow? These are
everyday occurrences and happen all the time and should be considered.
In Appendix A --NOP my letter (Neva Yarkin) on May 3, 2017 regarding flooding at the
underpass on Embarcadero near Castilleja. This has not been analyzed in the DEIR. It is a
real problem because I do remember flooding from Embarcadero underpass going down
Embarcadero and side streets a few years back. Please study this potential problem and how
it can be solved.
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Some Stanford expansion will happen in the near future and Electrificaiton of Caltrains
is happening right now. One option still on the table for the Caltrains is closing Churchill
Ave. If street closure of Churchill Ave. happens, then what will happen to surrounding
streets? They for sure will be impacted. Another component of Stanford’s Expansion will be
the addition of student population at Palo Alto High School. Palo Alto High School is only 2
blocks from Castilleja so there will also be an impact. Caltrains and Stanford Expansion were
not mentioned in the DEIR and they should be.

Thank you for your time and consideration for the DEIR.
Neva Yarkin
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Dear Planning Commission,
I am writing to state my opposition to Castilleja's application to increase its enrollment and
undertake the major development that they are seeking approval for. There are many reasons why I
oppose the project, too many to list them all here. But most compellingly, I believe that there is very
little proposed benefit to the project while it has a very high cost on the peace and livability of the
neighborhood and Palo Alto at large.
I am the owner of a triplex on the 100 block of Melville and have owned the property since 1987. I
lived there for many years until moving to Los Altos in 2001. Additionally my husband owns a home
on the 100 block of Churchill and lived there for many years. Despite the fact that our properties are
currently rented out we feel that we have a long term stake in Palo Alto based on our property
ownership and residence in the city. As an owners of property here we have personally rented to
many people who have had an impact in Palo Alto; and have been good neighbors. They depend on
us to provide a safe environment and on the community to allow them to reside peacefully and to
pursue their objectives as full time residents of the neighborhood.
Allowing Castilleja to undertake its massive development (which has been called "Walmart-sized"
will add too much traffic to the neighborhood; to the benefit of a very small group of people. The
Castilleja students and their families largely do not reside in Palo Alto; and as such their goals should
not take priority over those of the residents. If the school wants to expand its enrollment it should
be forced to add a second site. The neighborhood already stands to have more traffic with the
planned renovations and electrification of Caltrain and expansion of Stanford. And although those
projects are large and will be impactful on Old Palo Alto, they benefit the entire Bay Area (in the case
of Caltrain) and the larger environment (in the case of the impact that Stanford has worldwide). To
reiterate, the Castilleja project benefits very few people (really only the 400+ students at Castilleja),
and most of them do not even live in Palo Alto.
Please deny the project and direct Castilleja to make plans which do not have a drastic impact on its
neighborhood.
Sincerely

Nancy Strom
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nancytuck@aol.com
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Dear Council and Commission Members,
I am attaching a note I received from Carole Hyde, the ED of the Palo Alto Humane Society, as a result of
the letter I sent you and the Palo Alto Weekly a few weeks ago. I wanted to share Carole's kind words
about the experience PAHS had with Castilleja volunteers this past year. I asked for Carole's permission
to share this with you, and she was happy for me to do that. She did want me to add that she is not
making a statement on the Castilleja application issue on behalf of PAHS, as she has not cleared this
with her board. She added that she is happy with the Council "knowing more about PAHS' good
experience with the students at the school, as it shows positive community partnerships and visionary
organizations."
After attending the Planning Commission's public comment hearing, I find it increasingly important to get
across the fact that Castilleja does add value to our community, and location is everything.  
Respectfully,
Nancy Tuck
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Hello Commissioners:
As we neighbors of Castilleja continue to go through the DEIR, more questions arise. For
example, in the Executive Summary, on page 1-4 , it states there are 74 parking spots on-site.
However in the set of plans submitted to the city in July the number is stated as 86 (pages
G.001, G.032). My contention is that with some accommodation in building design the school
can keep a nice number of spots on campus for parking. This, coupled with the 51 spaces that
ring the school's side of the streets ( Bryant, Kellogg, Emerson), is plenty as far as a daily
number driving to the school. Castilleja can assign whoever they want to use those spaces and
then commit wholeheartedly to shuttling the rest of the students who now arrive by car. With
some additional electric vans, and specific drop off/pick up sites that parents are required to
use, traffic woes would be curtailed.
The whole operation would be much cleaner than the building of the proposed garage facility.
The school talks about the sustainability of the proposed buildings but no mention of the
proposed garage and surely the staging and pouring of tons of concrete does not make for a
more sustainable project. With the ball field left intact at least some of the staging could be
done there. And, finally, without the garage look at all the trees that can be saved.
Another area of concern is the fact that the contractor has not been selected so certain reports
and studies will not be submitted until after his hiring. For example, a report to the city
outlining which routes excavated dirt will be removed from the school site- we neighbors
believe that should be cleared up before any permits are issued. Even if there is no garage,
there is basement and pool excavation. In addition, what about parking for construction
workers? Would something along the lines of what Stanford is doing work (workers park in a
tailgate lot and are shuttled to various construction sites on campus)? Will double trailers be
allowed to remove excavated dirt? Will the dump trucks hold 7 or 10 cubic yards? Will
weight limits on our roads be waived to expedite dirt removal? Surely, these types of
decisions could be made in advance and be discussed in the next iteration of the EIR. I would
think enough projects have been done in residential areas that dirt removal routes should be
well known. Regarding the streets which will most likely be damaged from several thousand
dump truck runs- is there a plan for their repair? That should not be deferred to some later
report by an as yet unknown contractor. After talking to architects we understand it is done
both ways (meaning some projects hire contractors early on and some not until later in the
process). However, a project with such known impacts on the neighborhood should be placed
in the first category.
Please consider including these questions in your findings so they can be studied for inclusion
in the final EIR.
Here are some citations from the DEIR:
Chapter 2 Introduction (last paragraph of section 2.2 on page 2)
Chapter 5 page 19 (second paragraph talks about detailed plans not submitted)
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Chapter 8 pages 20, 21 and 22 ( deal with machine and event noise)
Thank you,
Hank Sousa
160 Melville Ave
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Castilleja Expansion
Support for the Castilleja Expansion Project
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As a citizen of Palo Alto, I wanted to write and emphasize my support for the Castilleja’s
expansion plan. We are lucky to have a nationally ranked and recognized private girls school
that provides such an innovative learning opportunity and creates confident female leaders in
our community. Additionally, they have gone to great effort and expense to accommodate
neighbors while also complying with the City’s guidelines. Please find below a short list of
examples of why I support the project.
Thank you,
Jim Bean
Palm Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301
New campus design is more compatible with surrounding residential neighborhood
Materials blend more gently with neighboring homes
Overall building heights and setbacks improve
Proactive noise mitigations will reduce school's impact on neighbors
LEED Platinum Environmental measures surpass Palo Alto's sustainability goals
Energy efficiency – onsite solar, heat recovery, renewable credits
Water conservation and reuse
Fossil fuel free (outside of science labs)
Success of our Traffic Demand Management Program
Recognizes impact of current programs
Proposes further steps to allow for increased enrollment without increasing daily trips to
campus
Underground garage preferred over surface parking
Increases green space
Compatible with neighborhood needs and aesthetics
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Allowed in R-1 neighborhood
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Diane Guinta
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion; city.council@cityofpalo.org
klayendecker@castilleja.org
Support for the Castilleja plan
Friday, August 16, 2019 11:54:35 AM
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________________________________
Dear City of Palo Alto Officials,
I am writing to you as a proud former Castilleja parent, Board member and Palo Alto resident (1990-2019).
I would like to voice my support for Castilleja’s latest plan for development. The plan takes into consideration the
city’s requirements, goes above and beyond in its LEED certification, is respectful of the neighbors and provides
improvements over the current site in many ways that affect the neighborhood.
Under Head of School Nanci Kaufman’s leadership, the school has reduced the number of trips in and out of the
neighborhood. This requires a great commitment of families, staff and administration. Furthermore, the plan for
increased enrollment does not increase traffic. This is in contrast to increased traffic overall in the city.
In addition, Castilleja's proposal is 100% compliant with Palo Alto's Comprehensive Plan.
The DEIR highlights include:
- Improvements in overall building heights and setbacks
- Proactive noise mitigations to reduce school's impact on neighbors
- An Underground garage which is a preferred solution over surface street parking
- Increased green space
Finally, this is one of the most important institutions in our city. In these fraught times, providing an improvement to
the highest level of education of young women leaders and providing that opportunity to a greater number of young
women leaders could not be a more laudable endeavor.
Please support this great and historic institution’s plan.
Sincerely yours,
Diane Guinta

Sent from my iPhone
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Amy Darling
Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Fwd: Letter in Support of Castilleja
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---------- Forwarded message --------From: Amy Darling <amywdarling@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Aug 15, 2019 at 10:07 PM
Subject: Letter in Support of Castilleja
To: <Castilleja.expansion@cityofpaloalto.org>

Dear City Council and Planning Commission,
I write this letter in support of Castilleja’s renovation.  I hope that the city will
find a way to compromise so this asset to our community can fulfill its mission
to educate young women to become confident thinkers and compassionate
leaders with a sense of purpose to effect change in the world.
As a resident of Old Palo Alto, I feel that we are extremely lucky to have a
resource like Casti in our backyard.  The school provides an amazing education
for young women.  Countless studies have shown that girls lose confidence in
the middle school years. I am grateful for the work that Casti is doing with
young women from our community as well as communities beyond Palo Alto.
I have read the summary of the EIR. I feel our community should not be short
cited and unwilling to compromise with Casti and allow them to both
modernize their campus and provide this opportunity for a fantastic education
to more young women.  

Casti is trying to move much of the car congestion underground with a garage
that would have a one way entrance and one way exit to improve traffic flow.  I
greatly understand the concern about traffic and congestion, but the truth is
that the increase in congestion is not the fault of the school.  Palo Alto and our
neighboring cities have seen a huge amount growth. I moved to Palo Alto in
2007 and have seen a lot more traffic in our area. But again, this is not the fault
of Castellja and we are being short cited if we prevent them from updating the
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campus.  Casti is trying to mitigate the problem. It has shuttles to help students
come from neighboring cities and many students take the train. Faculty is
required to find alternative modes of transportation several times a week and
park outside of the neighborhood.  

I have several friends who live in Menlo Park near Sacred Heart and Menlo
School.  They do not complain about these institutions and feel grateful to have
these two resources nearby. Why is the tone so negative here with Casti?  I
understand that a mistake was made by the previous head of Casti and
enrollment numbers were increased when they were not supposed to be.
However, this was under previous leadership. Casti has made amends, reduced
enrollment, and is trying to work together with Palo Alto to make this right.  In
today’s day and age, we tell our children to learn from failure and mistakes.
How can we not grow and try and partner with this valuable resource in our
neighborhood? Casti  is doing everything to try and win the trust back. There
will be neighbors who will never be happy with Casti being in Old PA, but the
truth is there are many benefits to having such a prestigious school in our
neighborhood. Casti has taken accountability for its mistakes. Can we not look
long term, support all girls’ education, and give Casti a chance?
Sincerely,

Amy Darling
Tasso Street
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Tom Schmutz
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Dear Planning Commission,
This letter is to voice our opposition to the proposed expansion of Castilleja. For the
past 15 years we have lived at
Lowell Ave in Old Palo Alto about 1/4 mile from
the Castilleja campus and are very familiar with the school and the environment.
From our experience (and confirmed by the by the environmental report) there is no
doubt that increasing the student enrollment by over 20% from 415 students to 525
students will absolutely increase the traffic and congestion issues in the residential
area around Castilleja.
We live in a city that has many different major issues to combat, including increased
housing for low income residents, larger commercial buildings, mitigating and
managing significant increased traffic congestion, etc. and the significant resources
that the city will expend to meet the myriad issues that this project (if approved) would
generate is just not a good use of our limited resources. The number of students that
they are currently educating is perfectly appropriate for the space they have. We are
not against Castilleja modernizing or upgrading their existing space, but only against
increasing the school enrollment.
We have seen throughout our community many schools who are looking to expand
and currently reside in residential or inappropriate areas have successfully obtained
space in a more appropriate area with adequate space and traffic flows achieving
both the community and the school’s goals. Why is this not an option for Castilleja?
Sincerely,
Amy Larson
Tom Schmutz
Lowell Ave
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Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
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Map1200blkEmerson.PDF
NO garage slide 3.docx
7-17-19 sq ftg vs. 6-30-2016 sq ftg.PDF
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Aug 14, 2019                                                 Speaker: Andie Reed
Thank you, Planning Commissioners, for your hard work on this
project. I am Andie Reed, and I live at160 Melville Avenue.
The legislative intent of CEQA declares the maintenance of a
quality environment for the people now and in the future is a
matter of statewide concern; further the state should take all
action necessary to provide enjoyment, aesthetic, natural, scenic
and historical environmental qualities (sections 21000 and 21001).
I find many areas of inconsistency with these goals in this report.
In Chapter 3 – Project Description, it is important to point out that
the project site includes two residential lots where currently
houses, surrounded by stands of oaks and redwoods exist, owned
by the Castilleja Foundation. However, they are NOT a part of the
school. This Report infers differently, states that the proposed site is
fully developed with Castilleja school facilities, and makes
presumptions that variances and other exceptions will be
approved, which process has not even begun yet.
SLIDE ONE – Short Block of Emerson (att’d)
The green outlines the residences, and the red outlines the school
property. The red stripes indicate the two residential lots the
school proposes to subsume into school property. The Lockey
House was a residence for 100 years, until the current
administration. To demolish these two houses and merge these
lots into the school increases Castilleja Foundation’s tax-exempt
school site at the demise of a neighborhood residential block.
Chapter 12 – the Cultural Resources section studies the Castilleja
owned buildings for historical importance, but does not study the
surrounding blocks for historic context. Houses across the street in
the short block of Emerson pre-date the Lockey House. Physical
and visual changes to land-use affects this district. Dudek needs
to study the “Area of Potential Effects (APE)” of the district per
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National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106.
Chapter 5 – Aesthetics

The DEIR states that the Emerson Street frontage would
experience a great degree of change in conditions because of
demolishing houses, including the 100 yr old Lockey house.
However, it concludes that these changes would not substantially
alter the visual character of the site and would “continue to
present the character of a school campus”. Again, those houses
are not on a school campus, they are on a residential block.
Would a reasonable observer come to these same conclusions?
SLIDES (att’d):
This is a slide of the overview; please note all the trees over the
area slated to be demolished.
Here is a photograph of the two houses on the chopping block;
this is the Lockey house beautifully surrounded by trees.
This is an underground garage exit. It is not the one planned, I
hope, but the school has declined for 3 years to let us in on what
is planned.
None of the citizens in the surrounding area were interviewed
about whether they would prefer to have 2 lovely homes,
surrounded by trees, in their residential neighborhood or would
they prefer an underground garage exit and streams of cars.
In impact 4-2, “Land Use Incompatibility”, which Dudek
determines is significant and unavoidable, the report uses as a
mitigation the frequency and size of events held by the school.
This is misleading, as neighbors have continuously over the last
years, brought to the attention of the City Council, City staff, and
Castilleja school officials at many meetings that the current CUP
allows 5 major events and several other events (quote from the
conditions of approval in the current CUP). The school has 100
events, disrupting the neighborhood with traffic and non-stop
activity at and around the school. Previous Planning Director
Gitelman stated in a letter to the school that the City did not
agree with the school’s interpretation of this Condition of
Approval. The school countered by saying they will reduce events
to 90. Using this “reduction” as a mitigation indicates that Dudek
has not read the current CUP or done any study of the issue, as
Dudek’s mitigation in 4a is lifted from the narrative provided by
the applicant in their Master Plan.

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 8-14-19

I request the preparer explain how the school asking for 90 events
when they are limited to a much smaller number qualifies as
mitigation to Land Use Incompatibility.
SLIDE (att'd): 7-1-19 current sq ftg vs. 6/30/16 current sq ftg

Table 4-2 shows that the proposed project would come in at a
floor area ratio (.41) which significantly exceeds that which is
allowed in large lots in R-1 zoned neighborhoods (.30). It
erroneously does not include in FAR an underground garage, with
50,500 square feet, which counts toward FAR in a residential
district operating under a Conditional Use Permit (PAMC
18.12.060(e)) bringing the FAR to .58. The report’s “Zoning
Ordinance Analysis” concludes there is no conflict with City
standards. That is clearly not the case. Dudek needs to describe
how non-compliance with the Muni Code does not conflict with
City standards.
Table 3—1 shows current square footage conditions in 2019 of
122,300. The same chart supplied to the City of Palo Alto by
Castilleja with its initial application in June 2016, page 6 of the
Master Plan, shows sq ftg is 105,700 (see attachment). How can
that be, you ask?
I’ve drilled down on the numbers, and the difference is an attic
and pool equipmt shed thrown into the mix to increase the
square footage starting point. The reason this is concerning is
because there are statements made THROUGHOUT this
document that the school is decreasing above grade square
footage, and that can’t be supported. These numbers don’t add
up.
I request the preparer correct erroneous statements that the
proposal decreases square footage compared to current square
footage.
Finally, Castilleja purchased many residences on the 200 block of
Melville in past decades, and in 1992, applied for the City of Palo
Alto to abandon that street to the school, which the City Council
approved. This resulted in an increase of land becoming school
property at no cost to the school, but at a loss of public space,
biking and walking access to Embarcadero. What did the
community get in exchange for this deal? The current proposal
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will increase their school property site by merging residential lots
into the school, which results in the City of Palo Alto losing housing
and losing property tax revenue, the neighbors losing their
residential block of Emerson, unmitigable impacts to those of us
who live here 24/7, at NO cost to the school. How does this
benefit the City of Palo Alto?
SLIDE 3: No garage (att’d)
The logical Alternative for the school would be:
No garage; leave residential block of Emerson Street intact.
Yes modernize, upgrade, re-build classrooms.
Limit enrollment.
Thank you.

-Andie Reed
Melville Ave
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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Dear Planning Commission,
Thank you for all the wonderful work you do, and the difficult decisions you have to make on
our behalf. We are residents of Palo Alto since 1975, and have been the beneficiaries of your
efforts.
As for the Castilleja expansion, we are against it. We are VERY MUCH SUPPORTIVE OF
EDUCATION FOR WOMEN, but, as usual, there are limits to expansions. We live right next
to Harker St and the block where the Harker Academy used to be. They moved to an area of
larger potential for expansion, and have been very successful in their mission to educate
youth. The same applies to Castilleja - if they are not satisfied with educating less than 415
students, they need to find a different location in the Bay Area that would allow for their
expansion. The Palo Alto Medical Clinic faced the same problem, and moved.
Please do not approve expansion - it is a residential neighborhood, like the one we live in
now. Please encourage them to move to another location in the Bay Area, or live with the
wonderful ability to educate 415 students, and no more.   One mantra could be : "quality, not
quantity". Another could be "live within your means".
Thank you again for your service to the community.
Sincerely,
Joe Margevicius and Tracy Fearnside
Greenwood Ave, Palo Alto
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To: Palo Alto Planning Commission
We are writing as concerned citizens who oppose the proposed expansion of Castilleja
School's current facility. The school's mission is of course admirable, but should not be
confused with its alarming proposal to build a huge underground garage in a quiet residential
neighborhood. We are in a era of changing times regarding the use of private vehicles. The
last thing a school should be doing is expanding a parking lot and creating congestion. Please
encourage the school to abandon this plan, and to look elsewhere for physical expansion.
Elizabeth Roth & Ronald Katz
Cowper St.
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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Commission Members,
I would like to provide input regarding the Castilleja School Project. I had attended
the meeting on August 14th.
The points I would like to make:
1) Impact on the Neighborhood and Environment
2) Other schools and business that addressed capacity demands within Palo Alto
3) Recommendation

Impact on the Neighborhood.
First and foremost, we all must remember that Castilleja was a boarding school so
there was limited enrollment and obviously minimal traffic. Between 1994 and 1996,
they phased out of being a boarding school and became a commuter school; this was
due to declining enrollment. So, the intent of the school being within a very
residential neighborhood was a very sound idea until 1996 when it became a
commuter school. At that point, the need for student drop-off and pick-up began on a
regular basis. With the creeping (and unlawful) growth of enrollment, the school has
maximized it's space.
The proposal to create an underground parking facility, while taking out 75 trees, is
clearly in the wrong direction for a world that is facing severe climate change. In
addition to the impact on our air quality, the plan also severely impacts the safety of
the Bryant Street bike route. As you are very aware, many students use this route as
well as individuals like my husband who uses Bryant Street on a regular basis for bike
transportation to and from work.
During the meeting, the question was posed about the water table. It appeared that
there was not an answer to this question from the presenter. This, given the severe
water shortage that we commonly have within California and earth quakes, seems to
be a MAJOR concern.
It was articulated that there will be a traffic problem with the proposal. Cars will be
traveling on Embarcadero, and likely their cars will be idling (again impacting air
quality) as they await entrance to the Bryant Street entrance. It is a single treaded
process with exit on Emerson. Students are expected to just jump out, kind of like a
run by drop off as they gather their bags and school materials. Likely not going to
happen.
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Other schools and business that addressed capacity demands within Palo Alto
Castilleja is not the first school to seek major expansion and many other private
schools are supportive of what happens with Castilleja so they can do the same.
The first school is Harker Academy. In 1902, Miss Harker's School was housed at
the corner of Kingsley and Bryant in Castilleja Hall, a building that had been vacated
and remodeled for use as a school. By 1906, the school had 3 buildings and then
purchased 6.25 acres at 1050 Greenwood. Then, the Harker Day School was located
at 1050 Greenwood Avenue in Palo Alto, hence the street behind Greenwood is
called Harker. Then in 1972, when Harker grew to combine with the Palo Alto Military
Academy, they moved to San Jose where their current campuses resides. In 2005,
Harker created a 2nd campus to accommodate the enrollment demands and to
expand to include upper level grades.
The second school is Keys School. This is much more recent. As you are vey
aware, they added a middle school and created a second campus - one is on
Middlefield and the second is on El Camino.
The business that moved was PAMF. Palo Alto Medical Center (PAMC) was where
Channing House now resides on Webster Street. They moved around 1982 when
they became PAMF to their existing location(s).
Recommendation
The request from Castilleja to expand, and quite honestly ask the community to trust
them given the years of disregard, is not reasonable at all and would become a
slippery slope for other private institutions to emulate. I am a home owner, parent,
and an educator. I believe 100% in education for ALL. We all make a difference and
singling out girls is disrespectful, speaking from a woman's perspective.
The scenarios I propose are:
1) Castilleja, be like Harker and PAMF and find a new larger campus to expand the
ever increasing demand (which is majority [ >75% ]outside of Palo Alto) to a new
location. This will clearly be in the best interest of Castilleja long term. See how it
has benefited Harker and PAMF. Both are consistently growing.
2) Castilleja create a second campus like was done by Keys School. The argument
that they want the upper class students to mentor the middle school students is not
valid. Of course we would LOVE that for our public schools but we know there are
space restrictions. There are other methods to mentoring middle school students, all
it takes is some planning and thinking outside the box.
3) No construction changes can be done on campus until after the number of
students is at the agreed upon capacity limit. Castilleja must be capped at the
designated enrollment and require shuttle service from designated locations to the
campus. A certain number of staff and student designated parking passes can be
put in place with the Palo Alto Police Department involved in violations. This is what
is done at Paly and Gunn high school. Local students can bike, even E-bike to
school, however this will be a minority of students [< 25% ]. The bulk of students [
>75% ] would be required to take the shuttle; this is beyond the shuttle that is
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currently provided from Caltrain. The school must be fined if they go beyond the
enrollment limits; this is similar to what happened with Sand Hill Properties and the
grocery market. If the law/rules are broken, fines must be enforced and get steeper
until corrected.

It is a major lesson that needs to be taught to all students and overall people. Rules
and laws are not meant to be broken and then just apologize and not make changes.
It is really teaching poor values to the students and community. It leads to rules and
laws being ignored and realize that money can pay to not obey - creating even more
of a socio-economic divide. That is clearly not a community and world value I feel we
want within Palo Alto.
I hope that you take this request from Castilleja very seriously. It is the tip of the
iceberg - the decision that is made will be the guideline for subsequent requests.
I believe in educating ALL children. Do what is right for the future of Palo Alto so it
can remain as much as possible a residential neighborhood and a vibrant community.
We want more trees, not more traffic.
Cecilia Willer
Byron Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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Hello Planning Commission and City Council,

I am a Palo Alto citizen and owner of three properties in Palo Alto. I am also a strong
supporter of Castilleja's proposal for new CUP and Master Plan. As a Board of
Trustees member at Castilleja, I am proud of the work we have done to make
Castilleja a strong partner with the Palo Alto community and envision a beautiful,
sustainable, and wonderful learning space for Castilleja students. Castilleja's proposal
is 100% compliant with Palo Alto's Comprehensive Plan.
The DEIR supports our project in many important and exciting ways:
The new campus will more beautifully blend with the neighboring homes and will
mitigate noise, traffic, and other issues that are important to the neighbors. It is also
LEED Platinum and surpasses Palo Alto sustainability goals in energy efficiency,
water conservation, and will be fossil fuel free (outside the science labs).

The underground garage is far superior to surface parking and will allow more green
space at street level. I fully believe in Castilleja's proven ability to reduce trips to
school through traffic demand management programs.
Please support Castilleja's application for new CUP and Master Plan.

Most other Palo Alto schools (both public and private) have modernized their
campuses over the last decade, and Castilleja deserves the same opportunity.

Thanks,
Heidi Hopper
Matadero Ave.
Matadero Ave
La Selva
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Joan MacDaniels
Planning Commission
Castilleja School
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________________________________
Let’s tell it as it is: Castilleja wants to take in many more students because it wants to make more money! Therefore
we have a request from Castilleja for a larger campus and an underground garage. Castilleja doesn’t even pay any
property tax on the additional houses they bought. That doesn’t help Palo Alto. Imagine your neighborhood having
to deal with this. To increase a groups finances the following will take effect:
1. About 5 years of construction
2. A decrease in our property values
3. The breaking up of our neighborhood
4. A residential neighborhood will, in effect, become a “school campus”
I’m sorry but this just should not happen!
Joan MacDaniels
joanmacdaniels@yahoo.com
Emerson Street
Sent from my iPad
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To the Palo Alto Planning Commission,

Castilleja DEIR Identifies “significant and
unavoidable” impacts to the community — impacts
that cannot be mitigated and will only compound
over time
This one line says it all. The school has not followed many of the city's or
school board mandates over the years, adding more students than they
were legally supposed to
have. Yes, it is a high quality school, mostly students from very well off
families, but that
should not automatically give them permission to exceed their enrollment.
Also the neighborhood has already had to experience excess traffic, noise
from too many events at the school in the evening etc.
It is time when neighborhoods, citizens, residents of this city be listened to
and given the
right to influence the decisions that are made. Many times, in many areas
this has not
been so. I know that you all have received the points that the Neighbors
have raised. They are all important to make a fair and just decision. NO 5
is the most important, and I believe that all of us would answer NO to that
question.
Suzanne Keehn
Orme St.
94306
THERE IS NO COMMUNITY BENEFIT TO CASTILLEJA’S EXPANSION
EFFORT !

BELOW ARE KEY IMPACTS TO PALO ALTO FROM THIS EXPANSION PLAN:
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1. 30% Student Enrollment Increase
Castilleja sits on just over 6 acres in a R-1 residential area. In a request to expand
and amend their Conditional Use Permit, the school has requested a 30% increase in
enrollment, making it by far the most densely packed school in Palo Alto, public or
private, yet only 25% of its students are from Palo Alto. Neighbors support
modernization and a limited enrollment increase.
2. Significant Traffic Impacts to Embarcadero, Alma and Neighborhood Streets
The DEIR states that there are “significant and unavoidable” traffic impacts from this
project. That means the impacts cannot be mitigated. Impacts on Embarcadero and
Alma will continue to compound over time.
3. Demolition of Homes, Underground Garage, Threat to Cyclists
Castilleja proposes to demolish 2 homes to be replaced by an underground garage,
changing the face and character of Emerson Street. Cars entering and exiting the
garage would clog neighborhood streets, jeopardize cyclists on the Bryant Street bike
boulevard, and further cause delays on Embarcadero.
The school has shown that when they abide by their transportation management
plan, an underground garage is unnecessary. An industrial-style underground garage
and the cars it would attract is incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
4. Removal of mature oaks and redwoods; loss of canopy for at least 30 years.
Mature redwoods and oak trees are protected, but the school wants City Council to
declare there are overriding benefits to the project.
5. Precedent-Setting Project for Palo Alto Neighborhoods
If this project is approved, what does this mean for Palo Alto’s
neighborhoods? Would YOU want a commercial underground garage exit
across from your home and 5 years of construction?
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Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
Castilleja
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Hello,
I’m a longtime resident of Palo Alto and I am horrified daily by the traffic and how long it
takes to get cross town. What used to be a 10 minute to Town & Country drive can now take
up to a half hour, sometimes more, just to get through the traffic lights on Embarcadero.
Given this, I regretfully am opposed to anything that could impact traffic negatively in the area
of Embarcadero. Stanford’s growth will add another huge hit to this problem.
Palo Altans have been inundated with articles for months about this expansion in the Daily, in
the Palo Alto Weekly and in various Next Door communications. I have been offended by the
yard signs implying that I am opposed to a woman’s education if I oppose Castilleja’s plans.
But what stuck me most is the attached response I saw in my local Next Door. This hits
home. I see no reason to go to such lengths for a school that does not pay taxes or give Palo
Altans much benefit. No one has ever said to me “Oh you live near Castilleja." It’s Castilleja
that enjoys the caché of Palo Alto. One lesson they could learn is what families and
businesses often have to face, you’ve outgrown your home in part because you want to
expand. Your options are to move or add another site as a satellite unit.
Please vote NO on
Castilleja proposals.
Rebecca Eisenberg, Old Palo Alto
One final thought: Can someone please explain to me how Castilleja's existence
on 42 RH-1 zoned lots in Old Palo Alto provides ANY benefit to Palo Alto
residents? Here is what we know: 1. Castilleja occupies at least 42 lots that could
(and should) be used for single family homes. 2. Castilleja uses more than 4 times
the amount of city services than would be used if there were 42 homes in the
same place. Specifically, instead of 42 private homes with approximately (average
3 people per home in Palo Alto) 132 individuals, Castilleja serves 450 students
and approximately 150 teachers and staff -- totaling approximately 600 people,
each day, in this RH-1 zoned area. 3. For all that use of the city services that WE - the tax-paying residents of Palo Alto -- pay for, Castilleja pays virtually nothing.
4. Although truly one of the best schools in the country (if not the world), Castilleja
admits only females, and turns away far more applicants than it accepts every
year. Of those applicants it accepts, 80% of those students pay FULL fare tuition
of approximately $47,000/year per student. Only 20% of Castilleja students
receive ANY financial aid, and the vast majority of aid is partial. This means -- let's
face it -- that Castilleja student population is represented overwhelmingly by
families who are by all accounts, extremely wealthy. (Yes there are exceptions -but Castilleja itself states that 80% of all students pay FULL fare - $47K a year,
even though we all know people who do not pay that.) Even though Castilleja is a
tax exempt organization, it does NOT provide a public service. The school does
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not allow anyone to walk in and sit in on classes, use its fields as dog parks at
night, or even peer in the windows. It is a PRIVATE school that is funded by
PUBLIC resources. All the things above COST Palo Alto. Do we believe the
narrative that the existence of Castilleja increases home values? There is no
evidence for that, especially given the traffic and parking problems that Castilleja
causes (which may be getting better recently, but still exist). Now ask yourself if
Castilleja with 550 students and 200 teachers and staff, as well as a big
underground parking garage and a beautiful state of the art pool that is NEVER
open to the public -- if that improves property values? Consider instead how
having 42 new construction homes, designed without variance under Palo Alto's
building codes, would impact the neighborhood and affect not just property values,
but our actual lives here. I never would have these thoughts if Castilleja wouldn't
keep demanding more and more and more, all on these 42 lots of RH-1 zoned
property, during the biggest housing crisis our state has ever faced, during a time
when PUBLIC schools are feeling the crunch, pushing for a private institution to
take up SUCH GREAT lots, paying NO TAXES, and being open to NO ONE other
the lucky few who pay (80% of the time) $47,000/year per child for the privilege of
stepping through its front door. Unless Castilleja provides MATERIAL mitigation
programs - which it won't do - I think it is time for our community to say no to each
and every non-conforming improvement it seeks, just like our city says no to TAXPAYING private homeowners who try to put a 4-story residence with a 10-car
garage on their RH-1 lot. There are ample other locations that are much better
suited to what Castilleja seeks, and for the life of me and I hate how much public
time and money our city is spending bending over backwards to give so many
concessions to a private organization that gives nothing -- no tax revenues, no
open doors, no resource sharing -- in return. I vote for option 4: say no to every
demand, and look forward to streets that will be used for what our city planners
zoned them: single family housing, safe bicycling, and sidewalks that can be
traveled peacefully by young children and seniors. Why not?
Thank you,
Naida Sperling
Moreno Ave
Palo Alto, CA 94303
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Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
in support of Castilleja
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I write in support of Castilleja.
I understand that people are frustrated by the traffic and changes in Palo Alto, but it is
misguided to blame Castilleja. I moved to Churchill Ave, 13 years ago well aware that
Paly was two blocks away and Castilleja one block and I welcomed the idea of being
close to these 2 schools. Yes, it gets backed up during school hours for PALY. It
doesn’t for Castilleja.
It’s inaccurate to point to Castilleja as the problem because they have actually
reduced car traffic in the last few years.
I would think that those concerned with “quality of life” would be concerned about the
amount of construction for houses that remain empty for most of the year or longer:
On the corner-- construction for over a year, and no one lives there full time.
A block and a half away-- construction for over 2 years and nobody lives there.
Across the street-- there has been construction for 3+ years, with work on and off-- for
2 people.
Around the corner on Bryant—they have been working on a basement for well over a
year and no one plans on living there full time.
And so on.
All of these construction projects generate anywhere from 5-15 cars and trucks a day,
and most of them are on school routes.
I would think those concerned with quality of life would embrace all schools in the
community because schools bring life and that they would look to for-profit business
to address the issue of transportation.
Don’t we want a sought-after, mission-driven school that is committed to educating
women? We need them!
Thank you,
Christina Gwin
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Diana Darcy
Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Diana Darcy; Peter O"Riordan (oriordan)
Public Comment - Castilleja draft EIR
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Planning Commission members and City Council:
The Draft EIR for the proposed Castilleja project states that one lane of Embarcadero Road
would be needed for years while construction progressed. This is unworkable for our
community. As a community member, I would like to see traffic congestion eased in the
community, not increased.  Many of us in the community need to use Embarcadero for school,
work, shopping, to reach Paly or Stanford, and such. The impact on the community would be
untenable.
According to the Draft EIR, Castilleja plans to put the entrance into its planned underground
garage on Bryant Street. There is very little space for those traveling west on Embarcadero
Road turning left into Bryant - only about three cars can fit into that left turn lane on
Embarcadero. It is likely that more than just three cars on Embarcadero will want to turn left
onto Bryant to reach that garage entrance to make it to school on time. There is also a very
short run up from Embarcadero to the entrance into the underground garage. It is very likely
that there would be backups going into that garage from many cars trying to get in it at once,
which would also likely cause backups on Embarcadero in both directions, as well as on
Bryant in both directions. This is also unworkable for our community.
As reported in local media, Castilleja has been a scofflaw for two decades, violating its City
use permit repeatedly through over-enrollment for its own gain. Reportedly they are currently
again over-enrolled this school year, again violating the use permit. Why would the City of
Palo Alto want to reward those who violate its codes by allowing them to expand to benefit
themselves --- inflicting pain and negative environmental impact upon its own community?
Denial of its project will not affect Castilleja's ability to continue to educate young women at
their existing facility. Castilleja can choose to remodel in place without expansion, and can
also choose to expand elsewhere in a separate facility.
Given 75% of Castileja's students are not Palo Alto residents, it seems clear that building a
garage and expanding the student and teacher base would encourage more automobile usage
and traffic. This is not a benefit to the residents of Palo Alto, but a negative impact.
Also, given Castilleja seeks to bring more students, and presumably more teacher employees
to teach those students, won't Castilleja also need to provide mitigation through housing
assistance monies or beds to the City of Palo Alto, as other local employers are being
pressured to do by the City of Palo Alto's council members? In fact, Castilleja plans to
actually remove housing as part of its project, rather than maintain existing housing or provide
additional housing. This is nothing but greed and self-interest on Castilleja's part.   
Please consider these points, the draft EIR, and the plan's impacts on Palo Alto residents, and
then please deny Castilleja's plan.
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Thank you,
Diana Darcy
ddarcy@stanfordalumni.org
Harker Ave., Palo Alto, CA 94301
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To the Planning Commission and the City Council:
I understand that not only is Castilleja is asking to remove the the two homes it owns, but they
also want to have those parcels rezoned to be part of the tax exempt school, rather than
property tax paying parcels within the City of Palo Alto. This not only removes housing within
the city, but it also reduces revenues for the city which help support the infrastructure we all,
including the school, rely upon.
I can't see any reason for the City and the Planning Commission to seriously consider this
proposal. To do so would not be fair to the citizens of Palo Alto.
As it is, Castilleja is proposing to disrupt the community, worsen commuter traffic and hamper
shoppers and commerce, affecting Stanford University as well, by tying up the major artery of
Embarcadero Road through its proposed garage design and increased enrollment. Now they
also hope to end the property taxes those parcels paid, and shift this burden onto the rest of
Palo Alto property taxpayers.
This is has gone from harmfully greedy to unconscionable.
I urge you to oppose this request.
Thank you.
Diana Darcy
ddarcy@stanfordalumni.org
Harker Ave.
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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Diane Guinta
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klayendecker@castilleja.org
Support for the Castilleja plan
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________________________________
Dear City of Palo Alto Officials,
I am writing to you as a proud former Castilleja parent, Board member and Palo Alto resident (1990-2019).
I would like to voice my support for Castilleja’s latest plan for development. The plan takes into consideration the
city’s requirements, goes above and beyond in its LEED certification, is respectful of the neighbors and provides
improvements over the current site in many ways that affect the neighborhood.
Under Head of School Nanci Kaufman’s leadership, the school has reduced the number of trips in and out of the
neighborhood. This requires a great commitment of families, staff and administration. Furthermore, the plan for
increased enrollment does not increase traffic. This is in contrast to increased traffic overall in the city.
In addition, Castilleja's proposal is 100% compliant with Palo Alto's Comprehensive Plan.
The DEIR highlights include:
- Improvements in overall building heights and setbacks
- Proactive noise mitigations to reduce school's impact on neighbors
- An Underground garage which is a preferred solution over surface street parking
- Increased green space
Finally, this is one of the most important institutions in our city. In these fraught times, providing an improvement to
the highest level of education of young women leaders and providing that opportunity to a greater number of young
women leaders could not be a more laudable endeavor.
Please support this great and historic institution’s plan.
Sincerely yours,
Diane Guinta

Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Commission
letters@paweekly.com; letters@padailypost.com
Castilleja
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________________________________
>
> I am a 40 year resident of Old Palo Alto, not living in the immediate Castilleja neighborhood, but close enough to
have a pretty good idea what Castilleja’s proposed expansion plan will mean for this community. But first, let me
say that I have three adult daughters and value educational opportunity for women. I value the dynamic culture of
Palo Alto and accept that new developments are inevitable and often desirable.   BUT I do not support Castilleja’s
present plan.
>
> The EIR validates what we probably already knew: Embarcadero and surrounding streets will be adversely
impacted and disrupted by the greater density of traffic resulting both in the short term from the proposed major
construction and in the long term from an increase in Castilleja’s student population, most of whom will come from
outside of Palo Alto. Castilleja is a PRIVATE school that can expand in ANOTHER location if it chooses to do so.
Many educational institutions that started in Palo Alto have done just that. Neither the people who work and/or live
in Palo Alto - nor the children who travel by bike and on foot to Paly, Greene, and even Walter Hays - should be
adversely affected by Castilleja’s DESIRE to expand. Congestion on Embarcadero is already all too evident and
inevitably will increase due to Stanford’s continuing expansion plans and the growth of business in our town. Please
do not let Castilleja’s expansion add to this already difficult situation.
>
> Castilleja’s “100 year legacy” is a poor reason to support a grandiose development adverse to the immediate
neighborhood and broader community. Today’s reality is that only 25% of Castilleja students are Palo Alto
residents. I do support a reasonable plan of modernizing current facilities, but increasing the student population by
30% (most of whom likely would come from outside Palo Alto and need transportation to the school), creating an
underground garage, and changing dramatically the character of the neighborhood by tearing down nearby homes
and stately trees is not anything I or this community can or should support.
>
> Donald Drumright
>
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Hank Sousa
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
sloppy DEIR or hope for PNQL?
Thursday, August 15, 2019 11:43:29 AM
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Dear Commissioners:
Thank you for hosting a long, but interesting, night on August 14th.
Several of us have been reading the DEIR prepared for Castilleja school and we are coming across a pattern of sloppiness and bias towards the
applicant. The subject of alternatives is looked at in some detail in three sections.
Chapter 1 of the Executive Summary: Alternative #2 on page 6 does not mention the underground garage.
Chapter 2 of the Introduction: Alternative #2 on page 6 does mention the underground garage.
Chapter 13 of Alternatives: Alternative #2 on page 5 does not mention the underground garage.
Initially I was cautiously optimistic that this was the school's way of letting the neighbors now they are willing to start looking at compromise. However,
perhaps the preparers of the document assumed the readers would know the garage was always implied. It is just confusing so would you be able to
clarify if Alternative #2 does or does not contain the underground garage? Our group, PNQL, is certainly ready to discuss compromise on several issues
if the garage facility is removed from the plan. Perhaps you can suggest, in your findings, that each side should give something.
Near the close of the meeting Commissioner Lauing mentioned "Alternative 1a" and that is somewhat encouraging. With the garage removed from the
plans, and other buildings renovated, the construction timetable would be greatly shortened. You might suggest the school be able to demo and replace
the building that is currently an old dormitory, so they can enjoy some brand new classrooms. Then suggest a moderate increase in enrollment (perhaps
8% as that is what they were allowed in the year 2000 when the current CUP went into effect.
Thank you,
Hank Sousa

Reply

Forward
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Hank Sousa
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
Aug 14 DEIR speech at PTC mtg
Thursday, August 15, 2019 9:15:04 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hello Chairman Riggs & fellow Commissioners
Hank Sousa

Melville Ave.

Addressing on-site parking, nearby street parking, shuttling and its bearing on
the proposed underground garage.
In Castilleja’s plans, on page G.032 they show on –site spaces as numbering 86.
When the school abides by its TDM we don’t have a parking problem.
I have a couple pictures with me- this first photo shows Emerson looking from
Melville to Kellogg showing “their” side of the street and the neighbors’ side.
There are 51 spaces ringing the streets around the school (Bryant, Kellogg,
Emerson). My experience has been parking enforcement has generally been
good on nearby streets although the residents of the 200 block of Kellogg are
not happy with the level of enforcement.
Next picture is of the 4 nearly new electric vans the school purchased about a
year ago. We neighbors feel with some additional vans and at least 2
designated sites for parents to drop off and pick up their girls (east and west
sides of town) that that is the future for most arrivals at the school.
Next photo shows the 2 nice homes (rental and Lockey ), backed by the stand
of threatened redwoods, which would be demolished and replaced by the
proposed underground garage exit. If built it would spew an additional 679 cars
onto this short block of Emerson, backing up to the garage exit as they wait to
make the dangerous right hand turn onto Embarcadero. I cite ch. 7, pages 20,
21 and 34 of the DEIR.
Finally, a large benefit would occur to both sides of this dispute if the garage
plans were withdrawn because the construction timetable would be shortened
by 18 months.
Thank you
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Dear Planning & Transportation Commission,
I regret I did not have a chance to share my remarks with you at the meeting last night but
appreciate the opportunity to be heard now. I live in Evergreen Park in Palo Alto; my two
daughters have attended Castilleja since 6th grade, and my elder daughter is expected to
graduate this year. I would like to address the suggestion that Castilleja separates its middle
school and high school instead of expanding the campus.
My older daughter was a shy, introverted 6th grader who entered Castilleja without knowing
anyone there. By seeing high schoolers on campus, she was inspired by her elder peers. They
gave her a vision for what she could do, how to behave, who she could become.
As she entered Upper School, she began to love the things that make her uniquely her, because
the Middle School kids appreciate these qualities in her.
As an upperclassman, she gives back to the Middle School by serving as a teaching assistant
for MS art class -- other students might coach an MS athletic team, or become a peer tutor). As
these students teach, coach, and mentor the younger students, their own understanding
deepens, their communication skills develop, their confidence grows. These experiences
prepare the students to launch into the world as capable, compassionate, contributing citizens
of the world.
Housing Middle School and the Upper School on the same campus brings tangible and
intangible benefits to individuals, the community, and the learning environment at the school.
It is what helps shape Casti students into the fine young women they become, and is an
essential part of the student experience that makes Castilleja’s educational offering special.  
Someone last night claimed that Castilleja has no benefit to the community, which I strongly
dispute. The "community" Castilleja serves goes beyond the immediate physical
neighborhood. The school benefits all past, current, and future families, it benefits the
employees there, and it benefits society by bringing best in class education to young women.
I am a 20 year resident of Palo Alto and, like everyone else here, am exhausted by the traffic
and parking issues in the city. Yet, if the city does not support Casti’s expansion plans, the
traffic and parking issues will not go away. I urge you to support Casti’s desire to increase
enrollment; doing so would allow the school to scale their programs more effectively and
benefit more kids (for example, my daughter's Chinese class will only have two students -- a
shame that Casti cannot have more kids in those seats!).
Sincerely,
Irene Au
Oxford Ave
Palo Alto
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

JIM POPPY
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion; Council, City
Castilleja DEIR - Traffic delays for garage not based on any data
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 3:27:05 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Planning Commission,
In the Staff Report for tonight's meeting, page 9 states

The applicant is preparing a bicycle and pedestrian circulation plan, to complete the
Architectural Review application and ensure adequate, safe circulation for bicyclists
and pedestrians. The plan will indicate how the school
will prioritize active forms of transportation, and will describe access and parking.

This means that the DEIR statements about possible delays entering the garage are
no based on any actual traffic flow, but some other data, probably existing traffic
flows, which are one-way only on Bryant and Kellogg.

The DEIR must study this before it goes any further. This is crucial information that
has been overlooked.

Seems naive of the staff to assume that Castilleja's plan will "ensure adequate, safe
circulation."

Regards,
Jim Poppy
Melville Ave.
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From:
To:
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Date:

Kathy Jordan
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion; Council, City
public comment - Castileja draft EIR Wednesday, August 14, 2019 3:20:30 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Planning Commission members and City Council:
As a community member, I would like to see traffic congestion eased in the community, not
increased. The Draft EIR for the proposed Castilleja project states that one lane of
Embarcadero Road would be needed for years while construction progressed. This is
unworkable for our community. Many of us in the community need to use Embarcadero for
school, work, shopping, to reach Paly, and so on. Many people are employed at Stanford as
well, and use Embarcadero to commute back and forth. The impact on the community is
unworkable.
According to the Draft EIR, Castilleja plans to use egress into its planned underground garage
on Bryant Street. There is very little space for those traveling west on Embarcadero Road
turning left into Bryant - maybe three cars can fit into that left turn lane on Embarcadero.
Perhaps more than just three cars on Embarcadero will want to turn left onto Bryant to reach
that garage entrance to make it to school on time. There is also a very short run up from
Embarcadero to the egress location into the underground garage. It is quite possible that there
will be backups going into that garage from everyone trying to get in it at the same time,
which due to the short run from Embarcadero to the entrance of the garage could cause
backups ON Embarcadero, BOTH those traveling east on Embarcadero and turning right onto
Bryant, AND those heading west on Embarcadero Rd and turning left onto Bryant St to enter
the garage. This is also unworkable for our community --- to have possible backups spilling
onto Embarcadero road and jamming up this commute route and connector to PAHS.
Castilleja, according to a local media article, has been a scofflaw for two decades, violating its
City use permit repeatedly for its own gain, and apparently is currently over enrolled this
school year, again violating its use permit. Why would the City of Palo Alto want to reward
those who violate its codes by providing them public benefits --- and instead inflict pain and
negative environmental impact upon its own community?
Denial of its project will not affect Castilleja's ability to continue to educate young women at
their existing facility. Castilleja can also choose to expand elsewhere in a separate facility.
Given 75% of Castileja's students are not Palo Alto residents, won't building a garage and
expanding the student and teacher base encourage more automobile usage and traffic? This is
not a benefit to the residents of Palo Alto, but a negative impact.
Also, given Castilleja seeks to bring more students, and presumably more teacher employees
to teach those students, won't Castilleja also need to provide mitigation for housing assistance
monies or beds to the City of Palo Alto, as other local employers are being pressured to do by
the City of Palo Alto's council members? In fact, Castilleja plans to actually remove housing
as part of its project, rather than maintain existing housing or provide additional.
Please consider these points, the draft EIR, its impacts on Palo Alto residents, and deny

Castilleja's plan.
Thank you,
Best,
Kathy Jordan
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kathy Jordan
Planning Commission; Council, City
re public comment re draft EIR and re Castilleja project
Saturday, August 17, 2019 10:51:32 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To the Planning commission and the City Council:
I just learned that Castilleja is asking that beyond removing the two homes it owns, and the
housing that provides within the Palo Alto community, that Castilleja hopes to have those
parcels rezoned to be part of the tax exempt school, rather than property tax paying parcels
within the City of Palo Alto.  
Why would the City and the Planning Commission look favorably upon this proposal?  
Not only is Castilleja proposing to disrupt the entire community and commuters and shoppers
and commerce, as well as Stanford University too, by tying up Embarcadero Road via its
proposed underground garage construction, a major artery through our community to Stanford,
but it hopes to end the property taxes those parcels paid, and shift this burden onto the rest of
Palo Alto property taxpayers to support the infrastructure in place these taxes support?
Please oppose this request.
Thank you.
Kathy Jordan
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To:
Subject:
Date:

Kathy Jordan
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion; Council, City
Re: public comment - Castileja draft EIR Thursday, August 15, 2019 11:46:03 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To piggyback onto my previous remarks,
I see no reason that Castilleja cannot continue to fulfill its mission to educate young women
with its current configuration. Any assertion to the contrary is a false choice.
If proximity to Stanford is so important to Castilleja, and expanding elsewhere is thus not an
option due to this need to have proximity to Stanford, then perhaps it should consider giving
up its expansion plans and simply renovate.  
Thanks.
Kathy Jordan
On Wed, Aug 14, 2019 at 3:20 PM Kathy Jordan <kjordan114wh@gmail.com> wrote:
Planning Commission members and City Council:
As a community member, I would like to see traffic congestion eased in the community, not
increased. The Draft EIR for the proposed Castilleja project states that one lane of
Embarcadero Road would be needed for years while construction progressed. This is
unworkable for our community. Many of us in the community need to use Embarcadero for
school, work, shopping, to reach Paly, and so on. Many people are employed at Stanford as
well, and use Embarcadero to commute back and forth. The impact on the community is
unworkable.
According to the Draft EIR, Castilleja plans to use egress into its planned underground
garage on Bryant Street. There is very little space for those traveling west on Embarcadero
Road turning left into Bryant - maybe three cars can fit into that left turn lane on
Embarcadero. Perhaps more than just three cars on Embarcadero will want to turn left onto
Bryant to reach that garage entrance to make it to school on time. There is also a very short
run up from Embarcadero to the egress location into the underground garage. It is quite
possible that there will be backups going into that garage from everyone trying to get in it at
the same time, which due to the short run from Embarcadero to the entrance of the garage
could cause backups ON Embarcadero, BOTH those traveling east on Embarcadero and
turning right onto Bryant, AND those heading west on Embarcadero Rd and turning left
onto Bryant St to enter the garage. This is also unworkable for our community --- to have
possible backups spilling onto Embarcadero road and jamming up this commute route and
connector to PAHS.
Castilleja, according to a local media article, has been a scofflaw for two decades, violating
its City use permit repeatedly for its own gain, and apparently is currently over enrolled this
school year, again violating its use permit. Why would the City of Palo Alto want to reward
those who violate its codes by providing them public benefits --- and instead inflict pain and
negative environmental impact upon its own community?
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Denial of its project will not affect Castilleja's ability to continue to educate young women
at their existing facility. Castilleja can also choose to expand elsewhere in a separate
facility.
Given 75% of Castileja's students are not Palo Alto residents, won't building a garage and
expanding the student and teacher base encourage more automobile usage and traffic? This
is not a benefit to the residents of Palo Alto, but a negative impact.
Also, given Castilleja seeks to bring more students, and presumably more teacher employees
to teach those students, won't Castilleja also need to provide mitigation for housing
assistance monies or beds to the City of Palo Alto, as other local employers are being
pressured to do by the City of Palo Alto's council members? In fact, Castilleja plans to
actually remove housing as part of its project, rather than maintain existing housing or
provide additional.
Please consider these points, the draft EIR, its impacts on Palo Alto residents, and deny
Castilleja's plan.
Thank you,
Best,
Kathy Jordan
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kim Martin
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
Comments to Express Relative to Commission Meeting Tonight
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 7:17:15 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.
Greetings. My name is Kim Martin. I am a resident of Palo Alto, living on Churchill Avenue
a couple of blocks from Castilleja. I am unable to attend the meeting at City Hall this
evening due to a potentially communicable illness, so am writing this letter and sending it
via email instead - out of concern for others.
First, I would like to state a couple of things that I believe are wide-held community
beliefs….practically truths if you will….that I believe should not be used as political
pawns in the debate on Castilleja's proposals regarding enrollment or premises
construction. First, everyone in this community supports the education of women.
Full stop. Enough said. Second, everyone in this community also recognizes that
Castilleja will eventually have to cap its enrollment for its Palo Alto campus at
some number (probably not far from where it is at), and you can only do so much to a
physical space to wring more capacity out of it. Wherever the commission and the
community draw the those lines, the demand for a Castilleja education will continue to rise
and Castilleja will continue to be enticed by further expansion “creep.” This is a near
certainty. Castilleja has one of the strongest brands in girls’ education in the Bay Area and
perhaps even the state.
In my opinion, the reason that demand for a Castilleja education will continue to increase
has less to do with excellence in education and more to do about the affordability of living in
Palo Alto. Although I am near certain this dynamic is familiar to all of you, I will explain.
When a young family decides to move to the mid-peninsula and put down roots, they
evaluate communities based on a range of factors, the greatest of which appears to be the
reputation and rankings of its schools. There are many excellent communities and schools
in the area, but Palo Alto stands out above the rest primarily for the strength of its schools
throughout the district - a statistic I am particularly proud of having spent extraordinary
hours volunteering at, fundraising for, and otherwise supporting these schools and the
students who attend them. However, many if not most who consider moving to Palo
Alto choose instead to move to a more affordable (more house for the money)
neighboring community on the basis of proximity to Palo Alto and its resources, the
potential for moving in to Palo Alto at some point during their kids’ educational tenure, and
the potential for attending one of the fine private schools in the area. Most families who
make this decision learn that as the years go on, Palo Alto becomes even more expensive
relative to other communities, they learn that the communities where they live have higher
rates of community turnover and their community values fluctuate quickly, and that the
market for private schools, particularly upper schools is seeing a long-term surge
in demand.
It is my understanding that only somewhere around 25% of Castilleja students are from
Palo Alto. This makes sense to me, as the best education (for girls or boys) in this town, by
every measure, is at Gunn and Paly. I do not believe that Castilleja could fill its enrollment
capacity with students solely from Palo Alto if that were even a mandate, which it is not. I
do not think you could find 500 or so families in this town who would prefer to send their
daughters to Castilleja over Paly or Gunn, thus, Castilleja has and probably always will need
to expand its reach to communities beyond Palo Alto to round out its student body. I
believe this has far less to do with money than with choice in education. Palo Alto is an
extremely rich community overall. However, when families from other communities
are the reason behind proposed increases to enrollment and premises expansion,
the City of Palo Alto should take pause.
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Castilleja is not the first Palo Alto institution to face the challenge of growth within restricted
circumstances, but may have the most restrictions/considerations in recent memory,
something we should not let ourselves lose sight of. Many companies have started-up in
Palo Alto, only to outgrow the city. They often follow a path of “annex and later relocate to
a campus.” PAMF, on the other hand, is a very prominent example of expansion
success by annexation. PAMF grew wildly popular for patients outside this region due to
the high reputation of its providers and care. PAMF embraced annexation and now has a
seemingly unlimited number of locations. That expansion has not diluted the standard of
care at its core Palo Alto medical center. Many of the physicians affiliated with PAMF serve
multiple locations, allowing for a consistently high level of care across facilities. This is a
model that could be followed in education as well.
I believe that the best answer to Castilleja’s intent on growth would be to annex
and open a new campus on a site that is better situated for even more growth,
ideally to the south, say Mountain View or Sunnyvale, as the communities to the north
already have a high concentration of private schools. I expect that Mountain View would be
thrilled to support an annex. Back to one of my original points, Castilleja will ultimately
have to either annex or move. They appear to have adequate capital funds and endowment
to afford this at this time, but if we are shortsighted and allow extensive investment in the
Palo Alto location, they may not be able to afford this solution so readily in the future when
it is needed….because it will be needed.
I for one feel no moral obligation whatsoever to aid families from other
communities who send or would like to send their daughters to Castilleja. Palo Alto
citizens, particularly those like myself who live in the shadow of the school, would have to
bear the complete brunt of the expansion impact. This includes traffic congestion,
massively reduced street parking (I live on the south side of Churchill so cannot park in
front of my house anyway), debris, masses of random construction workers parking around,
eating lunch on the street curbs and in their cars…you know the picture I’m sure, but take a
typical house renovation street disruption and increase that tenfold. It’s almost frightening
to try and picture.
This would obviously be very different if Castilleja were situated in a less residentially dense
area, but I would argue that Castilleja never would have grown into the school it is now if it
had been initially located elsewhere. That’s just a fundamental aspect of school site
selection…the most appealing sights are where the people live, you will just
outgrow them at some point (not as likely if you are just serving the local
community, however). Even Stanford Medical Center, as a contrast to PAMF, had to
annex even though they had much more land to expand into. Annexation or relocation is
inevitable, so why wait. It would be best planned now.
If there end up being future community meetings on this topic, I hope to be able to attend.
In the interim, thank you very much for your consideration of my opinions.

Regards,

Kim Martin
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Date:

marcela millan
Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Support for Castilleja DEIR
Friday, August 16, 2019 6:05:38 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Good evening, my name is Marcela Millan. For the past six years we lived on the corner of
Embarcadero and Waverley and now live on Crescent Park. We have four children and our daughter
Sophie started at Castilleja last year. This letter is in support of the Castilleja Proposal and in
particular in support of the underground garage. We were happy to see that the DEIR confirmed
what we hoped. An underground garage will make room for higher quality open spaces and will
improve the aesthetics of our neighborhood. We believe it would make our neighborhood stronger as
it would make room for places where people can gather and form community while solving a host of
logistical and practical parking concerns. As we drive around our neighborhood we will not see
parked cars but open spaces and a beautiful building. We were also happy to learn that with the
proposed setback it would also improve bike safety on Bryant street which our kids use multiple
times daily to bike to school and soccer. Replacing the underground garage with surface level
parking would put cars on top and working spaces underground which to sounds absurd. We prefer
to see green beautiful spaces.
The report confirmed that an underground garage is consistent with an R-1 residential neighborhood
and moving cars below the ground not only makes logical sense but it will give our neighborhood
more open space.
As neighbors we appreciate how Castilleja remains committed to make adjustments to the project to
mitigate neighborhood impact.
We appreciate your time.
Thank you.

Marcela Millan and family
Sent from my iPhone
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Mary Rose
Planning Commission
Castilleja Remodel
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 4:01:00 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hello,
I am an almost 30 year resident of Palo Alto. We have raised 3 girls on Ramona Street, 2 of which
attended Castilleja. Our girls were at Castilleja when the only complaints at the time were a few
neighbors did not want cars parked in front of their house at all. Castilleja complied , made signs for
neighbors to block Castilleja students, staff, parents, etc. from parking there. Then as complaints
years later developed about traffic, they bent over backwards to pay for shuttles and require
students to walk, bike or carpool. The traffic and parking around the school is extremely limited at
present. Now, with Castilljea’s remodel plans, they would almost eliminate the street parking issue,
reduce their footprint and noise levels and also offer a neighborhood park on the corner. We do Not
object. We support their redevelopment plans and feel it will enhance our neighborhood. This is
especially true in contrast to the rental houses on Emerson near Embarcadero where there are
several run down houses with multiple cars parked in the lawns, random junk etc.
We support the remodel project. Let’s get this done, get the lawn signs on both sides down and get
on with more pressing matters we are facing in Palo Alto.
Mary Barton Rose
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To:
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Subject:
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Nelson Ng
Planning Commission; Lait, Jonathan
Council, City
Re: Comment on traffic study for Castilleja DEIR
Saturday, August 17, 2019 4:18:55 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Planning Director and Planning and Transportation Commission,
I notice that I omitted "weekend" in the following bullet point for item #3 below
-   The days that Castilleja have evening and weekday events
This bullet point should be "The days that Castilleja have evening and weekday and weekend
events"
Regards
Nelson

On Tuesday, August 13, 2019, 05:41:25 PM PDT, Nelson Ng <lofujai@ymail.com> wrote:

To the Planning Director and Planning and Transportation Commission,
   My name is Nelson Ng.   I live at 1260 Emerson Street directly across from the 1263 Emerson
Street known as the Lockey House that is owned by Castilleja School.
   I found that the DEIR published for Castilleja’s Expansion is incomplete and the basis for
analysis is fatally flawed. The baseline traffic study was based on only three days – January 26,
2017; May 16, 2017 and April 10, 2019. These days were mid-week and the data was based
on Castilleja’s self survey and vehicle counts. To provide a more accurate understanding of
the project and its impacts, what should be evaluated in the traffic study for Castilleja’s
proposed project are:
·      Current traffic counts for the full neighborhood (including nearby Palo Alto High School) for
a full week while Castilleja and Palo Alto High is in session. The traffic count should include
vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists, etc. This traffic count should be signed off by a Castilleja
official certifying that the count is accurate. Bicyclists, both adult commuters and school
children make up the majority of traffic on the Bryant street bike boulevard and should be
included.
·      Traffic should be counted (car and bike/pedestrians/other) for the full neighborhood for a
full week while
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o   Castilleja and Palo Alto High are in session.
o   Castilleja is not in session while Palo Alto High is in session.
o   Palo Alto High School is not in session while Castilleja is in session
·      All intersections within a half-mile to a mile radius, especially those with traffic signals need
to be included. Critical intersections missing are: Embarcadero/Waverley;
Embarcadero/Pedestrian crossing at Palo Alto High School; and Embarcadero Road/Town &
Country/Palo Alto High School Driveways.
In addition, the traffic study needs to address the construction traffic for the three-five years
of construction. The information in the report puts the responsibility on the future contractor
for construction routes, construction staging, and construction parking. The volume of
vehicles and the duration of the project warrant that a complete study, recommendations,
and mitigations for this work be presented in the EIR instead.
The traffic study also needs to include proposed projects such as the CalTrain rail crossing
project, the City of Palo Alto’s modifications to Embarcadero Road for bicyclists, etc.
From this baseline, the traffic report should be rewritten/resubmitted for review.
1.     The following 3 Alternatives are listed in the DEIR:
1: Staying with 415 students and no construction
2: 73% enrollment increase to 506 students and demolish two Single Family Home
to build an underground garage
3: 73% enrollment increase to 506 students and demolish one Single Family Home
to build an underground garage
This DEIR is incomplete because the Chapter 7 Transportation section did not analyze
impact of any enrollment increase option without an underground garage. This report
focuses on how to make the garage achievable by various means to mitigate the three
Significant but Unavoidable impacts. Instead, it should study other alternatives that
allows for a moderate enrollment increase (20% to 30%) without an underground
garage to address the traffic impacts such as satellite parking areas and splitting the
campus to provide a truly unbiased solutions for the community.
I am requesting this DEIR to provide the current impact of Castilleja comparing to
other streets listed to be included in item 3 below and to study the impact of an
alternative without an underground garage but using satellite parking for all students
being driven in with school shuttles running between the satellite parking lot and the

campus.
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2.     In page 7-12,
The peak hour is determined based on the actual traffic
volume data; it is defined by the City and Caltrans
guidance as the 60-minute period during which the
highest traffic volumes were observed. The peak period
for morning commute traffic is from 7:00 AM to 9:00AM;
… The school afternoon peak period occurs between 2:00
PM and 4:00 PM … The evening peak period, between 4:00
PM and 6:00 PM, …
The commute traffic has increased significantly in recent years. The peak period has
expanded. Therefore, the peak period study should be expanded to the following:
·      morning commute traffic 7:00AM to 10:00AM
·      evening commute traffic to 4:00pm to 7:30PM.
3.     The following is stated in page 7-13,
At the time of the existing conditions traffic counts
in January 2017, enrollment at Castilleja School was
438 students. Site-specific trip generation rates for
the AM, School PM, and PM peak hours were developed
based on driveway counts and adjusted based on results
from a student travel pattern survey. It is estimated
that the school site currently generates 352 vehicle
trips during the AM peak hour, 274 vehicle trips during
the School PM peak hour, and 176 vehicle trips during
the PM peak hour,
Site specific trip generation rates based on driveway counts and adjusted based on
results from a student travel pattern survey is problematic and will not yield accurate
results.   Students are routinely dropped off one to two blocks away from the campus.
For example, Castilleja students are routinely dropped off at the cul-de-sac on Melville
between Bryant and Waverley. Those traffic counts are not included in Castilleja’s count
of cars entering their parking lot. Student travel pattern survey is conjecture at best.  
During the March 2017 scoping letter input for the DEIR, I suggested the following study
criteria to establish a baseline. The data should be compared with traffic of “what is
allowable” for the Single Family R-1 neighborhood and not the existing condition. This
determines the TRUE impact of Castilleja traffic to its surrounding neighborhood. Some
surrounding neighbors have observed a 90% traffic reduction on days when Castilleja is
not in session while Palo Alto schools are still in session. Therefore, the study must
measure traffic impact with and without Castilleja in session. In addition, missing from
the study are the impacts of a hundred of Castilleja school events per school year
including evening and weekend events and the two summer camp sessions per year.   
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The following are a list of items the Traffic study must include
-   Castilleja in session while Palo Alto school in session

-   Castilleja school is out on holiday with no activities while Palo Alto school in
session
-   Palo Alto school holiday while Castilleja school in session
-   The days that Castilleja have evening and weekday events
-   During the summer, with and without Castilleja Summer School in session.
          All studies should be done on a weekly basis of 24x7 period and not just one day in
week to avoid missing significant traffic pattern changes for different days of the week.
Please see item #6 for the complete set of streets and intersections to be studied.
4.     Projects such as Grade Separation at Churchill and Alma, Stanford GUP expansion and bike
lane on Embarcadero Road will have major traffic impacts to this neighborhood. This study
must include the cumulative impact of Castilleja expansion along with these projects. This
study should show the impact of Castilleja expansion with the additional impact from each
project.
5.     The 3 to 5 years construction for this expansion project must be studied. We need to
understand what is the feasible for this neighborhood to handle with increase in traffic
created by the construction related machinery and staging.
6.     A number of streets and intersections that were submitted to be studied as part of the
March 2017 EIR Scoping comment are omitted in the DEIR study listed in page 7-5 to 7-7.
Please see attached update to Figure 7-1 and Figure 7-2. Please include them into the study
for the final EIR.
7.     In Page 7-30, Table 7-10 shows the following Daily Trips count for different number of
enrolled student scenarios.   This yields 2.74 Daily Trips per student for all 4 scenarios.   
Condition
Existing CUP
2017 Enrollment
2018 Enrollment
Proposed Project

# of Students
415
438
434
540

Daily Trips
1,135
1,198
1,187
1,477

In page 7-19, it stated “The existing ADT was determined based on 24-hour machine
counts conducted in January 2017 and September/October 2018”. Is the Daily Trips
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number for 2018 Enrollment Condition measured from Sept/Oct 2018 study or just
calculated using the rate for 2017 Enrollment. If it is measured, please explain how the
rates 2017 and 2018 are exactly the same? If it is calculated, please provide the actual
measured daily trip.
8.     In Table 7-4 of page 7-14, the following is car trips exiting the garage
-       AM Peak(7am to 9am): 199 (This works out to be 18.1sec per car)
-       School Peak PM(2pm to 4pm): 187 (This works out to be 19.3sec per car)
-       PM Peak(4pm to 6pm): 124 (This works out to be 29sec per car)
In table 7-12 of page 7-40, it estimates the following Delay time with this project at
Emerson right turn onto Embarcadero
-       AM Peak(7am to 9am): 24.7 sec (145.7 cars/hr)
-       School Peak PM(2pm to 4pm): 24 sec (150 cars/hr)
-       PM Peak(4pm to 6pm): 20.1 sec (179 cars/hr)
Majority of the morning drop-off traffic and afternoon pickup traffic will not be evenly
spread out during the 60 minutes period. Most traffic will appear within the 15
minutes before and after the bell. Therefore, the study should provide a the study of
the same traffic volume of within a 30 minutes window to calculate how many cars will
back up through the proposed garage onto Embarcadero from Bryant entrance due to
the delay of cars making a right turn from Emerson onto Embarcadero.
9.     The following claim regarding Castilleja expansion impact on bike safety is on page 7-29.
The project includes a reduction in total curb cut
driveways from eleven driveways … to six driveways …
The reduction in driveway curb cuts will improve
bicycle safety.
However, I am unable to find any traffic study data and analysis in the report to
substantiate this claim that significant traffic increases to the Bryant Street Bike
Boulevard by combining all incoming Castilleja traffic entering the proposed garage by
making a left turn from Embarcadero onto Bryant Street and then a right turn from
Bryant to enter the garage will not put Bike Boulevard users at risk. Bryant Street Bike
Safety Boulevard is one of the most used commute routes by PAUSD students biking to
school.   Castilleja auto traffic will be competing with the PAUSD students and other
adult commuters for the right of way to use this busy section of the Bike Boulevard
during the commute hour.    This study must include data and analysis on the potential
risk increase to PAUSD students and other bicyclists due to significant traffic increase
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during student commute hour. The study should include all previous traffic accidents
including bicyclists and use the data to project the potential of increase accidents by
the increased traffic.   Please refer to item 8, on the volume of Castilleja traffic should
not be averaged on a 60 minutes basis but rather concentrating on the 15 minutes
before and after the school session bell time.
The study should also include scenarios when cars are backed onto Bryant and
Embarcadero from the garage per study of item #8, the increase risk to the bicyclists
when cars are blocking the intersection of Bryant and Embarcadero or abandoning
entering the garage and competing with bicyclists to travel south on Bryant Street.
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Waverley Street from:
- Churchill Ave to Coleridge
- Coleridge to Lowell

Bryant Street from:
- Churchill to Coleridge
- Coleridge to Lowell

Emerson Street from:
- Churchill to Coleridge
- Coleridge to Lowell
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Churchill Avenue from:
- Embarcadero to Cowper
- Cowper to Waverley

Alma Street from
- Churchill to Coleridge
- Coleridge to Lowell
Lincoln Avenue from:
- Cowper to Waverley

Kingsley Avenue from:
- Cowper to Waverley

Melville Avenue from
- Cowper to Waverley
- Waverley to Embarcadero (cul-de-sac)

Embarcadero Road from
- Middlefield to Bryon
- Bryon to Webster
- Webster to Tasso
- Tasso to Cowper
- Cowper to Waverley

- Waverley to Bryant
- Bryant to Emerson
- Emerson to El Camino

Kellogg Avenue from:
- Alma to Emerson
- Emerson to Bryant
- Bryant to Waverley

Coleridge Avenue from:
- Alma to Emerson
- Emerson to Bryant
- Bryant to Waverley
- Waverley to Cowper

Lowell Avenue from:
- Alma to Emerson
- Emerson to Bryant
- Bryant to Waverley
- Waverley to Cowper

Cowper Street from
- Lincoln to Kingsley
- Kingsley to Melville
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- Melville to Kellogg
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- Kellogg to Embarcadero
- Embarcadero to Churchill
- Churchill to Coleridge
- Coleridge to Lowell

Sincerely
Nelson Ng
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To:
Subject:
Date:

RONALD OWES
Clerk, City; Planning Commission; Council, City
Castilleja Comments
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 2:41:55 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To the Planning Commission:
I am a licensed civil engineer who has practiced for decades on both small and large projects. I
am submitting comments on several elements of the Castilleja project and draft EIR after a
preliminary review.
In my opinion, a no action alternative is preferred due to the reduction in quality of life in this
single family location with impacts to storm water, water quality, noise, and additional loss of
neighborhood character.
In general, the project EIR appears to be a lot of boilerplate listing regulations of typical
projects with inadequate specific analyses. For example, I did not see any data on ambient
noise monitoring at the proposed site during different hours of the day, days of week nor times
of the year. On our residential street, Bryant, we hear little to no noise in the evening hours,
while Castilleja neighbors with 90+ events per year will experience extra noise every 3-4
days. These events will produce significant noise to the surrounding neighbors on both sides
of Embarcadero and possibly some distance. Years of construction noise including loud backup beepers, will impact the neighbors. As the PTC knows, Castilleja has a history of violating
their CUP for numbers of events as well as the number of students, so actual impacts are
difficult to determine.
GARAGE: During construction of the garage, ground water removal may be required and the
surrounding properties could be impacted if lowering adjacent property ground water levels
occurs, with potential structural damage to their property and landscaping. Long term, the
garage could impact ground water quality by oil and grease run off from the garage.
SURFACE WATER: Water percolation from the field to be built above the garage may
impact water flows and the entire project will affect the existing storm water conveyance
system. If it requires significant changes to existing facilities, this could be costly to the city.
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: The EIR exaggerates the attempts to fit into the
neighborhood. e.g.: the sound wall will be an eyesore and violates the fence height. The loss of
2 houses, even if one is just used for school events, to be replace by a gaping garage entrance
as well as the removal of mature trees will be a dramatic change in the character and
ambience of the neighborhood.
Ron Owes, PE
Bryant Street
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To:
Subject:
Date:

Hank Sousa
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
Aug 14 DEIR speech at PTC mtg
Thursday, August 15, 2019 9:15:04 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hello Chairman Riggs & fellow Commissioners
Hank Sousa

Melville Ave.

Addressing on-site parking, nearby street parking, shuttling and its bearing on
the proposed underground garage.
In Castilleja’s plans, on page G.032 they show on –site spaces as numbering 86.
When the school abides by its TDM we don’t have a parking problem.
I have a couple pictures with me- this first photo shows Emerson looking from
Melville to Kellogg showing “their” side of the street and the neighbors’ side.
There are 51 spaces ringing the streets around the school (Bryant, Kellogg,
Emerson). My experience has been parking enforcement has generally been
good on nearby streets although the residents of the 200 block of Kellogg are
not happy with the level of enforcement.
Next picture is of the 4 nearly new electric vans the school purchased about a
year ago. We neighbors feel with some additional vans and at least 2
designated sites for parents to drop off and pick up their girls (east and west
sides of town) that that is the future for most arrivals at the school.
Next photo shows the 2 nice homes (rental and Lockey ), backed by the stand
of threatened redwoods, which would be demolished and replaced by the
proposed underground garage exit. If built it would spew an additional 679 cars
onto this short block of Emerson, backing up to the garage exit as they wait to
make the dangerous right hand turn onto Embarcadero. I cite ch. 7, pages 20,
21 and 34 of the DEIR.
Finally, a large benefit would occur to both sides of this dispute if the garage
plans were withdrawn because the construction timetable would be shortened
by 18 months.
Thank you
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To:
Subject:
Date:

RONALD OWES
Clerk, City; Planning Commission; Council, City
Castilleja Comments
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 2:41:55 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To the Planning Commission:
I am a licensed civil engineer who has practiced for decades on both small and large projects. I
am submitting comments on several elements of the Castilleja project and draft EIR after a
preliminary review.
In my opinion, a no action alternative is preferred due to the reduction in quality of life in this
single family location with impacts to storm water, water quality, noise, and additional loss of
neighborhood character.
In general, the project EIR appears to be a lot of boilerplate listing regulations of typical
projects with inadequate specific analyses. For example, I did not see any data on ambient
noise monitoring at the proposed site during different hours of the day, days of week nor times
of the year. On our residential street, Bryant, we hear little to no noise in the evening hours,
while Castilleja neighbors with 90+ events per year will experience extra noise every 3-4
days. These events will produce significant noise to the surrounding neighbors on both sides
of Embarcadero and possibly some distance. Years of construction noise including loud backup beepers, will impact the neighbors. As the PTC knows, Castilleja has a history of violating
their CUP for numbers of events as well as the number of students, so actual impacts are
difficult to determine.
GARAGE: During construction of the garage, ground water removal may be required and the
surrounding properties could be impacted if lowering adjacent property ground water levels
occurs, with potential structural damage to their property and landscaping. Long term, the
garage could impact ground water quality by oil and grease run off from the garage.
SURFACE WATER: Water percolation from the field to be built above the garage may
impact water flows and the entire project will affect the existing storm water conveyance
system. If it requires significant changes to existing facilities, this could be costly to the city.
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: The EIR exaggerates the attempts to fit into the
neighborhood. e.g.: the sound wall will be an eyesore and violates the fence height. The loss of
2 houses, even if one is just used for school events, to be replace by a gaping garage entrance
as well as the removal of mature trees will be a dramatic change in the character and
ambience of the neighborhood.
Ron Owes, PE
Bryant Street
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JIM POPPY
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion; Council, City
Castilleja DEIR - Traffic delays for garage not based on any data
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 3:27:05 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Planning Commission,
In the Staff Report for tonight's meeting, page 9 states

The applicant is preparing a bicycle and pedestrian circulation plan, to complete the
Architectural Review application and ensure adequate, safe circulation for bicyclists
and pedestrians. The plan will indicate how the school
will prioritize active forms of transportation, and will describe access and parking.

This means that the DEIR statements about possible delays entering the garage are
no based on any actual traffic flow, but some other data, probably existing traffic
flows, which are one-way only on Bryant and Kellogg.

The DEIR must study this before it goes any further. This is crucial information that
has been overlooked.

Seems naive of the staff to assume that Castilleja's plan will "ensure adequate, safe
circulation."

Regards,
Jim Poppy
Melville Ave.
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Mary Rose
Planning Commission
Castilleja Remodel
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 4:01:00 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hello,
I am an almost 30 year resident of Palo Alto. We have raised 3 girls on Ramona Street, 2 of which
attended Castilleja. Our girls were at Castilleja when the only complaints at the time were a few
neighbors did not want cars parked in front of their house at all. Castilleja complied , made signs for
neighbors to block Castilleja students, staff, parents, etc. from parking there. Then as complaints
years later developed about traffic, they bent over backwards to pay for shuttles and require
students to walk, bike or carpool. The traffic and parking around the school is extremely limited at
present. Now, with Castilljea’s remodel plans, they would almost eliminate the street parking issue,
reduce their footprint and noise levels and also offer a neighborhood park on the corner. We do Not
object. We support their redevelopment plans and feel it will enhance our neighborhood. This is
especially true in contrast to the rental houses on Emerson near Embarcadero where there are
several run down houses with multiple cars parked in the lawns, random junk etc.
We support the remodel project. Let’s get this done, get the lawn signs on both sides down and get
on with more pressing matters we are facing in Palo Alto.
Mary Barton Rose
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To:
Cc:
Subject:
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Donald Drumright
Planning Commission
letters@paweekly.com; letters@padailypost.com
Castilleja
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 6:06:53 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________
>
> I am a 40 year resident of Old Palo Alto, not living in the immediate Castilleja neighborhood, but close enough to
have a pretty good idea what Castilleja’s proposed expansion plan will mean for this community. But first, let me
say that I have three adult daughters and value educational opportunity for women. I value the dynamic culture of
Palo Alto and accept that new developments are inevitable and often desirable.   BUT I do not support Castilleja’s
present plan.
>
> The EIR validates what we probably already knew: Embarcadero and surrounding streets will be adversely
impacted and disrupted by the greater density of traffic resulting both in the short term from the proposed major
construction and in the long term from an increase in Castilleja’s student population, most of whom will come from
outside of Palo Alto. Castilleja is a PRIVATE school that can expand in ANOTHER location if it chooses to do so.
Many educational institutions that started in Palo Alto have done just that. Neither the people who work and/or live
in Palo Alto - nor the children who travel by bike and on foot to Paly, Greene, and even Walter Hays - should be
adversely affected by Castilleja’s DESIRE to expand. Congestion on Embarcadero is already all too evident and
inevitably will increase due to Stanford’s continuing expansion plans and the growth of business in our town. Please
do not let Castilleja’s expansion add to this already difficult situation.
>
> Castilleja’s “100 year legacy” is a poor reason to support a grandiose development adverse to the immediate
neighborhood and broader community. Today’s reality is that only 25% of Castilleja students are Palo Alto
residents. I do support a reasonable plan of modernizing current facilities, but increasing the student population by
30% (most of whom likely would come from outside Palo Alto and need transportation to the school), creating an
underground garage, and changing dramatically the character of the neighborhood by tearing down nearby homes
and stately trees is not anything I or this community can or should support.
>
> Donald Drumright
>
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Suzanne Keehn
Planning Commission
Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Castilleja
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 2:52:07 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To the Palo Alto Planning Commission,

Castilleja DEIR Identifies “significant and
unavoidable” impacts to the community — impacts
that cannot be mitigated and will only compound
over time
This one line says it all. The school has not followed many of the city's or
school board mandates over the years, adding more students than they
were legally supposed to
have. Yes, it is a high quality school, mostly students from very well off
families, but that
should not automatically give them permission to exceed their enrollment.
Also the neighborhood has already had to experience excess traffic, noise
from too many events at the school in the evening etc.
It is time when neighborhoods, citizens, residents of this city be listened to
and given the
right to influence the decisions that are made. Many times, in many areas
this has not
been so. I know that you all have received the points that the Neighbors
have raised. They are all important to make a fair and just decision. NO 5
is the most important, and I believe that all of us would answer NO to that
question.
Suzanne Keehn
4076 Orme St.
94306
THERE IS NO COMMUNITY BENEFIT TO CASTILLEJA’S EXPANSION
EFFORT !

BELOW ARE KEY IMPACTS TO PALO ALTO FROM THIS EXPANSION PLAN:
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1. 30% Student Enrollment Increase
Castilleja sits on just over 6 acres in a R-1 residential area. In a request to expand
and amend their Conditional Use Permit, the school has requested a 30% increase in
enrollment, making it by far the most densely packed school in Palo Alto, public or
private, yet only 25% of its students are from Palo Alto. Neighbors support
modernization and a limited enrollment increase.
2. Significant Traffic Impacts to Embarcadero, Alma and Neighborhood Streets
The DEIR states that there are “significant and unavoidable” traffic impacts from this
project. That means the impacts cannot be mitigated. Impacts on Embarcadero and
Alma will continue to compound over time.
3. Demolition of Homes, Underground Garage, Threat to Cyclists
Castilleja proposes to demolish 2 homes to be replaced by an underground garage,
changing the face and character of Emerson Street. Cars entering and exiting the
garage would clog neighborhood streets, jeopardize cyclists on the Bryant Street bike
boulevard, and further cause delays on Embarcadero.
The school has shown that when they abide by their transportation management
plan, an underground garage is unnecessary. An industrial-style underground garage
and the cars it would attract is incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
4. Removal of mature oaks and redwoods; loss of canopy for at least 30 years.
Mature redwoods and oak trees are protected, but the school wants City Council to
declare there are overriding benefits to the project.
5. Precedent-Setting Project for Palo Alto Neighborhoods
If this project is approved, what does this mean for Palo Alto’s
neighborhoods? Would YOU want a commercial underground garage exit
across from your home and 5 years of construction?
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Kim Martin
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
Comments to Express Relative to Commission Meeting Tonight
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 7:17:15 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.
Greetings. My name is Kim Martin. I am a resident of Palo Alto, living on Churchill Avenue
a couple of blocks from Castilleja. I am unable to attend the meeting at City Hall this
evening due to a potentially communicable illness, so am writing this letter and sending it
via email instead - out of concern for others.
First, I would like to state a couple of things that I believe are wide-held community
beliefs….practically truths if you will….that I believe should not be used as political
pawns in the debate on Castilleja's proposals regarding enrollment or premises
construction. First, everyone in this community supports the education of women.
Full stop. Enough said. Second, everyone in this community also recognizes that
Castilleja will eventually have to cap its enrollment for its Palo Alto campus at
some number (probably not far from where it is at), and you can only do so much to a
physical space to wring more capacity out of it. Wherever the commission and the
community draw the those lines, the demand for a Castilleja education will continue to rise
and Castilleja will continue to be enticed by further expansion “creep.” This is a near
certainty. Castilleja has one of the strongest brands in girls’ education in the Bay Area and
perhaps even the state.
In my opinion, the reason that demand for a Castilleja education will continue to increase
has less to do with excellence in education and more to do about the affordability of living in
Palo Alto. Although I am near certain this dynamic is familiar to all of you, I will explain.
When a young family decides to move to the mid-peninsula and put down roots, they
evaluate communities based on a range of factors, the greatest of which appears to be the
reputation and rankings of its schools. There are many excellent communities and schools
in the area, but Palo Alto stands out above the rest primarily for the strength of its schools
throughout the district - a statistic I am particularly proud of having spent extraordinary
hours volunteering at, fundraising for, and otherwise supporting these schools and the
students who attend them. However, many if not most who consider moving to Palo
Alto choose instead to move to a more affordable (more house for the money)
neighboring community on the basis of proximity to Palo Alto and its resources, the
potential for moving in to Palo Alto at some point during their kids’ educational tenure, and
the potential for attending one of the fine private schools in the area. Most families who
make this decision learn that as the years go on, Palo Alto becomes even more expensive
relative to other communities, they learn that the communities where they live have higher
rates of community turnover and their community values fluctuate quickly, and that the
market for private schools, particularly upper schools is seeing a long-term surge
in demand.
It is my understanding that only somewhere around 25% of Castilleja students are from
Palo Alto. This makes sense to me, as the best education (for girls or boys) in this town, by
every measure, is at Gunn and Paly. I do not believe that Castilleja could fill its enrollment
capacity with students solely from Palo Alto if that were even a mandate, which it is not. I
do not think you could find 500 or so families in this town who would prefer to send their
daughters to Castilleja over Paly or Gunn, thus, Castilleja has and probably always will need
to expand its reach to communities beyond Palo Alto to round out its student body. I
believe this has far less to do with money than with choice in education. Palo Alto is an
extremely rich community overall. However, when families from other communities
are the reason behind proposed increases to enrollment and premises expansion,
the City of Palo Alto should take pause.
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Castilleja is not the first Palo Alto institution to face the challenge of growth within restricted
circumstances, but may have the most restrictions/considerations in recent memory,
something we should not let ourselves lose sight of. Many companies have started-up in
Palo Alto, only to outgrow the city. They often follow a path of “annex and later relocate to
a campus.” PAMF, on the other hand, is a very prominent example of expansion
success by annexation. PAMF grew wildly popular for patients outside this region due to
the high reputation of its providers and care. PAMF embraced annexation and now has a
seemingly unlimited number of locations. That expansion has not diluted the standard of
care at its core Palo Alto medical center. Many of the physicians affiliated with PAMF serve
multiple locations, allowing for a consistently high level of care across facilities. This is a
model that could be followed in education as well.
I believe that the best answer to Castilleja’s intent on growth would be to annex
and open a new campus on a site that is better situated for even more growth,
ideally to the south, say Mountain View or Sunnyvale, as the communities to the north
already have a high concentration of private schools. I expect that Mountain View would be
thrilled to support an annex. Back to one of my original points, Castilleja will ultimately
have to either annex or move. They appear to have adequate capital funds and endowment
to afford this at this time, but if we are shortsighted and allow extensive investment in the
Palo Alto location, they may not be able to afford this solution so readily in the future when
it is needed….because it will be needed.
I for one feel no moral obligation whatsoever to aid families from other
communities who send or would like to send their daughters to Castilleja. Palo Alto
citizens, particularly those like myself who live in the shadow of the school, would have to
bear the complete brunt of the expansion impact. This includes traffic congestion,
massively reduced street parking (I live on the south side of Churchill so cannot park in
front of my house anyway), debris, masses of random construction workers parking around,
eating lunch on the street curbs and in their cars…you know the picture I’m sure, but take a
typical house renovation street disruption and increase that tenfold. It’s almost frightening
to try and picture.
This would obviously be very different if Castilleja were situated in a less residentially dense
area, but I would argue that Castilleja never would have grown into the school it is now if it
had been initially located elsewhere. That’s just a fundamental aspect of school site
selection…the most appealing sights are where the people live, you will just
outgrow them at some point (not as likely if you are just serving the local
community, however). Even Stanford Medical Center, as a contrast to PAMF, had to
annex even though they had much more land to expand into. Annexation or relocation is
inevitable, so why wait. It would be best planned now.
If there end up being future community meetings on this topic, I hope to be able to attend.
In the interim, thank you very much for your consideration of my opinions.

Regards,

Kim Martin
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Irene Au
Planning Commission
I support Castilleja
Thursday, August 15, 2019 9:36:04 AM
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Dear Planning & Transportation Commission,
I regret I did not have a chance to share my remarks with you at the meeting last night but
appreciate the opportunity to be heard now. I live in Evergreen Park in Palo Alto; my two
daughters have attended Castilleja since 6th grade, and my elder daughter is expected to
graduate this year. I would like to address the suggestion that Castilleja separates its middle
school and high school instead of expanding the campus.
My older daughter was a shy, introverted 6th grader who entered Castilleja without knowing
anyone there. By seeing high schoolers on campus, she was inspired by her elder peers. They
gave her a vision for what she could do, how to behave, who she could become.
As she entered Upper School, she began to love the things that make her uniquely her, because
the Middle School kids appreciate these qualities in her.
As an upperclassman, she gives back to the Middle School by serving as a teaching assistant
for MS art class -- other students might coach an MS athletic team, or become a peer tutor). As
these students teach, coach, and mentor the younger students, their own understanding
deepens, their communication skills develop, their confidence grows. These experiences
prepare the students to launch into the world as capable, compassionate, contributing citizens
of the world.
Housing Middle School and the Upper School on the same campus brings tangible and
intangible benefits to individuals, the community, and the learning environment at the school.
It is what helps shape Casti students into the fine young women they become, and is an
essential part of the student experience that makes Castilleja’s educational offering special.  
Someone last night claimed that Castilleja has no benefit to the community, which I strongly
dispute. The "community" Castilleja serves goes beyond the immediate physical
neighborhood. The school benefits all past, current, and future families, it benefits the
employees there, and it benefits society by bringing best in class education to young women.
I am a 20 year resident of Palo Alto and, like everyone else here, am exhausted by the traffic
and parking issues in the city. Yet, if the city does not support Casti’s expansion plans, the
traffic and parking issues will not go away. I urge you to support Casti’s desire to increase
enrollment; doing so would allow the school to scale their programs more effectively and
benefit more kids (for example, my daughter's Chinese class will only have two students -- a
shame that Casti cannot have more kids in those seats!).
Sincerely,
Irene Au
Oxford Ave
Palo Alto
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
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Aug 14, 2019                                                 Speaker: Andie Reed
Thank you, Planning Commissioners, for your hard work on this
project. I am Andie Reed, and I live at160 Melville Avenue.
The legislative intent of CEQA declares the maintenance of a
quality environment for the people now and in the future is a
matter of statewide concern; further the state should take all
action necessary to provide enjoyment, aesthetic, natural, scenic
and historical environmental qualities (sections 21000 and 21001).
I find many areas of inconsistency with these goals in this report.
In Chapter 3 – Project Description, it is important to point out that
the project site includes two residential lots where currently
houses, surrounded by stands of oaks and redwoods exist, owned
by the Castilleja Foundation. However, they are NOT a part of the
school. This Report infers differently, states that the proposed site is
fully developed with Castilleja school facilities, and makes
presumptions that variances and other exceptions will be
approved, which process has not even begun yet.
SLIDE ONE – Short Block of Emerson (att’d)
The green outlines the residences, and the red outlines the school
property. The red stripes indicate the two residential lots the
school proposes to subsume into school property. The Lockey
House was a residence for 100 years, until the current
administration. To demolish these two houses and merge these
lots into the school increases Castilleja Foundation’s tax-exempt
school site at the demise of a neighborhood residential block.
Chapter 12 – the Cultural Resources section studies the Castilleja
owned buildings for historical importance, but does not study the
surrounding blocks for historic context. Houses across the street in
the short block of Emerson pre-date the Lockey House. Physical
and visual changes to land-use affects this district. Dudek needs
to study the “Area of Potential Effects (APE)” of the district per
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National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106.
Chapter 5 – Aesthetics

The DEIR states that the Emerson Street frontage would
experience a great degree of change in conditions because of
demolishing houses, including the 100 yr old Lockey house.
However, it concludes that these changes would not substantially
alter the visual character of the site and would “continue to
present the character of a school campus”. Again, those houses
are not on a school campus, they are on a residential block.
Would a reasonable observer come to these same conclusions?
SLIDES (att’d):
This is a slide of the overview; please note all the trees over the
area slated to be demolished.
Here is a photograph of the two houses on the chopping block;
this is the Lockey house beautifully surrounded by trees.
This is an underground garage exit. It is not the one planned, I
hope, but the school has declined for 3 years to let us in on what
is planned.
None of the citizens in the surrounding area were interviewed
about whether they would prefer to have 2 lovely homes,
surrounded by trees, in their residential neighborhood or would
they prefer an underground garage exit and streams of cars.
In impact 4-2, “Land Use Incompatibility”, which Dudek
determines is significant and unavoidable, the report uses as a
mitigation the frequency and size of events held by the school.
This is misleading, as neighbors have continuously over the last
years, brought to the attention of the City Council, City staff, and
Castilleja school officials at many meetings that the current CUP
allows 5 major events and several other events (quote from the
conditions of approval in the current CUP). The school has 100
events, disrupting the neighborhood with traffic and non-stop
activity at and around the school. Previous Planning Director
Gitelman stated in a letter to the school that the City did not
agree with the school’s interpretation of this Condition of
Approval. The school countered by saying they will reduce events
to 90. Using this “reduction” as a mitigation indicates that Dudek
has not read the current CUP or done any study of the issue, as
Dudek’s mitigation in 4a is lifted from the narrative provided by
the applicant in their Master Plan.
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I request the preparer explain how the school asking for 90 events
when they are limited to a much smaller number qualifies as
mitigation to Land Use Incompatibility.
SLIDE (att'd): 7-1-19 current sq ftg vs. 6/30/16 current sq ftg

Table 4-2 shows that the proposed project would come in at a
floor area ratio (.41) which significantly exceeds that which is
allowed in large lots in R-1 zoned neighborhoods (.30). It
erroneously does not include in FAR an underground garage, with
50,500 square feet, which counts toward FAR in a residential
district operating under a Conditional Use Permit (PAMC
18.12.060(e)) bringing the FAR to .58. The report’s “Zoning
Ordinance Analysis” concludes there is no conflict with City
standards. That is clearly not the case. Dudek needs to describe
how non-compliance with the Muni Code does not conflict with
City standards.
Table 3—1 shows current square footage conditions in 2019 of
122,300. The same chart supplied to the City of Palo Alto by
Castilleja with its initial application in June 2016, page 6 of the
Master Plan, shows sq ftg is 105,700 (see attachment). How can
that be, you ask?
I’ve drilled down on the numbers, and the difference is an attic
and pool equipmt shed thrown into the mix to increase the
square footage starting point. The reason this is concerning is
because there are statements made THROUGHOUT this
document that the school is decreasing above grade square
footage, and that can’t be supported. These numbers don’t add
up.
I request the preparer correct erroneous statements that the
proposal decreases square footage compared to current square
footage.
Finally, Castilleja purchased many residences on the 200 block of
Melville in past decades, and in 1992, applied for the City of Palo
Alto to abandon that street to the school, which the City Council
approved. This resulted in an increase of land becoming school
property at no cost to the school, but at a loss of public space,
biking and walking access to Embarcadero. What did the
community get in exchange for this deal? The current proposal
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will increase their school property site by merging residential lots
into the school, which results in the City of Palo Alto losing housing
and losing property tax revenue, the neighbors losing their
residential block of Emerson, unmitigable impacts to those of us
who live here 24/7, at NO cost to the school. How does this
benefit the City of Palo Alto?
SLIDE 3: No garage (att’d)
The logical Alternative for the school would be:
No garage; leave residential block of Emerson Street intact.
Yes modernize, upgrade, re-build classrooms.
Limit enrollment.
Thank you.

-Andie Reed
Melville Ave
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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To:
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Kathy Jordan
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion; Council, City
Re: public comment - Castileja draft EIR Thursday, August 15, 2019 11:46:03 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To piggyback onto my previous remarks,
I see no reason that Castilleja cannot continue to fulfill its mission to educate young women
with its current configuration. Any assertion to the contrary is a false choice.
If proximity to Stanford is so important to Castilleja, and expanding elsewhere is thus not an
option due to this need to have proximity to Stanford, then perhaps it should consider giving
up its expansion plans and simply renovate.  
Thanks.
Kathy Jordan
On Wed, Aug 14, 2019 at 3:20 PM Kathy Jordan <kjordan114wh@gmail.com> wrote:
Planning Commission members and City Council:
As a community member, I would like to see traffic congestion eased in the community, not
increased. The Draft EIR for the proposed Castilleja project states that one lane of
Embarcadero Road would be needed for years while construction progressed. This is
unworkable for our community. Many of us in the community need to use Embarcadero for
school, work, shopping, to reach Paly, and so on. Many people are employed at Stanford as
well, and use Embarcadero to commute back and forth. The impact on the community is
unworkable.
According to the Draft EIR, Castilleja plans to use egress into its planned underground
garage on Bryant Street. There is very little space for those traveling west on Embarcadero
Road turning left into Bryant - maybe three cars can fit into that left turn lane on
Embarcadero. Perhaps more than just three cars on Embarcadero will want to turn left onto
Bryant to reach that garage entrance to make it to school on time. There is also a very short
run up from Embarcadero to the egress location into the underground garage. It is quite
possible that there will be backups going into that garage from everyone trying to get in it at
the same time, which due to the short run from Embarcadero to the entrance of the garage
could cause backups ON Embarcadero, BOTH those traveling east on Embarcadero and
turning right onto Bryant, AND those heading west on Embarcadero Rd and turning left
onto Bryant St to enter the garage. This is also unworkable for our community --- to have
possible backups spilling onto Embarcadero road and jamming up this commute route and
connector to PAHS.
Castilleja, according to a local media article, has been a scofflaw for two decades, violating
its City use permit repeatedly for its own gain, and apparently is currently over enrolled this
school year, again violating its use permit. Why would the City of Palo Alto want to reward
those who violate its codes by providing them public benefits --- and instead inflict pain and
negative environmental impact upon its own community?
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Denial of its project will not affect Castilleja's ability to continue to educate young women
at their existing facility. Castilleja can also choose to expand elsewhere in a separate
facility.
Given 75% of Castileja's students are not Palo Alto residents, won't building a garage and
expanding the student and teacher base encourage more automobile usage and traffic? This
is not a benefit to the residents of Palo Alto, but a negative impact.
Also, given Castilleja seeks to bring more students, and presumably more teacher employees
to teach those students, won't Castilleja also need to provide mitigation for housing
assistance monies or beds to the City of Palo Alto, as other local employers are being
pressured to do by the City of Palo Alto's council members? In fact, Castilleja plans to
actually remove housing as part of its project, rather than maintain existing housing or
provide additional.
Please consider these points, the draft EIR, its impacts on Palo Alto residents, and deny
Castilleja's plan.
Thank you,
Best,
Kathy Jordan
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Kathy Jordan
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion; Council, City
public comment - Castileja draft EIR Wednesday, August 14, 2019 3:20:30 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Planning Commission members and City Council:
As a community member, I would like to see traffic congestion eased in the community, not
increased. The Draft EIR for the proposed Castilleja project states that one lane of
Embarcadero Road would be needed for years while construction progressed. This is
unworkable for our community. Many of us in the community need to use Embarcadero for
school, work, shopping, to reach Paly, and so on. Many people are employed at Stanford as
well, and use Embarcadero to commute back and forth. The impact on the community is
unworkable.
According to the Draft EIR, Castilleja plans to use egress into its planned underground garage
on Bryant Street. There is very little space for those traveling west on Embarcadero Road
turning left into Bryant - maybe three cars can fit into that left turn lane on Embarcadero.
Perhaps more than just three cars on Embarcadero will want to turn left onto Bryant to reach
that garage entrance to make it to school on time. There is also a very short run up from
Embarcadero to the egress location into the underground garage. It is quite possible that there
will be backups going into that garage from everyone trying to get in it at the same time,
which due to the short run from Embarcadero to the entrance of the garage could cause
backups ON Embarcadero, BOTH those traveling east on Embarcadero and turning right onto
Bryant, AND those heading west on Embarcadero Rd and turning left onto Bryant St to enter
the garage. This is also unworkable for our community --- to have possible backups spilling
onto Embarcadero road and jamming up this commute route and connector to PAHS.
Castilleja, according to a local media article, has been a scofflaw for two decades, violating its
City use permit repeatedly for its own gain, and apparently is currently over enrolled this
school year, again violating its use permit. Why would the City of Palo Alto want to reward
those who violate its codes by providing them public benefits --- and instead inflict pain and
negative environmental impact upon its own community?
Denial of its project will not affect Castilleja's ability to continue to educate young women at
their existing facility. Castilleja can also choose to expand elsewhere in a separate facility.
Given 75% of Castileja's students are not Palo Alto residents, won't building a garage and
expanding the student and teacher base encourage more automobile usage and traffic? This is
not a benefit to the residents of Palo Alto, but a negative impact.
Also, given Castilleja seeks to bring more students, and presumably more teacher employees
to teach those students, won't Castilleja also need to provide mitigation for housing assistance
monies or beds to the City of Palo Alto, as other local employers are being pressured to do by
the City of Palo Alto's council members? In fact, Castilleja plans to actually remove housing
as part of its project, rather than maintain existing housing or provide additional.
Please consider these points, the draft EIR, its impacts on Palo Alto residents, and deny

Castilleja's plan.
Thank you,
Best,
Kathy Jordan
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Hank Sousa
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
sloppy DEIR or hope for PNQL?
Thursday, August 15, 2019 11:43:29 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking on links.
Dear Commissioners:
Thank you for hosting a long, but interesting, night on August 14th.
Several of us have been reading the DEIR prepared for Castilleja school and we are coming across a pattern of sloppiness and bias towards the
applicant. The subject of alternatives is looked at in some detail in three sections.
Chapter 1 of the Executive Summary: Alternative #2 on page 6 does not mention the underground garage.
Chapter 2 of the Introduction: Alternative #2 on page 6 does mention the underground garage.
Chapter 13 of Alternatives: Alternative #2 on page 5 does not mention the underground garage.
Initially I was cautiously optimistic that this was the school's way of letting the neighbors now they are willing to start looking at compromise. However,
perhaps the preparers of the document assumed the readers would know the garage was always implied. It is just confusing so would you be able to
clarify if Alternative #2 does or does not contain the underground garage? Our group, PNQL, is certainly ready to discuss compromise on several issues
if the garage facility is removed from the plan. Perhaps you can suggest, in your findings, that each side should give something.
Near the close of the meeting Commissioner Lauing mentioned "Alternative 1a" and that is somewhat encouraging. With the garage removed from the
plans, and other buildings renovated, the construction timetable would be greatly shortened. You might suggest the school be able to demo and replace
the building that is currently an old dormitory, so they can enjoy some brand new classrooms. Then suggest a moderate increase in enrollment (perhaps
8% as that is what they were allowed in the year 2000 when the current CUP went into effect.
Thank you,
Hank Sousa

Reply

Forward
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Kathy Jordan
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion; Council, City
public comment - Castileja draft EIR Wednesday, August 14, 2019 3:20:30 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Planning Commission members and City Council:
As a community member, I would like to see traffic congestion eased in the community, not
increased. The Draft EIR for the proposed Castilleja project states that one lane of
Embarcadero Road would be needed for years while construction progressed. This is
unworkable for our community. Many of us in the community need to use Embarcadero for
school, work, shopping, to reach Paly, and so on. Many people are employed at Stanford as
well, and use Embarcadero to commute back and forth. The impact on the community is
unworkable.
According to the Draft EIR, Castilleja plans to use egress into its planned underground garage
on Bryant Street. There is very little space for those traveling west on Embarcadero Road
turning left into Bryant - maybe three cars can fit into that left turn lane on Embarcadero.
Perhaps more than just three cars on Embarcadero will want to turn left onto Bryant to reach
that garage entrance to make it to school on time. There is also a very short run up from
Embarcadero to the egress location into the underground garage. It is quite possible that there
will be backups going into that garage from everyone trying to get in it at the same time,
which due to the short run from Embarcadero to the entrance of the garage could cause
backups ON Embarcadero, BOTH those traveling east on Embarcadero and turning right onto
Bryant, AND those heading west on Embarcadero Rd and turning left onto Bryant St to enter
the garage. This is also unworkable for our community --- to have possible backups spilling
onto Embarcadero road and jamming up this commute route and connector to PAHS.
Castilleja, according to a local media article, has been a scofflaw for two decades, violating its
City use permit repeatedly for its own gain, and apparently is currently over enrolled this
school year, again violating its use permit. Why would the City of Palo Alto want to reward
those who violate its codes by providing them public benefits --- and instead inflict pain and
negative environmental impact upon its own community?
Denial of its project will not affect Castilleja's ability to continue to educate young women at
their existing facility. Castilleja can also choose to expand elsewhere in a separate facility.
Given 75% of Castileja's students are not Palo Alto residents, won't building a garage and
expanding the student and teacher base encourage more automobile usage and traffic? This is
not a benefit to the residents of Palo Alto, but a negative impact.
Also, given Castilleja seeks to bring more students, and presumably more teacher employees
to teach those students, won't Castilleja also need to provide mitigation for housing assistance
monies or beds to the City of Palo Alto, as other local employers are being pressured to do by
the City of Palo Alto's council members? In fact, Castilleja plans to actually remove housing
as part of its project, rather than maintain existing housing or provide additional.
Please consider these points, the draft EIR, its impacts on Palo Alto residents, and deny

Castilleja's plan.
Thank you,
Best,
Kathy Jordan
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Suzanne Keehn
Planning Commission
Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Castilleja
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 2:52:07 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To the Palo Alto Planning Commission,

Castilleja DEIR Identifies “significant and
unavoidable” impacts to the community — impacts
that cannot be mitigated and will only compound
over time
This one line says it all. The school has not followed many of the city's or
school board mandates over the years, adding more students than they
were legally supposed to
have. Yes, it is a high quality school, mostly students from very well off
families, but that
should not automatically give them permission to exceed their enrollment.
Also the neighborhood has already had to experience excess traffic, noise
from too many events at the school in the evening etc.
It is time when neighborhoods, citizens, residents of this city be listened to
and given the
right to influence the decisions that are made. Many times, in many areas
this has not
been so. I know that you all have received the points that the Neighbors
have raised. They are all important to make a fair and just decision. NO 5
is the most important, and I believe that all of us would answer NO to that
question.
Suzanne Keehn
Orme St.
94306
THERE IS NO COMMUNITY BENEFIT TO CASTILLEJA’S EXPANSION
EFFORT !

BELOW ARE KEY IMPACTS TO PALO ALTO FROM THIS EXPANSION PLAN:
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1. 30% Student Enrollment Increase
Castilleja sits on just over 6 acres in a R-1 residential area. In a request to expand
and amend their Conditional Use Permit, the school has requested a 30% increase in
enrollment, making it by far the most densely packed school in Palo Alto, public or
private, yet only 25% of its students are from Palo Alto. Neighbors support
modernization and a limited enrollment increase.
2. Significant Traffic Impacts to Embarcadero, Alma and Neighborhood Streets
The DEIR states that there are “significant and unavoidable” traffic impacts from this
project. That means the impacts cannot be mitigated. Impacts on Embarcadero and
Alma will continue to compound over time.
3. Demolition of Homes, Underground Garage, Threat to Cyclists
Castilleja proposes to demolish 2 homes to be replaced by an underground garage,
changing the face and character of Emerson Street. Cars entering and exiting the
garage would clog neighborhood streets, jeopardize cyclists on the Bryant Street bike
boulevard, and further cause delays on Embarcadero.
The school has shown that when they abide by their transportation management
plan, an underground garage is unnecessary. An industrial-style underground garage
and the cars it would attract is incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
4. Removal of mature oaks and redwoods; loss of canopy for at least 30 years.
Mature redwoods and oak trees are protected, but the school wants City Council to
declare there are overriding benefits to the project.
5. Precedent-Setting Project for Palo Alto Neighborhoods
If this project is approved, what does this mean for Palo Alto’s
neighborhoods? Would YOU want a commercial underground garage exit
across from your home and 5 years of construction?
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RONALD OWES
Clerk, City; Planning Commission; Council, City
Castilleja Comments
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 2:41:55 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To the Planning Commission:
I am a licensed civil engineer who has practiced for decades on both small and large projects. I
am submitting comments on several elements of the Castilleja project and draft EIR after a
preliminary review.
In my opinion, a no action alternative is preferred due to the reduction in quality of life in this
single family location with impacts to storm water, water quality, noise, and additional loss of
neighborhood character.
In general, the project EIR appears to be a lot of boilerplate listing regulations of typical
projects with inadequate specific analyses. For example, I did not see any data on ambient
noise monitoring at the proposed site during different hours of the day, days of week nor times
of the year. On our residential street, Bryant, we hear little to no noise in the evening hours,
while Castilleja neighbors with 90+ events per year will experience extra noise every 3-4
days. These events will produce significant noise to the surrounding neighbors on both sides
of Embarcadero and possibly some distance. Years of construction noise including loud backup beepers, will impact the neighbors. As the PTC knows, Castilleja has a history of violating
their CUP for numbers of events as well as the number of students, so actual impacts are
difficult to determine.
GARAGE: During construction of the garage, ground water removal may be required and the
surrounding properties could be impacted if lowering adjacent property ground water levels
occurs, with potential structural damage to their property and landscaping. Long term, the
garage could impact ground water quality by oil and grease run off from the garage.
SURFACE WATER: Water percolation from the field to be built above the garage may
impact water flows and the entire project will affect the existing storm water conveyance
system. If it requires significant changes to existing facilities, this could be costly to the city.
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: The EIR exaggerates the attempts to fit into the
neighborhood. e.g.: the sound wall will be an eyesore and violates the fence height. The loss of
2 houses, even if one is just used for school events, to be replace by a gaping garage entrance
as well as the removal of mature trees will be a dramatic change in the character and
ambience of the neighborhood.
Ron Owes, PE
Bryant Street
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Mary Jo Pruitt
Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
I Support Castilleja!
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 1:53:36 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To Whom It May Concern,
My name is Mary Jo and I live on Stanford campus, along El Camino. I am writing to let you
know that I support Castilleja's application to educate more young women, modernize the
campus, and return their impact on the neighborhood.
I appreciate the DEIR's findings in support of Castilleja's plans, and you look forward to
learning about how the impacts due to the redistribution of traffic can be resolved.
Additionally, I would love to mention that the new campus design is more compatible
with the surrounding residential neighborhoods; LEED Platinum Environmental
measures surpass Palo Alto’s sustainability goals; the underground garage preferred
over surface parking to increase green space; and the DEIR proposes further steps to
allow for increased enrollment without increasing daily trips to campus.
Thank you for allowing me the space to share my support.
Best,
Mary Jo
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Anna Verwillow
Planning Commission
I Support Castilleja
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 12:36:38 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hello,
I grew up a few blocks from Castilleja and attending the school for seven years. I stayed in the
area, just graduating from Stanford this past June, and come home frequently enough. I ended
up missing most of the struggle between the school and the neighbors by graduating in 2015,
only having a few years at the end of high school with increased parking restrictions. That
meant I then mainly learned of the extent of the issue when yard signs saying "Block Castilleja
Expansion" or "Put Your Project On Hold and Start a Conversation with the Neighbors"
(seemingly more moderate but in the same font as the former) cropped up over the last few
years. And they cropped up not just in the surrounding area but literally all over Palo Alto; I
don't see what impact this issue would have with residents in the extended Palo Alto area.
Castilleja has listened to every one of the concerns voiced by the neighborhood (immediate
and beyond) and incorporated all of the feedback into a thoughtful and well-laid out proposal.
It has been so many years of making changes in plans and including delays to accumulate
more feedback. We park on the grass field during school events instead of in the neighborhood
—that to me is such a clear demonstration of thought and effort from the entire community. I
almost start to worry that it's an issue of sexism, that the women's school is being kind but that
people continue push around the girls' school. Paly increased enrollment to no comment and
Stanford has huge housing projects proposed that the county is worried about but the
neighbors are not. Why have they singled out Castilleja?
I meant to write a couple sentences, show support, but this topic is unfortunately divisive. My
response has been brewing for years because I now feel alienated from my community, like
they are targeting me or like they don't see value in what I learned and how that shaped the
person I have become. Ultimately, I support Castilleja's plan to bring their world-class
education to more women. I will forever be shaped by the caring and long-lasting community,
brilliant and compassionate peers, insightful and invested teachers, and wide-reaching and
particular lessons I've gained because of Castilleja.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Best,
Anna Verwillow
Palo Alto resident (all 22 years)
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Joseph Rolfe
Planning Commission
Castilleja Expansion
Tuesday, August 13, 2019 11:30:33 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Planning & Transportation Commission
Comments for the Regular Meeting
August 14, 2019
Castilleja School expansion is the Action Item on the Agenda for this meeting. We
fear that in the discussion of what stays and what gets demolished, etc., one great
and overarching question is not receiving attention. Castilleja has very ambitious
plans for expansion. The school facility that would result does not even belong in this
neighborhood.
There are several major considerations:
Castilleja is on a path of consistent growth and would wind up with the greatest
student density of any public or private school in Palo Alto. The traffic and congestion
impact on the neighborhood would inevitably be horrendous. The great majority of
pedagogical theory recommends separating the middle and high schools for many
reasons. However, any discussions about plans to separate the middle and high
school campuses have been summarily (and in our minds arrogantly) rejected.
The plans indicate that Castilleja would change the entire nature of the neighborhood.
Is this what we want for a very old residential neighborhood? We believe that there
are far better ways for Castilleja to realize their ambitions. The best solution is to
move the campus completely to a new location. Have solutions to building a new
campus such as a land swap with Stanford been explored? Stanford would welcome
the chance to built faculty and staff housing on 6+ acres five blocks from campus.
Possibly, a third-party developer might be interested. Also, Castilleja has shown that
they are able to raise any amount of money for any project they would like to do.
Castilleja has summarily (and in our minds arrogantly) rejected any discussion of
building a new campus or splitting the campus.
Finally, for this letter, the Castilleja girls would be poorly served by the required
temporary buildings and facilities needed during the demolition and reconstruction of
the current campus. We do not believe that the neighbors would tolerate five years of
demolition work.
We certainly believe in educating girls and young women, but this is a disruptive
proposal that would change the neighborhood totally. There are far better ways for
Castilleja to achieve its goals.
Joe Rolfe

Diane Rolfe
Emerson Street
Palo Alto
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Andie Reed
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
Purpose of the DEIR
Tuesday, August 13, 2019 7:34:58 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.
Dear Planning Commissioners:
Castilleja has recently sent an email to their supporters claiming that the DEIR confirms that
the expansion plans are 100% compatible with the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan. Please
read Chapter 4, pages 11 through 20, and make your own judgement. Although the
opening paragraph states the report provides an analysis of the consistency with each
policy, it is clearly not an independent analysis. In this section there are mis-statements, it
ignores the underground garage in the sustainability, traffic and climate change sections,
and it often uses actual verbiage from the school's application as the "analysis".
You can say "consistent" over and over but that doesn't make it so.
Here are a few examples:
1. Policy L-1.2: Limit future urban development....., the analysis states "the project site is
currently developed with school facilities". That is not the case. Two R-1 zoned residential
lots are part of the proposed expansion, owned by the Castilleja Foundation but they are
not within school property. The school needs a variance, called a Tentative Map with
Exception, in order to merge two residential lots into the school property, resulting in a loss
to the City of housing and property taxes, and to the community of the short residential
block of Emerson between Melville and Embarcadero.
2. Policy L-1.5: Regulate land uses..., the analysis states "No change to the land use
designation of the site is proposed". This is not the case. The school proposes to change
the rental real estate residential lots into tax-exempt school property.  
3. Policy L-1.6: Encourage land uses that address the needs of the community..., the
analysis directly lifts verbiage from the school's Master Plan that Palo Alto needs a singlegender, non-sectarian school and therefore encroaching into the neighborhood is good for
the community. This is not an analysis, it is a repetition of the school's written purpose,
without stating how or why.
4. Policy N-8.1: Take action to achieve target reductions in greenhouse gas emission
levels.... The analysis discusses that the new buildings will use more energy efficient
materials and goes on to repeat the school's sustainability plan. Nowhere is digging a hole
to fill with concrete in order to build storage for cars addressed.
In summary, there are many areas of the expansion plans that do not comply with the goals
or the spirit of the Comp Plan, and should be stated as such. This "analysis" is a disturbing
reflection and repetition of Castilleja's Master Plan and other public relations material. This
does not engender trust in the process. This DEIR has been "coming" for two years, yet
this product is disrespectful to the reader, the City of Palo Alto, and all the time and effort
everyone has put into the process.
I think we all deserve a serious independent study of the project.
Thank you,
Andie Reed

-Andie Reed
Melville Ave
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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Rita Vrhel
Planning Commission
Castilleja"s DEIR
Tuesday, August 13, 2019 10:01:38 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Commissioners:
At your 8/14 meeting regarding Castilleja's DEIR I hope, while listening to every speaker, you
will remember that those living outside of Palo Alto are likely to be much less impacted by the
proposed changes Castilleja is seeking.
Please remember, many "out of town" parents and supporters will not be living with 4+ years
of daily construction noise or lined up on Alma, Embarcadero, El Camino or adjacent side
streets waiting while additional cars arrive and exit school.
Embarcadero is already a mess! Drive to Town and Country any time of the day, even when
Paly and Stanford are not is session, and experience the frustration of traffic and ill timed
traffic lights.
I reviewed several sections of the DEIR. I am honestly appalled at the poor quality of the
information provided and, more so, about the basic information NOT provided.
I do not understand how this DEIR could be released. Please review the Castilleja DEIR
carefully for what it contains and more importantly for what is missing.
In my opinion, the Castilleja DEIR, does not meet the basic definition provide on page 2-1 ,
Chapter 2, Introduction, which states:
"This Draft EIR provides the primary source of environmental information for the City and
other public agencies to consider when exercising any permitting authority or approval power
directly related to implementation of this project.
As stated in CEQA guidelines, Section 1512(a):
    An EIR is an informative document which will inform public agency decision-makers
    and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of the project, identify
    possible ways to minimize the     significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives
    to the project. The public agency shall consider the information in the EIR along with
    other information which may be presented to the agency".
Thank you for reading my email.

Rita C. Vrhel, RN, BSN, CCM
Medical Case Management
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Nelson Ng
Planning Commission; Lait, Jonathan
Council, City
Comment on traffic study for Castilleja DEIR
Tuesday, August 13, 2019 5:41:45 PM
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of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To the Planning Director and Planning and Transportation Commission,
   My name is Nelson Ng.   I live at 1260 Emerson Street directly across from the 1263 Emerson
Street known as the Lockey House that is owned by Castilleja School.
   I found that the DEIR published for Castilleja’s Expansion is incomplete and the basis for
analysis is fatally flawed. The baseline traffic study was based on only three days – January 26,
2017; May 16, 2017 and April 10, 2019. These days were mid-week and the data was based
on Castilleja’s self survey and vehicle counts. To provide a more accurate understanding of
the project and its impacts, what should be evaluated in the traffic study for Castilleja’s
proposed project are:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Current traffic counts for the full neighborhood
(including nearby Palo Alto High School) for a full week while Castilleja and Palo Alto High is in
session. The traffic count should include vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists, etc. This traffic count
should be signed off by a Castilleja official certifying that the count is accurate. Bicyclists, both
adult commuters and school children make up the majority of traffic on the Bryant street bike
boulevard and should be included.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->Traffic should be counted (car and
bike/pedestrians/other) for the full neighborhood for a full week while
<!--[if !supportLists]-->o <!--[endif]-->Castilleja and Palo Alto High are in
session.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->o <!--[endif]-->Castilleja is not in session while Palo
Alto High is in session.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->o <!--[endif]-->Palo Alto High School is not in session
while Castilleja is in session
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->All intersections within a half-mile to a mile radius,
especially those with traffic signals need to be included. Critical intersections missing are:
Embarcadero/Waverley; Embarcadero/Pedestrian crossing at Palo Alto High School; and
Embarcadero Road/Town & Country/Palo Alto High School Driveways.
In addition, the traffic study needs to address the construction traffic for the three-five years
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of construction. The information in the report puts the responsibility on the future contractor
for construction routes, construction staging, and construction parking. The volume of
vehicles and the duration of the project warrant that a complete study, recommendations,
and mitigations for this work be presented in the EIR instead.
The traffic study also needs to include proposed projects such as the CalTrain rail crossing
project, the City of Palo Alto’s modifications to Embarcadero Road for bicyclists, etc.
From this baseline, the traffic report should be rewritten/resubmitted for review.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->1. <!--[endif]-->The following 3 Alternatives are listed in the
DEIR:
1: Staying with 415 students and no construction
2: 73% enrollment increase to 506 students and demolish two Single Family Home
to build an underground garage
3: 73% enrollment increase to 506 students and demolish one Single Family Home
to build an underground garage

This DEIR is incomplete because the Chapter 7 Transportation section did not analyze
impact of any enrollment increase option without an underground garage. This report
focuses on how to make the garage achievable by various means to mitigate the three
Significant but Unavoidable impacts. Instead, it should study other alternatives that
allows for a moderate enrollment increase (20% to 30%) without an underground
garage to address the traffic impacts such as satellite parking areas and splitting the
campus to provide a truly unbiased solutions for the community.
I am requesting this DEIR to provide the current impact of Castilleja comparing to
other streets listed to be included in item 3 below and to study the impact of an
alternative without an underground garage but using satellite parking for all students
being driven in with school shuttles running between the satellite parking lot and the
campus.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->2. <!--[endif]-->In page 7-12,
The peak hour is determined based on the actual traffic
volume data; it is defined by the City and Caltrans
guidance as the 60-minute period during which the
highest traffic volumes were observed. The peak period
for morning commute traffic is from 7:00 AM to 9:00AM;
… The school afternoon peak period occurs between 2:00
PM and 4:00 PM … The evening peak period, between 4:00
PM and 6:00 PM, …
The commute traffic has increased significantly in recent years. The peak period has
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expanded. Therefore, the peak period study should be expanded to the following:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->morning commute traffic 7:00AM to
10:00AM
<!--[if !supportLists]-->· <!--[endif]-->evening commute traffic to 4:00pm
to 7:30PM.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->3. <!--[endif]-->The following is stated in page 7-13,
At the time of the existing conditions traffic counts
in January 2017, enrollment at Castilleja School was
438 students. Site-specific trip generation rates for
the AM, School PM, and PM peak hours were developed
based on driveway counts and adjusted based on results
from a student travel pattern survey. It is estimated
that the school site currently generates 352 vehicle
trips during the AM peak hour, 274 vehicle trips during
the School PM peak hour, and 176 vehicle trips during
the PM peak hour,
Site specific trip generation rates based on driveway counts and adjusted based on
results from a student travel pattern survey is problematic and will not yield accurate
results.   Students are routinely dropped off one to two blocks away from the campus.
For example, Castilleja students are routinely dropped off at the cul-de-sac on Melville
between Bryant and Waverley. Those traffic counts are not included in Castilleja’s count
of cars entering their parking lot. Student travel pattern survey is conjecture at best.  
During the March 2017 scoping letter input for the DEIR, I suggested the following study
criteria to establish a baseline. The data should be compared with traffic of “what is
allowable” for the Single Family R-1 neighborhood and not the existing condition. This
determines the TRUE impact of Castilleja traffic to its surrounding neighborhood. Some
surrounding neighbors have observed a 90% traffic reduction on days when Castilleja is
not in session while Palo Alto schools are still in session. Therefore, the study must
measure traffic impact with and without Castilleja in session. In addition, missing from
the study are the impacts of a hundred of Castilleja school events per school year
including evening and weekend events and the two summer camp sessions per year.   
The following are a list of items the Traffic study must include
<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->Castilleja in session while Palo Alto school
in session
<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->Castilleja school is out on holiday with no
activities while Palo Alto school in session
<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->Palo Alto school holiday while Castilleja

school in session
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->The days that Castilleja have evening and
weekday events
<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->During the summer, with and without
Castilleja Summer School in session.
          All studies should be done on a weekly basis of 24x7 period and not just one day in
week to avoid missing significant traffic pattern changes for different days of the week.
Please see item #6 for the complete set of streets and intersections to be studied.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->4. <!--[endif]-->Projects such as Grade Separation at Churchill and
Alma, Stanford GUP expansion and bike lane on Embarcadero Road will have major traffic
impacts to this neighborhood. This study must include the cumulative impact of Castilleja
expansion along with these projects. This study should show the impact of Castilleja
expansion with the additional impact from each project.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->5. <!--[endif]-->The 3 to 5 years construction for this expansion
project must be studied. We need to understand what is the feasible for this neighborhood to
handle with increase in traffic created by the construction related machinery and staging.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->6. <!--[endif]-->A number of streets and intersections that were
submitted to be studied as part of the March 2017 EIR Scoping comment are omitted in the
DEIR study listed in page 7-5 to 7-7. Please see attached update to Figure 7-1 and Figure 7-2.
Please include them into the study for the final EIR.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->7. <!--[endif]-->In Page 7-30, Table 7-10 shows the following Daily
Trips count for different number of enrolled student scenarios.   This yields 2.74 Daily Trips per
student for all 4 scenarios.   
Condition
Existing CUP
2017 Enrollment
2018 Enrollment
Proposed Project

# of Students
415
438
434
540

Daily Trips
1,135
1,198
1,187
1,477

In page 7-19, it stated “The existing ADT was determined based on 24-hour machine
counts conducted in January 2017 and September/October 2018”. Is the Daily Trips
number for 2018 Enrollment Condition measured from Sept/Oct 2018 study or just
calculated using the rate for 2017 Enrollment. If it is measured, please explain how the
rates 2017 and 2018 are exactly the same? If it is calculated, please provide the actual
measured daily trip.
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->8. <!--[endif]-->In Table 7-4 of page 7-14, the following is car trips
exiting the garage
<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->AM Peak(7am to 9am): 199 (This
works out to be 18.1sec per car)
<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->School Peak PM(2pm to 4pm): 187
(This works out to be 19.3sec per car)
<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->PM Peak(4pm to 6pm): 124 (This
works out to be 29sec per car)
In table 7-12 of page 7-40, it estimates the following Delay time with this project at
Emerson right turn onto Embarcadero
<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->AM Peak(7am to 9am): 24.7 sec
(145.7 cars/hr)
<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->School Peak PM(2pm to 4pm): 24
sec (150 cars/hr)
<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->PM Peak(4pm to 6pm): 20.1 sec (179
cars/hr)
Majority of the morning drop-off traffic and afternoon pickup traffic will not be evenly
spread out during the 60 minutes period. Most traffic will appear within the 15
minutes before and after the bell. Therefore, the study should provide a the study of
the same traffic volume of within a 30 minutes window to calculate how many cars will
back up through the proposed garage onto Embarcadero from Bryant entrance due to
the delay of cars making a right turn from Emerson onto Embarcadero.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->9. <!--[endif]-->The following claim regarding Castilleja expansion
impact on bike safety is on page 7-29.
The project includes a reduction in total curb cut
driveways from eleven driveways … to six driveways …
The reduction in driveway curb cuts will improve
bicycle safety.
However, I am unable to find any traffic study data and analysis in the report to
substantiate this claim that significant traffic increases to the Bryant Street Bike
Boulevard by combining all incoming Castilleja traffic entering the proposed garage by
making a left turn from Embarcadero onto Bryant Street and then a right turn from
Bryant to enter the garage will not put Bike Boulevard users at risk. Bryant Street Bike
Safety Boulevard is one of the most used commute routes by PAUSD students biking to
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school.   Castilleja auto traffic will be competing with the PAUSD students and other
adult commuters for the right of way to use this busy section of the Bike Boulevard
during the commute hour.    This study must include data and analysis on the potential
risk increase to PAUSD students and other bicyclists due to significant traffic increase
during student commute hour. The study should include all previous traffic accidents
including bicyclists and use the data to project the potential of increase accidents by
the increased traffic.   Please refer to item 8, on the volume of Castilleja traffic should
not be averaged on a 60 minutes basis but rather concentrating on the 15 minutes
before and after the school session bell time.
The study should also include scenarios when cars are backed onto Bryant and
Embarcadero from the garage per study of item #8, the increase risk to the bicyclists
when cars are blocking the intersection of Bryant and Embarcadero or abandoning
entering the garage and competing with bicyclists to travel south on Bryant Street.
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Waverley Street from:
- Churchill Ave to Coleridge
- Coleridge to Lowell

Bryant Street from:
- Churchill to Coleridge
- Coleridge to Lowell

Emerson Street from:
- Churchill to Coleridge
- Coleridge to Lowell
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Churchill Avenue from:
- Embarcadero to Cowper
- Cowper to Waverley

Alma Street from
- Churchill to Coleridge
- Coleridge to Lowell
Lincoln Avenue from:
- Cowper to Waverley

Kingsley Avenue from:
- Cowper to Waverley

Melville Avenue from
- Cowper to Waverley
- Waverley to Embarcadero (cul-de-sac)

Embarcadero Road from
- Middlefield to Bryon
- Bryon to Webster
- Webster to Tasso
- Tasso to Cowper
- Cowper to Waverley

- Waverley to Bryant
- Bryant to Emerson
- Emerson to El Camino

Kellogg Avenue from:
- Alma to Emerson
- Emerson to Bryant
- Bryant to Waverley

Coleridge Avenue from:
- Alma to Emerson
- Emerson to Bryant
- Bryant to Waverley
- Waverley to Cowper

Lowell Avenue from:
- Alma to Emerson
- Emerson to Bryant
- Bryant to Waverley
- Waverley to Cowper

Cowper Street from
- Lincoln to Kingsley
- Kingsley to Melville
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- Melville to Kellogg
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- Kellogg to Embarcadero
- Embarcadero to Churchill
- Churchill to Coleridge
- Coleridge to Lowell

Sincerely
Nelson Ng
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Pria Graves
Planning Commission
Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Castilleja DEIR
Tuesday, August 13, 2019 3:06:06 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________
Dear Planning Commissioners,
I have many concerns about Castilleja’s proposed expansion.
First, as a cyclist who regularly uses the Bryant Street bike boulevard, the expected increase in traffic in that area is
unacceptable and will increase risks to cyclists. I’m particularly concerned about the traffic turning off
Embarcadero to enter the proposed underground garage. Many drivers seem to feel that it’s ok to make a right on
red regardless of whether there is cross traffic, especially if that traffic happens to be a cyclist. Adding a major
garage entrance just around the corner is likely to exacerbate this problem.
In addition, the construction process itself will make the bike boulevard essentially unusable for years. There is
simply no way to manage an excavation of that scale without impacting the surrounding area. Even if the City
intends to impose special rules on where the trucks and equipment necessary may travel/park/etc., such regulations
have been demonstrated repeatedly to be ineffective. Enforcement is always inadequate. The hazard to cyclists
attempting to pass the site will be enormous.
Second, the idea of allowing the removal of protected mature oaks and redwoods is absurd. Apart from the damage
to the aesthetics of the neighborhood, in a time of looming climate change, we need to keep all the trees we have.
Please do not support the idea that there are sufficient “overriding benefits” to justify their removal.
Finally, apart from these two specific concerns of mine, there is the whole issue of how much growth is enough. As
economist Kenneth Boulding said, "Anyone who believes exponential growth can go on forever in a finite world is
either a madman or an economist.” It’s time for us to wake up and realize that we need to learn to live sustainably
and that doesn’t mean build, build, build!
Thank you.
Regards,
Pria Graves
Yale St.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Rebecca Sanders
Planning Commission; Council, City
Furman, Sheri; Castilleja Expansion
Advocating for a Meaningful and Accurate EIR for Castilleja
Tuesday, August 13, 2019 2:05:30 PM
PAN Castilleja Letter.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

August 13, 2019
Dear City Council Members and Planning and Transportation Commissioners:
At the August meeting of Palo Alto Neighborhoods, our membership voted to request formally
that the Final Castilleja Environment Impact Report (FEIR) include — as required by law —
the impacts of other significant developments as part of the cumulative impact of Castilleja’s
expansion plans. The Draft EIR excludes this important analysis.
Specifically, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an EIR
specifically include the cumulative impacts of a project (see Section 15130
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/art9.html; see also Section 15355.
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/art20.html):
"When analyzing the cumulative impacts of a project under 15130 (b)(1)(A), the Lead
Agency is required to discuss not only approved projects under construction and
approved related projects not yet under construction, but also unapproved projects
currently under environmental review with related impacts or which result in significant
cumulative impacts."
Of the many projects currently planned in and around Palo Alto, two will have particularly
severe impacts:
1. The Stanford Medical Center project is nearing completion. Therefore, any traffic
analysis must be adjusted by projected increases from the Stanford Medical Center. As
some of the increased traffic from the Stanford Medical Center will travel along
Embarcadero Road, a roadway also impacted by the Castilleja project, the impacts of
these projects are clearly and cumulatively quite considerable.
2. The new Stanford University General Use Permit (GUP) is currently under
consideration by Santa Clara County. This will increase traffic from Stanford University
along Embarcadero Road as well. Again, the impacts of the new GUP are clearly and
cumulatively quite considerable. The DEIR and the analysis provided by the consultants
point to the projects' significant impacts on Palo Alto. Certainly, the GUP must be
included in Castilleja’s EIR. (See
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/63291; DEIR, page 47; and
Hexagon Transportation Consultants analysis of the DEIR, page 65.)
Oddly enough, Stanford is never mentioned in Castilleja’s DEIR. (Please see
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/72444.) Castilleja is situated on
Embarcadero just blocks from Stanford, yet no impact will ensue? Is there no need to consider
the possibly hundreds of extra car trips likely caused by Stanford's expansion? Castilleja will
be accommodating more cars than ever in its proposed new garage. Those cars will have to
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arrive at and leave from campus somehow. As reported in the Weekly and elsewhere, the City
is asking Stanford to pay millions of dollars in fees to mitigate the impacts of the GUP. (Please
see: https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2019/02/05/palo-alto-seeks-more-influence-onstanford-expansion.)
What are the historical trends of traffic congestion on Embarcadero? If it has been getting
more congested over past decades, has the study projected what the congestion will be like in
10, 20, and 30 years, all of which are relatively short compared to the lifetime of Castilleja and
other traffic producers in this part of Palo Alto?
While we have specifically cited the traffic impacts, we request all cumulative impacts be
considered for these three projects taken together. If the Stanford GUP and the Stanford GUP
FEIR are approved before the preparation of the Castilleja FEIR, then the Castilleja FEIR can
consider the approved Stanford University General Use Permit. Otherwise, the Castilleja FEIR
must consider the highest impacts of any of the alternatives considered in the Stanford DEIR,
including its recirculation.
Additionally, the CEQA analysis of the Castilleja project, as stipulated by law and affirmed by
the courts, must not be segmented. Please see section 15378(a) where “‘Project' means the
whole of an action." So even if the Castilleja project is constructed incrementally, it must be
considered for purposes of CEQA as one project.
Which of the dozens of construction projects in the pipeline at any one time should be
included in a DEIR? Again CEQA offers guidance:
"This analysis should include a discussion of projects under review by the Lead Agency
and projects under review by other relevant public agencies, using reasonable efforts to
discover, disclose, and discuss the other related projects. The cumulative impact
analysis requires a discussion of projects with related cumulative impacts which
required EIRs, Negative Declarations, or were exempt from CEQA. (See: San
Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco, (1984) 151
Cal. App. 3d 61.) The court in SFFRG took note of the problem of where to draw the
line on projects undergoing environmental review since application of new projects are
constantly being submitted. A reasonable point might be after the preparation of the
draft EIR. Additional project information could be included in the final EIR if
cumulative impacts were originally analyzed in the draft EIR and if the new project
information doesn't warrant the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR as
required by Section 15162 of the Guidelines."
Another concern we have is that the additional traffic on Embarcadero will rule out a major
grade-crossing option currently being studied by the City, namely the possibility of partly
closing Churchill at Alma. That closure could have a significant benefit for the safety of
students at Palo Alto High School. While no DEIR is yet available for the closure and the City
may not opt to pursue that option, we think it’s appropriate for the DEIR to address whether
any additional traffic will be diverted by a Churchill closure onto Embarcadero, including trips
associated with the projected Castilleja growth. The cumulative impacts would further
contribute to traffic problems on Embarcadero and thus reduce or remove the possibility to
close Churchill. Again, that option is currently being analyzed by the CIty.
We believe it is vitally important that the inadequate and incomplete Castilleja DEIR include
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these additional projects and address these additional concerns we have put before you.

As our elected leaders and public servants, we trust you and rely on you to uphold the laws
which protect and guide us and which must apply equally to all of us.
Thank you.
Becky Sanders
Sheri Furman
Co-Chairs
Palo Alto Neighborhoods
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

elenac1128@yahoo.com
Planning Commission
Fw: Castilleja expansion
Tuesday, August 13, 2019 1:02:11 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Typo in first attempt. Please read below
----- Forwarded Message ----From: elenac1128@yahoo.com <elenac1128@yahoo.com>
To: planning.comission@cityofpaloalto.org <planning.comission@cityofpaloalto.org>;
city.council@cityofpaloalto.org <city.council@cityofpaloalto.org>; amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org
<amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019, 10:52:47 AM PDT
Subject: Castilleja expansion

Dear sirs/madams,
My family live two blocks from Castilleja(Casti) on
Bryant St. Everyday my
driving is tensed because traffic is congested during their drop off and pick up times.
The traffic conductors provided by Casti during their busy times but it's like driving out
of a concert everyday.  I believe Casti encourage their girls to bike. However majority
of the girls don't live close by. Casti usually accept one to two girls from our local
elementary public schools and not that many of the local public school girls applied. I
would say it's less than 40% of their girls can bike or walk to school.
Also, Casti's location is right near the populated hubs/facilities: Paly, Stanford
University, Stanford hospital and Pamp hospital. So many cars, buses are driving
both lanes on Embarcadero St, El Camino Real and bikes on Bryant St already. I
can't believe how's the traffic and the environment like when there are big
constructions and when school is expanded. Or any catastrophes happened...........  
Casti is a wonderful school BUT it needs to consider and respect the residential
neighborhood.  I truly hope your committee will have a fair and honest review of their
plans. Thank you
Sincerely,
Elena Chiu
Bryant St, Palo Alto
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

annette
Planning Commission
Council, City; Clerk, City; French, Amy
Letter on Castilleja
Monday, August 12, 2019 9:14:58 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.
Dear Palo Alto Planning Commission,
I strongly oppose the proposed plans for the major expansion of Castilleja in a single-family neighborhood
for many reasons. While I support the excellent education that young women receive, the desired addition
of 125 students should be on another campus. This is a benefit of $7.25 million per year to a school
that has violated their CUP for years with few to no repercussions.
Why is the city bending over backward to approve a project that violates multiple zoning codes
and setbacks and will deteriorate our quality of life, causing much chaos with such little to no
benefit for the city?
How many Palo Altans will this benefit? Palo Alto has a long history of supporting public schools which
are rated as some of the best in the country. Only 25% of the Castilleja attendees are from Palo Alto --about 100 young Palo Alto women benefit from this education. The school states it gives scholarships.
How many -- geographically, number of students and financial amounts?
SHORT TERM IMPACTS
Embarcadero at El Camino is the worst intersection in Palo Alto. Major construction on this corridor
as well as the opening of Stanford Hospital and the potential closure of Churchill are a recipe for
even more traffic disasters and backups creating difficult to impossible driving conditions.
Furthermore, Embarcadero is not meant for trucks with heavy loads and the
construction/excavation will result in major damage to the roads themselves.
I oppose having a single entrance garage on Bryant. This will require all cars to enter on Bryant -our first bike boulevard. The city is justifiably proud of the bike usage as the predominate bike
boulevard in our fair city. Palo Alto has already paid a significant amount to facilitate bike traffic
along Bryant Street, including closing the southbound intersection at Bryant on Embarcadero.
3-5 years of construction and future car traffic into the garage at all times of day will surely result in
accidents, as this is a major route for students to Paly, Greene and Addison…not to mention other
city workers and/or commuters passing through Palo Alto. Bike usage of this stretch will diminish
with resulting confusion and overflow to other residential streets.
Emerson Street as an egress will also be impacted by the construction.
LONG TERM IMPACTS
Our nearby neighbor Stanford University offers significant benefits and events for the community.
What does this private school offer?
This project will severely impact the quality of life and ambiance of the neighborhood as well as
affecting all of us with impossible to mitigate traffic jams and hazards on Embarcadero and
elsewhere.
A dedicated lane for private school traffic on Embarcadero is unacceptable. There are far most
pressing needs for traffic mitigation throughout Palo Alto that benefit more than a single entity.
ADDITIONAL ISSUES
Others will mention the removal of mature trees and loss of canopy, increased noise due to many more
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evening/weekend events, significant ground water removal for the garage, particularly because Castilleja
-- as a non-profit – pays no taxes and all of these impacts have long-term effects on the city with few, if
any, direct benefits.
Annette Glanckopf
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

JIM POPPY
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
Castilleja DEIR
Monday, August 12, 2019 2:31:58 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

This is a repeat of an earlier email with images that were left off of my first email in the Public
Comments section for August 14.

Hello PTC,
Please refer to the Castilleja DEIR Appendix E Traffic Impacts Analysis.

The document does not address or measure the number of cyclists at peak times of the day, at
Embarcadero and Bryant, Bryant and Kellogg, or Bryant and Churchill (which is already a
dangerous intersection at peak school times with Paly).
The document does not address the issue of traffic being re-routed from the current flow
(surface level dropoffs on Bryant and on Kellogg) to a single subterranean entrance on Bryant,
requiring a left-hand turn by motorists traveling north on Bryant who would have normally
dropped off students on Kellogg.

CURRENT TRAFFIC FLOW - 2 SURFACE-LEVEL DROPOFFS
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With traffic re-routed to a single entrance, traffic will be allowed to converge from both
directions on Kellogg -- west from Waverly, and east from Emerson/Alma. Currently, traffic
can only approach the Kellogg dropoff point from the westbound direction. If cars approach
the garage from eastbound Kellogg, they will have to negotiate a lefthand turn onto Bryant,
into oncoming bikes and cars on Bryant, and from eastbound cars on Kellogg trying to turn
right onto Bryant.

PROPOSED TRAFFIC FLOW - 1 ENTRANCE FOR 5 APPROACHES
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Therefore, the single garage entrance would be the destination for all cars from 5 different
directions. How can that be safe for cyclists?
The document only refers to the number of seconds (14) needed to avoid queuing on Bryant,
but the document does not specify where the queuing occurs. Queuing could easily happen on
both sides of Bryant, because cyclists also need to get through that area. Cyclists include
commuters and students to high school and middle school.

It is very easy to imagine how motorists would be discouraged from having to negotiate a
street crowded with cars waiting to turn left across traffic and cyclists trying to get to their
destination, and simply choose to drop off students on side streets.
The Appendix only refers to daily volumes of cars on Bryant, stating that it would remain
under the 2,000 threshold of DAILY car trips. There will be at least 200 additional car trips
per day with the proposed plan, and they would be concentrated during peak times.

Bicycle traffic should be measured at peak commute and school times in order to
accurately evaluate how the flow of cars into a single entrance would be impacted.
Bicycle safety must be a priority.
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A revised traffic study must be done to evaluate the impact of re-routing traffic from 2
dropoffs, and how that will impact queuing on Bryant, and on Kellogg, as there will
certainly be more cars traveling in all directions.

Regards,
Jim Poppy
Melville Ave.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kate Shrout
Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Comment in Support of Castilleja
Monday, August 12, 2019 12:23:26 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To whom it may concern:
I own a home on the 100 block of Rinconada in Old Palo Alto, and have lived there for 3
years. I'm writing in support of Casti's proposed plans. I do not have children and do not have
any relatives who attend Casti. Even though I don't have a tie to the school, I strongly support
its mission and goals to provide top-tier education to the next generation of women leaders.  
Regards,
Kate Shrout
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Anne Avis
Planning Commission
Supporting Casti"s plan!
Monday, August 12, 2019 10:53:04 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Planning Commission,
I heartily support Castilleja’s growth plan! We live one block away in Old Palo Alto. It is a
privilege to live near this school, a gem in our neighborhood. I respect Castilleja’s thoughtful
leadership and all their efforts to seek community input and feedback. It is a responsible
proposal that should be approved!
Anne Avis
Waverley St

Anne Avis
aavis@mac.com
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To:
Subject:
Date:

William F Fearon
Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Castilleja School Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
Thursday, August 8, 2019 8:02:21 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Planning and Transportation Commission,
I am writing to express my full support of Castilleja School’s Draft Environmental Impact Report. It
appears that they have addressed the requirements of the City and have done their best to meet the
demands of the neighborhood.
Thank you for your consideration,
Bill Fearon
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Debs
Planning Commission
Castilleja DEIR
Thursday, August 8, 2019 8:32:50 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

We write to support Castilleja’s application. We live four blocks from the school and believe it is a
privilege to have such a fine institution in our neighborhood. John and Catherine Debs
Lowell
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 8-14-19
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Scott Kepner
Planning Commission
Castilleja EIR draft application
Friday, August 9, 2019 4:49:57 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Palo Alto Planning Team,
I have read the Castilleja draft EIR, (very long) and I am impressed at how
completely Castilleja has mitigated the impacts to its neighborhood.
The Noise and the Traffic will be significantly reduced as soon as they can
complete these improvements.
I applaud their efforts, please allow them to complete the mitigation and new
facility as soon as possible.
Scott Kepner
Village Investment Partners, L.P.
415 227 2209 office
scott@villageprop.com

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 8-14-19
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joseph McGee
Planning Commission
Castilleja Expansion
Thursday, August 8, 2019 7:43:23 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.
Members of the Planning Commission:
I am opposed to the expansion of Castilleja because of the detrimental effects it will have on the
neighborhoods surrounding the school. I have read the DEIR and it is clear that traffic congestion will
markedly increase in the neighborhood, at a time when traffic congestion has been the worst that I have
seen in 30 years as a resident of Palo Alto. By the way, both of my daughters attended Castilleja from
6th-12 grade. I admire the school and it's mission, but there are better ways to pursue that mission that
would not harm the neighborhoods. The ripple effects from this project would extend far beyond the
neighborhood immediately around the school. Castilleja needs to expand to an area removed from it's
current location. Please do not let this project proceed. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Joseph McGee
Dana Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Melissa Beville Kepner
Planning Commission
Castilleja School Plan
Thursday, August 8, 2019 7:16:45 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear City of Palo Alto,
As a long time supporter of girls education in a world where educating girls to be strong,
confident citizens is all the more important, I am writing to express my support for Castilleja
School.  
The school needs to modernize and it's new plan will help bring women's education to the next
generation.
Please pass their proposal.
Thank you.
Regards,
Melissa Kepner
-Melissa B. Kepner
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

James Poppy
French, Amy; Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Castilleja garage ingress/egress needs to be studied by EIR
Sunday, August 11, 2019 9:29:53 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________
Ms. French,
Why would the planning department allow Castilleja to even consider a single garage entrance on the Bryant Bike
Boulevard, with egress back onto Bryant? Safe Routes to school told me that you are supposed to protect cyclists,
but you appear to only be concerned with getting Castilleja’s plans approved.
Please explain how the traffic flow would work. This must be studied carefully by the EIR. Currently it merely
states that the DAILY volume of traffic is OK for a Bike Boulevard and does not mention the additional 100+ cars
that would converge on the single entrance at peak times (or be avoided, leading to dangerous drop-offs on side
streets).
Sincerely,
Jim Poppy
Melville Ave.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Anne Email
Planning Commission
Castilleja parent opposed to underground garage.
Thursday, August 8, 2019 6:45:26 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________
My two daughters attended Castilleja. Both started in sixth grade and continued through twelfth grade. They
received an excellent education. In spite of my admiration for the school I am opposed to the construction of the
underground garage. From reading the DEIR it is clear it will lead to dangerous situations for bikers and massive
congestion in the surrounding neighborhood streets. In my opinion the school should look for alternatives if they
want to expand enrollment.
Anne McGee
Dana Avenue
Palo Alto

Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sydney Larson
Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Castilleja project
Sunday, August 11, 2019 6:32:43 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hi,
I am writing to express my strong support for Castilleja's proposed development project.
Castilleja is an integral member of the Palo Alto and our broader Silicon Valley community
and has been for over 100 years. The education it provides young women is unparalleled and it
would be such an incredible opportunity for more women to experience.
I hope that you will support this project.
Best,
Sydney Larson
-_____________________________________
Sydney Larson
sydney.a.larson@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bob Kocher
Planning Commission
Castilleja supporter
Friday, August 9, 2019 7:05:30 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________
Dear Planning Commission of Palo Alto,
Our family is an Old Palo Alto neighbor to Castilleja, living on Emerson Street for the past 9 years, and we are
supportive of Castilleja’s new campus. Having an exceptional school in our community is an asset – attracting
talented girls and families, increasing engagement and volunteer work in our community, and adding vibrancy to our
neighborhood.
We have been impressed by Castilleja’s sensitivity to the neighborhood. Castilleja makes a great effort to minimize
traffic, on-street parking, and adapting their redevelopment plans to minimize impact on our community. Castilleja
has done a good job at meaningfully reducing traffic by creating car pools, using of CalTrain and buses, and by
encouraging biking.
Our community is benefitting from the investments in our community. We appreciate our neighbors rebuilding and
improving their homes, Palo Alto investing in infrastructure, school, and parks, the growth of local businesses, and
Stanford’s success attracting world class students and faculty. We should be thrilled that Castilleja is proposing to
invest millions in our neighborhood to enhance one of the best girls school in the country. This is good for our
property values, tax revenues for Palo Alto, and makes Palo Alto more attractive for families and businesses.
When one reviews the plans, the thoughtfulness is impressive. The proposal is environmentally awesome, reduces
noise and blends more gracefully into the neighborhood, and creates underground parking which reduces cars on the
streets. I am confident that Castilleja will continue to be a good neighbor and enrich our community.
Thank you for carefully overseeing the project on all of our behalf.
Sincerely,
Bob Kocher
Emerson Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jyotsna Nimkar
Filseth, Eric (Internal)
Council, City; Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; UAC; board@pausd.org; Clerk, City
Good News from D.C. re Cell Towers
Sunday, August 11, 2019 7:53:47 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Mayor Filseth,
On Friday, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit gave municipalities and
other local authorities a significant victory, ruling unanimously that the FCC’s decision
to scrap federal environmental and historical reviews for small cell sites was “arbitrary
and capricious.”
The lawsuit against the FCC was brought by the United Keetoowah Band of
Cherokee Indians, the Blackfeet Tribe, and the Natural Resources Defense Council
(NRDC). "Today's decision confirms that the FCC cannot just scream '5G' to justify
ignoring its duties to Tribal Nations and to the environment," was the comment of
tribes’ attorney Andrew Schwartzman.
Nor can Verizon and AT&T just scream “5G” at the City of Palo Alto and demand to
locate their ugly, loud, potentially hazardous equipment anywhere they want in our
beautiful, quiet, safe neighborhoods. Friday’s D.C. Circuit ruling was only the latest in
a series of rulings confirming that local governments have significant authority to
control, in particular, the siting and appearance of small cell node cell towers.
But they have to use it.
Please back up your words in April with action. Please direct City Staff to return to
you immediately with language to update Palo Alto’s Wireless Ordinance so that it
includes basic protections for the quality of life in our city’s neighborhoods.
Residents are counting on you to finish the job you started, finish it before any more
small cell nodes are installed in Palo Alto.
Sincerely,

Jyo Nimkar
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elizabeth Upton
Planning Commission; citycouncil@cityofpaloalto.org; castillejaexpansion@cityofpaloalto.org
In Support of Women
Thursday, August 8, 2019 6:18:51 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hello,
I wanted to email to show my support for Castilleja and their expansion efforts. Educating
women should be a priority whenever possible. Palo Alto has the opportunity to be a role
model for other cities, let's make sure we take ownership for the success of future generations
of women.
Regards,
-Elizabeth Upton
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill Schmarzo
Castilleja Expansion; Planning Commission; Council, City; William Schmarzo
Learnings from Crystal Springs with respect to Castilleja expansion demands
Saturday, August 10, 2019 6:44:51 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Crystal Springs (CSUS) and the Belmont City Council found a way for
Crystal Springs to be a net contributor (versus a net debtor) to the
community. In particular, you might find the following paragraph relevant
to the Castilleja expansion demands.

CSUS agreed to give the city a one-time $1 million payment, $250,000 a
year in-lieu of property taxes increased for inflation, have a robust as
well as enforceable traffic demand management plan, install a traffic
signal at South Road and Ralston Avenue and stagger its start times so
as not to align with other local schools.
I'd hope that the Palo Alto City Council is as effective as the Belmont City
Council in holding Castilleja likewise accountable.
Private school seeks loan for expansion: Crystal Springs Uplands wants to
develop property in Belmont

Private school seeks loan for expansion: Crystal
Springs Uplands wants t...
Bill Silverfarb Daily Journal Staff

Crystal Springs Uplands School is seeking a $32 million tax-exempt
loan to pay for the new middle school campus ...
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From:
Subject:
Date:

Jacquelyn Glidden
Please support the Castilleja expansion project
Monday, August 12, 2019 7:26:26 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To whom it may concern,
I am writing this message to urge you to support and approve the Castilleja expansion project.
I believe it is our duty to support and encourage the young women who will one day be our
doctors, lawyers, mothers, and leaders. Castilleja creates a unique and extraordinary
environment for young women to learn and develop. The school has jumped through hoops to
make their expansion go as smoothly as possible for the community and especially the
residents nearby. With the release of the DIER, it is clear that they have gone above and
beyond in their efforts to mitigate any negative effects and to support the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Plan.
It seems that the only point where Castilleja does not exceed expectations is in the number of
cars that will be traveling to campus. However, consider this: how many other businesses and
schools can say they have taken such measures to reduce their car traffic? And how many
other independent businesses would be held to such a high standard? It is nearly impossible
for the school to increase capacity without increasing traffic. The question becomes, are you
willing to deny young women the best education and experience available to them because
there would be a few more cars on the road in the morning? I'm certainly not.
I hope you consider this message and truly think of the young women who will so clearly
benefit, excel, and thrive with the Catilleja expansion. Once you consider them, the answer is
clear, the Palo Alto community should support these women.
Best,
Jacquelyn Glidden
Palo Alto resident and supporter of women's rights

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 8-14-19
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

James Poppy
Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
gsheyner@paweekly.com
Castilleja DEIR ignores bicycle safety on Bryant, re-routed traffic flow
Thursday, August 8, 2019 10:44:56 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Castilleja DEIR ignores bicycle safety on Bryant and re-routed traffic to a
single garage entrance.

Hello PTC,

Please refer to the Castilleja DEIR Appendix E Traffic Impacts Analysis.

The document does not address or measure the number of cyclists at peak times of
the day, at Embarcadero and Bryant, Bryant and Kellogg, or Bryant and Churchill
(which is already a dangerous intersection at peak school times with Paly).

The document does not address the issue of traffic being re-routed from the current
flow (surface level dropoffs on Bryant and on Kellogg) to a single subterranean
entrance on Bryant, requiring a left-hand turn by motorists traveling south on Bryant
who would have normally dropped off students on Kellogg.

CURRENT TRAFFIC FLOW - 2 SURFACE-LEVEL DROPOFFS
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With traffic re-routed to a single entrance, traffic will be allowed to converge from
both directions on Kellogg -- west from Waverly, and east from Emerson/Alma.
Currently, traffic can only approach the Kellogg dropoff point from the westbound
direction. If cars approach the garage from eastbound Kellogg, they will have to
negotiate a lefthand turn onto Bryant, into oncoming bikes and cars on Bryant, and
from eastbound cars on Kellogg trying to turn right onto Bryant.

PROPOSED TRAFFIC FLOW - 1 ENTRANCE FOR 5 APPROACHES
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Therefore, the single garage entrance would be the destination for all cars from 5
different directions. How can that be safe for cyclists?

The document only refers to the number of seconds (14) needed to avoid queuing
on Bryant, but the document does not specify where the queuing occurs. Queuing
could easily happen on both sides of Bryant, because cyclists also need to get
through that area. Cyclists include commuters and students to high school and
middle school.

It is very easy to imagine how motorists would be discouraged from having to
negotiate a street crowded with cars waiting to turn left across traffic and cyclists
trying to get to their destination, and simply choose to drop off students on side
streets.
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The Appendix only refers to daily volumes of cars on Bryant, stating that it would
remain under the 2,000 threshold of DAILY car trips. There will be at least 200
additional car trips per day with the proposed plan, and they would be concentrated
during peak times.

Bicycle traffic should be measured at peak commute and school times in
order to accurately evaluate how the flow of cars into a single entrance would
be impacted. Bicycle safety must be a priority.

A revised traffic study must be done to evaluate the impact of re-routing
traffic from 2 dropoffs, and how that will impact queuing on Bryant, and on
Kellogg, as there will certainly be more cars traveling in all directions.

Regards,
Jim Poppy
Melville Ave.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Hamilton Hitchings
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
Council, City
Castilleja Expansion DEIR Public Comments
Thursday, August 8, 2019 3:16:11 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear PTC,
The following are my comments to the Castilleja Expansion DEIR.
Please limit the growth of the Castilleja Expansion to a maximum student body size of
500 students. Also please do not approve of the underground parking garage.
For 12 years Castilleja exceeded its conditional use permit for student size and
should not be now let off the hook on fully mitigating its impacts. Furthermore, only
25% of the student body comes from Palo Alto. The current student body size is
more than large enough to handle all current and future Palo Altans students. Thus
the expansion is for the sole benefit of out of town commuting students. Yet the DEIR
admits there are significant unavoidable traffic impacts to Embarcadero, Alma and
neighborhood streets, which will continue to compound over time. The best way to
mitigate this is to limit the size of the expansion to 500 students and do all the
proposed traffic mitigation. There is no reason Castilleja should not maintain or
shrink their traffic footprint.
Adding a garage with its only entrance into and out of it, onto Bryant Street, which is a
bicycle boulevard is not only unsafe, but shows a serious lack of commitment to
bicycle usage in the city. Bryant street bicycle boulevard is a direct feeder into
downtown Palo Alto and with so many cars entering and exiting the garage each day,
will be a major set back for bicycle commuting in the city.
We also need to protect our urban canopy and this project's plan to remove mature
oak trees is an environmental step backwards.
Thank you.
Hamilton Hitchings
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tina Chow
Council, City
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; UAC; Clerk, City
News re: cell towers - Los Altos did it, and so can we!
Wednesday, August 7, 2019 9:46:25 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear City Council,
I hope you’ve all had a wonderful summer. I’m writing to you with what I think is
exciting news regarding small cell towers: Los Altos City Council just passed an
ordinance (on 8/5/19) that does many of the exact things that residents want to see
done in Palo Alto. We now have another excellent and very nearby example to follow,
which should make the process easier and faster for our City Staff.
I do think it’s urgent to act quickly on this, as another 14 applications for small cells
have been filed with the City in just the last few weeks.
Some key points from Los Altos’ new ordinance are listed below, and they address all
our major concerns. And, these key points are pretty much what you voted to direct
City Staff to add to our own ordinance.  
We’d like to see these provisions added to our wireless ordinance now to similarly
protect residents in Palo Alto. It doesn’t make sense to wait as long as a year, while in
the meantime dozens more cell towers are approved right next to people’s homes.
Plus now we have all the language we need and can do this fast. Los Altos updated
its ordinance in just a few weeks. Palo Alto voted on April 15 to do this, so let’s do it
now, please.
Would you please help us get this done?  
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Tina Chow
Barron Park
Professor of Civil and Environmental Engineering, UC Berkeley

Key Points from Los Altos’ new wireless ordinance:
* Cell towers allowed in residential zones only by exception. Please note that this
doesn’t mean that small cell nodes are prohibited in residential neighborhoods.  It just
means that before installing a cell tower in a residential neighborhood, the applicant
must show that there are no other ways it can deliver needed service.   
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* 500 ft setback from schools
* 1,500 ft separation between small cell nodes
* Annual RF testing of cell tower equipment
* 500 ft setback for multi-family residences in commercial districts  
You can find the Los Altos Staff report with the draft ordinance here:
https://www.losaltosca.gov/sites/default/files/fileattachments/city_council/meeting/484
51/1._wireless_facilities_regulations.pdf
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Leonard Schwarz
Council, City
Clerk, City; Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; UAC
Revising Palo Alto"s Wireless Ordinance
Wednesday, August 7, 2019 5:54:49 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Mayor Filseth, Vice-Mayor Fine, Ms. Cormack, Mr. DuBois, Ms. Kniss, Ms. Kou and Mr.
Tanaka:
As I feel confident you know, it took our neighbor, the City of Los Altos, only one month to
draft and pass a Wireless Ordinance that protects the quality of life in that community. The
Los Altos ordinance includes many of the provisions Palo Alto residents have long been asking
for—provisions such as disfavoring cell towers in residential neighborhoods, establishing
minimum distances between cell towers and requiring annual safety inspections of
equipment.
I am writing to ask that you finish the job you began on April 15th.   Please immediately revise
our Wireless Ordinance so that Palo Alto stops allowing telecommunications companies to
install ugly, noisy, potentially hazardous and least-expensive-for-them cell tower equipment
anywhere they want in our beautiful, quiet, safe neighborhoods.
The residents of Palo Alto are counting on you to put us—not Verizon and AT&T—first.
Thank you,
Leonard Schwarz
lschwarz@right-thing.net
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill Schmarzo
Castilleja Expansion; Planning Commission; Council, City; William Schmarzo
Castilleja Student Lesson of the Day: Alternative Facts and Fake News
Tuesday, August 6, 2019 8:17:24 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Editor, the independently commissioned Environmental Impact
Report concluded that the Castilleja expansion project would:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->1. <!--[endif]-->Cause significant and
unavoidable traffic problems especially at key intersections and
roadway segments.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->2. <!--[endif]-->Conflict with existing trafficmanagement systems that encourage students and staff to use
alternate forms of transportation.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->3. <!--[endif]-->Create "significant and
unavoidable" impact on "land use incompatibility or physically divide an
established community.”
<!--[if !supportLists]-->4. <!--[endif]-->Increase neighborhood
disturbance associated with special events, increasing traffic volumes in
project vicinity and generating noise levels that exceed Municipal Code
standards
To counter this study, Castilleja commissioned their own non-independent
study, paid their own researchers and created their own numbers to
conclude: "The new project and increase in enrollment to 540 students
wouldn’t increase rush hour traffic."
Reminds of other non-independent studies done by:
Big Tobacco to convince Americans that smoking cigarettes was safe
Coal Industry to convince Americans that coal didn’t increase carbon
levels (even created the lie of “clean coal”)
NRA to convince Americans that guns don’t kill
Big Oil to convince Americans that oil is environmentally safe
Castilleja is teaching their girls a very important lesson: if you don’t like
the facts, then lie to create your own alternative facts. Heck what’s next,
promoting their expansion as “safe traffic”?

Sincerely,
Bill Schmarzo
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

JIM POPPY
Planning Commission; Council, City; gsheyner@paweekly.com; editor@paweekly.com
Commissioner Alcheck"s relationship with Castilleja CFO
Tuesday, August 6, 2019 5:08:10 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Commissioner Alcheck,

It's well-known that you have a personal relationship with Kathy Layendecker,
Castilleja's CFO.

Can you truthfully state that your relationship will not influence your comments about
the Castilleja DEIR?

Will you provide for the record how many times you have discussed the project
outside of formal meetings with the applicant?

There is no benefit to the community for this project and I hope you can be impartial
and take the proposed project on its demerits.

Regards,
Jim Poppy
Melville Ave.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jo Ann Mandinach
Planning Commission; Council, City
Just say NO to the CASTI Expansion. In fact FINE them for their years of violations
Wednesday, August 7, 2019 10:04:22 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Have you been on Embarcadero recently? Have you seen the ludicrous gridlock
that sends us miles out of our way?
Why would you even consider letting Casti -- and/ort Standford -- make traffic even
worse?
JUST SAY NO to more traffic. Casti's been in violation of its enrollment cap for
years; they shouldn't be rewarded for their
illegal conduct.
Stop this assault on our quality of life or whatever little's left of it here.
Most sincerely,
Jo Ann Mandinach
Middlefield Road
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jeanne Fleming
Council, City
Clerk, City; Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; UAC
Why is Palo Alto dragging its feet?
Wednesday, August 7, 2019 1:23:08 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Mayor Filseth, Vice-Mayor Fine, Ms. Cormack, Mr. DuBois, Ms. Kniss, Ms. Kou
and Mr. Tanaka,
Why is the City of Palo Alto dragging its feet in updating our Wireless Ordinance?  
It took only a month, start to finish, for Los Altos to draft and pass a Wireless
Ordinance with strong protections for the quality of life in their community. Their
Ordinance includes many of the sensible provisions Palo Alto residents have long
been asking for—provisions such as disfavoring cell towers in residential
neighborhoods, establishing minimum distances between cell towers, requiring
annual safety inspections of equipment and more.
Please finish the job you started on April 15th.   Please immediately revise our
Wireless Ordinance so that Palo Alto stops allowing telecommunications companies
to install ugly, noisy, potentially hazardous and least-expensive-for-them cell tower
equipment anywhere they want in our beautiful, quiet, safe neighborhoods.
The residents of Palo Alto are counting on you to put us—not Verizon or AT&T--first.
Thank you,
Jeanne Fleming
Jeanne Fleming, PhD
JFleming@Metricus.net
650-325-5151

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Rob Levitsky
Planning Commission; Castilleja Expansion
rob levitsky
missing biological resources section of DEIR
Tuesday, August 6, 2019 5:50:32 PM
image2.png
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking on links.
________________________________
planning commisioners:
Our group at PNQLnow.org did not see a Biological Resources section in the DEIR for the Castilleja proposal. This is in stark contrast to the Biological Resources section of the EIR for the Stanford Medical Center.
This section is where the protected trees are discussed, and project alternatives are presented in order to minimize impacts on the protected trees.
Stanford, for the Medical Center, chose the alternative that protected trees.

However, in the ‘Notice of Availability’
for the Castilleja project, biological resources are deemed ‘insignificant’
and therefor not studied.
This is rediculous, and PNQLNow.org
will be asking for a full tree report in the DEIR, along with a list of Alternatives
designed to minimize impacts to Protected trees.
   I hope you will support our efforts

to preserve and protect these important Palo Alto trees.

rob levitsky
emerson
pnqlnow.org

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

JIM POPPY
Planning Commission; Council, City; Castilleja Expansion
Comments on Castilleja DEIR Chapter 7 - Transportation
Monday, August 5, 2019 4:47:58 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Planning Commission,
Chapter 7 of the Castilleja DEIR does not mention the traffic flow that would result in
cars converging into a single entrance to the proposed underground garage.

Current traffic patterns, with two drop-off points, one on Bryant and one on Kellog,
allow for multiple ways of accessing the school, and those who live west of campus
have many alternatives. Re-routing traffic patterns towards one entrance will not only
cause traffic backups, but it will also endanger cyclists who use Bryant, which
includes students at Paly and middle schools.

The DEIR assumes that all motorists would use the drop-off on Bryant or go through
the garage and exit onto Emerson. There is no mention of how backups and awkward
traffic flows would result in motorists choosing to avoid the garage and drop off
students on side streets, causing more danger to motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians.
And it also states that cars would need to clear the area within 14 seconds to avoid
further backups. It may take 20-30 seconds or more to just get into the queue on
Bryant!

The DEIR must analyze traffic patterns that would result from this reduction of dropoff points to one single entrance.

The omission of this analysis is very surprising and suggests that the DEIR is not
portraying an accurate picture of how traffic would approach the garage.

This glaring omission should require a completely new traffic analysis. It is
outrageous and suggests a bias by Dudek in favor of the applicant.

Regards,
Jim Poppy
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Melville Ave
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Diana Darcy
Planning Commission; Council, City; letters@paweekly.com; letters@padailypost.com
Diana Darcy
Don"t let Castilleja expand
Monday, August 5, 2019 3:43:23 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

I am firmly against allowing Castilleja to expand. There is no clear benefit to our
community from allowing an expansion of Castilleja. In fact, now that the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is available, it is clear that expansion would
instead cause many problems for Palo Alto, including increased traffic in an already
congested area. It would be ridiculous to portray me as being against the "education
of women" as Castilleja supporters have tried to say. Girls who live in Palo Alto have
access to an outstanding public education at Paly where both my daughters have
thrived, and Gunn is also an outstanding option. The 75% of Castilleja students from
outside Palo Alto (and those within Palo Alto) have other options for spending
excessive amounts of tuition dollars if they feel they must have a private girls-only
education; Palo Alto has no obligation to support this school any more than we have
so far. Castilleja is in a residential area, and they have flouted their enrollment limits
for many years, causing traffic problems for their neighbors. They should be
penalized, not rewarded for this behavior by an expansion. They have not stepped up
to provide housing for teachers or any other real benefits to our community. Palo Alto
should not support this proposal.
Diana Darcy
Harker Ave., Palo Alto
ddarcy@stanfordalumni.org
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Why further divide the community over Castilleja?
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Dear City Council and PTC,

The Palo Alto Matters newsletter states it perfectly:

The resulting potential to exacerbate existing land-use conflicts between the
school and its residential neighborhood was deemed a further significant and
unavoidable impact of the project that would “create land use incompatibility
or physically divide an established community."

Castilleja's plans provide no benefit to the community or neighborhood. Please
fix this now and ask Castilleja to remove the garage from their plans and accept
a smaller increase of enrollment.

You are supposed to represent the tax-paying citizens of Palo Alto, not an elite
institution that serves wealthy families outside of Palo Alto. You should have held a
study session to warn Castilleja about such an aggressive plan.

Regards,
Jim Poppy
Melville Ave.
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slevy@ccsce.com
Steve Levy
California Remains 5th Largest World Economy
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http://ccsce.com/PDF/Numbers-July2019-California-Economy-Rankings.pdf
The lead over 6th place UK widened
The rest of the top ten stayed the same.
India is poised to leap past France and Italy.
The Texas economy would rank 11th.
California ranked high in GDP gains in 2018 and for the 1999-208 period.
Steve
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Castilleja DEIR ignores traffic flow into garage
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Dear PTC,
The Castilleja DEIR ignores the impractical traffic flow created by the proposed
underground garage. While the study finds that the egress of the garage will create
significant and unavoidable impacts on Emerson, Melville, and Kingsley, there is no
mention of how cars will enter the garage coming from two different directions on
Bryant while cyclists are trying to use the street.

And the DEIR does not address the fact that people will avoid the garage if the delay
is significant. Drop-offs would take place on side streets in order to avoid lining up for
entering the garage or drop-off area.

An underground garage is old technology. As transportation evolves into driverless
cars and other options, a garage would just be a lasting legacy to damaging the water
table and to the disruption of traffic along Embarcadero and neighborhood streets.

With the Stanford GUP and the electrification of Caltrain, any addition of unavoidable
traffic snafus will only become greater as the years pass.

Please RECOMMEND THAT THE GARAGE BE REMOVED FROM THE PLANS.

Thank you,
Jim Poppy
Melville Ave.
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Dear Commissioners:
As we neighbors of the school make our way through the DEIR several areas of concern arise.
One is the large number of trees slated for removal or relocation. In particular I want to bring
your attention to the 90' stand of redwoods behind the Lockey house and the rental home next
door to it - both of which the school own. As you probably know both homes are slated to be
demolished to make way for the underground garage exit ramp. In addition it looks like four
of the Redwood trees will be cut down and two will be moved to a nearby location.
When I walk downtown I often walk down Embarcadero to cross at Bryant St. There is a nice
view of the trees along Embarcadero and you can see they shade the batting cage area of the
baseball field. They also provide a lovely backdrop to the two residences fronting Emerson.
From what I have learned about transplanting trees that large is that they may live, but they
won't thrive, and may have to be supported by guy wires.
On my walks I also have seen Eichler "Atrium" homes built around heritage trees as well as
sidewalks that have been poured to accommodate large heritage tree trunks. In addition the
City of Palo Alto's emblem/logo is a large redwood. It seems out of character for the City of
Palo Alto to give permission to Castilleja School to build an underground garage, demolishing
housing and mature trees, that will change the look and feel of this block.. I bring this to your
attention so you can find the underground garage portion of the project out of scope with our
neighborhood.
Thank you,
Hank Sousa
Melville Ave.
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Castilleja and Neighbors Perspectives - PNQL7-30-19.docx
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July 30, 2019
To: Planning and Transportation Commission
From: PNQLnow.org, a grass-roots organization of neighbors living near Castilleja School
(contact: info@PNQLnow.org)
Dear Commissioners:
We the neighbors of Castilleja are reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report
prepared by Dudek and published July 17, 2019. The DEIR report quotes, in a few places,
Castlilleja’s 8 Project Objectives. We, as residents who live next to the school 24/7 and
live with their impacts, provide you with what the school’s objectives mean to us.
Black font is directly copied from pages 2 and 3 of Chapter 1 - Executive Summary of
Dudek’s DEIR (Castilleja’s words).
Blue font is the response from the residents’ perspective.

1.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES
Castilleja School has set forth the following objectives for the project:
1.Maintain a single integrated campus for the middle and upper school in the current
location, while providing new structures that integrate state-of-the-art technology and
teaching practices and retain flexibility to adapt to unanticipated changes.
Castilleja School is located on 6 acres of land in the heart of a R-1 residential
neighborhood. The school’s objective of maintaining a single integrated campus is in stark
contrast to the majority of private schools on the S.F. Peninsula with similar or greater
acreage but have split their campuses so as not to be a burden to their neighbors and
better accommodate their students (e.g. Keyes School, Pinewood Academy, Nueva School,
Crystal Springs School, Harker Academy, St Francis School, The International School of
Palo Alto). Two private schools that have maintained an integrated campus locally are
located on substantial acreage in Atherton; Menlo School on 31 acres, Woodside Priory on
51 acres, and Sacred Heart School on 40 acres.

2. Achieve better architectural compatibility with adjacent neighborhoods through a wellarticulated building and improve site aesthetics and harmony with the surrounding
neighborhoods through enhanced landscaping.
The adjacent neighborhoods are comprised of houses which have grown organically over
the last 100 years. The design of the new buildings appears modern and industrial
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compared to the eclectic architectural styles that surround the school, many of them
decades old and historic. Tearing down existing houses and mature protected oaks and
redwoods to be replaced by a garage structure is in no way harmonious or compatible with
the neighborhood.

3.Increase enrollment to 540 students to allow more young women the unique opportunity
to receive an all-girls education.
Providing more young women the Castilleja education can be achieved many ways. This
particular site is already densely populated (students per acre). The current CUP (approved
in 2000) gave the school an 8% increase in enrollment (from 385 to 415) and our group
(PNQL) would be ok with that percentage increase again, taking the school to 448 students.
But the 30% request is simply too high; each extra student brings numerous peripheral
additional drivers.
The school has rejected the suggestion of splitting the campus. However, we have never
heard the school explain why can’t they establish a “Castilleja II”, also serving grades 6 –
12, as other schools have done, elsewhere, where they can grow without limits. Many other
schools have split their campuses or have multiple sites.

4. Increase on-site parking via an underground parking garage in order to reduce both
parking visibility and surface parking spaces.
The proposed garage would have a single entrance on the Bryant Bike Boulevard and a
single exit onto Emerson at Melville. Instead of queuing up to enter an underground garage,
drivers are more likely to drop off students on side streets, creating more traffic and danger
to cyclists and pedestrians. Furthermore, the proposed garage would replace beautiful
houses to gain a net 61 parking spaces, which outweighs any upside of not seeing parked
cars on campus. Build a garage and they will drive. The school should be encouraging
shuttling and not driving to school. And driverless vehicles will soon be coming, making a
garage even less important.

5. Improve vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle access for students and staff through design
efficiencies and a robust Transportation Demand Management Plan.   We are in agreement
that Palo Alto students should be encouraged to walk and bike to school. However, Palo
Alto students only make up approximately 25% of the student body. When the school
abides by their TDM, the neighbors generally don’t have many Castilleja students parking in
front of their houses. If Castilleja wants to increase enrollment slightly, they could further
expand their TDM by not allowing students to drive, using satellite pick-up and drop-off
sites and shuttling, using only surface parking and not destroying the neighborhood with a
commercial/industrial garage structure.   

6. Ensure no increase in vehicle trips to and from the campus during AM and PM peak
hours relative to recent (baseline) traffic volumes. Reduce the number of service deliveries
and relocate deliveries within the campus and below grade, to decrease nuisance effects to
neighbors.
We applaud the school’s plans to ensure no increase in vehicle trips during commute
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times. Why do they need a garage if there are no additional trips? We don’t have a
parking problem, we have a traffic problem. We agree with this goal, to not increase
vehicle trips, and we would suggest decreasing the commute trips by expanding shuttle
service to and from satellite pick-up and drop-off sites, requiring parents to utilize them, and
disallowing students to drive to school. Importantly, this goal does not address the many
non-peak cars traveling into the neighborhood for school events. The number of
events exceed by 10x the school’s current CUP events limits and need to be reduced to
reasonable levels to allow neighbors quiet enjoyment of their evenings and weekends.

7. Improve the campus’s sustainability and energy efficiency by developing new facilities.
Any improvement of the efficiency of operations has to take into account the energy costs
of removing existing buildings, preparing the site, and all the new materials up to
completion. For the garage, specifically, removal of 60,000 cu yds of dirt will require 6,000
dump truck loads and all the energy associated with the trucks and heavy equipment. The
garage itself will be poured from concrete. The cement industry is the most energyintensive of all manufacturing industries, and is one of the primary producers of carbon
dioxide, a potent greenhouse gas. Concrete causes damage to the most fertile layer of the
earth, the topsoil, which contributes to surface run-off, which may cause soil erosion, water
pollution, and flooding.   Sustainability is not going to be improved by the use of so much
concrete, as approximately one ton of CO2 is released for every one ton of concrete
produced.
8. Phased development of the project to allow Castilleja School to continue to operate
during construction and to reduce impacts on the neighborhood.
It is difficult to understand how the school will operate during construction, as it would
seriously detract from the children’s learning. The school’s attempt to reduce impacts is
laudable. However, we disagree with the phased development claims. For one, once any
increase in enrollment is approved, legally the school can enroll that number, so they may
choose to revise their current plan of increasing over 4 or 5 years and just hike the
enrollment by 30% when it is built. Secondly, tearing down homes to build an underground
garage facility as the first phase and then offering to reduce the enrollment is too impactful
is backwards and asks for exceptions ahead of proving they can abide by their enrollment
number. If the school wishes to be a good neighbor, they should offer to modernize the
school and plan for a modest increase in enrollment once traffic parameters are met.  

-Andie Reed
Melville Ave
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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Commissioners & Council Members,
Please neither allow Castilleja to grow their enrollment, nor allow the school to expand the
physical plant at their current location. As a law abiding entity the school should be required
to reduce their current enrollment to the number set in their original use permit.
The only fair outcome, in the near term, for the residents of Palo Alto is for the school to be
immediately required to reduce the current enrollment of their campus to the number
established by the original use permit. Only once the school is in full compliance should the
matter of enrollment growth or physical expansion be entertained.
As a just penalty, should anyone be interested in justice, the school would be required to
maintain the originally agreed upon enrollment for as many years as they have been in
violation of the original conditional use agreement. At the end of that term the school could
apply to expand enrollment and/or expand their facilities.
If the school should choose to expand to a second site separate from their current location (eg
Nueva or Pinewood), they should then be required to reduce the enrollment of the Bryant
Street location which would give all students more space and provide remedy to the
neighborhood surrounding the current (original) campus.
Please do not continue to accept or reward Castilleja's poor behavior. Our city must require
rules to have been followed prior to considering the requests of any person or organization.
And, extra attention must be paid those who choose to ignore the current rules and then hide
their violations from our residents and city government.
Sincerely,
Tim Edmonds
Alma Street

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 8-14-19
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Judy Grinberg
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I strongly oppose the expansion. For All the reasons against it that you have heard before and
because I understand that the expansion does not only benefit Palo Alto students.
Judy Grinberg Middlefield Rd. 94301
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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I am a Palo Alto resident living less than one block from the Castilleja site, and have a
daughter who graduated from Castilleja in 2011. While I am a strong supporter of Castilleja's
mission, I also strongly oppose the school's expansion on a site that is already overcrowded.
Castilleja has requested a renegotiation of the CUP enrollment cap from 415 to 540 students.
This is an increase of 25%. I do not know Castilleja's employment, but there are currently 167
employees with LinkedIn pages (https://www.linkedin.com/school/castilleja-school/).
Assuming a 25% increase in staff, the load on the site would increase by at least 167 people
(125 students and 42 staff).
Castilleja's density is already significantly higher than comparably sized public schools in Palo
Alto. From https://www.pausd.org/business-services/strong-schools-bond, there are links to a
"Campus Profile" with acreage, enrollment and square footage numbers for Addison, Hays,
Hoover, Nixon, and Palo Verde schools. I picked these five because there was no data on the
others. These sites range from 4.6 acres to 10.3 acres. Those five schools average 6.54 acres,
have an average enrollment of 425, and have 43,671 square feet of buildings. Assuming 25
teachers/staff per site, these elementary schools have about 450 students/staff per site. If
Castilleja is able to annex the residential homes that it owns, its lot size will increase to 6.58
acres. Currently, Castilleja already has 438 students (23 over-cap), and 167+ employees (per
Linked-in), which totals 605 people. Increasing enrollment to 540 and increasing staffing by
25% would put about 750 people on site during school hours. Castilleja also has significant
traffic from sporting events, on-campus events, and summer-camps that the public elementary
schools lack. The planning commission and city council should reject an increase in
Castilleja's enrollment.
Castilleja's proposed project represents a huge increase in square footage. The Draft EIR and
other documents submitted by Castilleja spin a narrative of "no increase in square footage".
Paraphrasing page 1-3 of the DEIR Executive Summary, the proposal is to replace 6021sf plus
84,572sf with 84,124sf of new construction. This narrative seems intentionally misleading; it
refers to a calculation of lot coverage versus the actual construction.
1. The existing square footage to be demolished includes four spaces that artificially inflate
the current square footage. These are 11,389 sf of attic space in the Arrillaga Center, and
6021 sf from the homes at 1263 Emerson and 1235
Emerson (See https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/57672). The
"at grade connection between library/arts and classroom wings" is also included
(See https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/72447, DEIR Table 31, page 3-9).
2. Above grade classroom space will double from 42,000sf to 84,124sf (DEIR Table 3-1,
page 3-9).
3. Below grade classroom space will triple from 14,726sf to 46,768sf (DEIR Table 3-1,
page 3-9). Furthermore, it is my understanding that these classrooms are not really
underground, but are technically only below street-grade, and will open onto a lowered
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inner circle. Whether or not these classrooms count towards floor-area-ratio (FAR), they
still represent a major increase in the development density on the site.
4. The proposed garage adds a further 50,500sf of uncounted square footage. A
commercial garage entrance and exit are incompatible with residential zoning.
Furthermore, the site water table is at 23-31 feet (DEIR, page 12-13). When the
Castilleja gymnasium was constructed, pumps ran 24/7 for many months dumping
significant amounts of groundwater into the storm drains.
5. Total proposed square footage is 244,015 square-feet versus existing 166,231 sf (DEIR
Table 3-1, page 3-9). This is an increase of 47%. Excluding the existing residences
(6021sf), this is an increase of 52%. Excluding the existing attic (11389sf), this is an
increase of 64%. Compared to Palo Alto's elementary schools, the proposed
development is 5.6 times more dense (244015 / 43671sf) on comparable parcel-size.

Castilleja is situated in the middle of a residential R-1 neighborhood. A lightly trafficked and
lightly developed school is consistent with a residential neighborhood. However, Castilleja's
proposal represents a major redevelopment that is more consistent with commercial zoning. I
am particularly triggered by Castilleja's insistence on including a parking garage in their plans,
and then insisting that the neighbors have asked for it. I support great education, but Castilleja
should not be granted an increase in enrollment, and their redevelopment proposals must be
evaluated taking into account all of the proposed square footage - both above and below grade.
Sincerely,
Peter Costello
Emerson
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________________________________
While students at this school graduate and move on, the residents in
the neighborhood will live the added congestion, the school plans will
create, for the rest of their lives.
It is time for Castillejas to expand to satellite campuses to fill
their growing needs as other private schools in the area have done.
Thank you
Paul Machado
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I am writing this note because I will be unable to attend the scheduled August 14 hearing
regarding the draft EIR for Castilleja School's application for a new CUP as my wife and I
will be traveling at that time.
I have read portions of the draft report and I believe the commission should reject it as
being deficient in assessing the impact of the school's proposal to increase enrollment, build
an underground garage and totally rebuild the academic buildings. Among the deficiencies I
noted are:
1. There is no estimate of the thousands of cubic feet of dirt that will be necessary to be
removed and disposed of to build the underground garage; nor is there any discussion of
where that dirt will be removed to (and the consequences of that "dumping"). There is no
discussion of the number of truck loads that will be necessary to remove said dirt, the
impact on the surrounding streets and the location of a staging area for those trucks.
2. There is inadequate discussion of the air quality consequences of the removal of the dirt
and the other construction. Although there are requirements to adopt procedures to
minimize these impacts, as a resident during the construction of the underground
gymnasium, I can attest to the fact that the air quality will deteriorate dramatically and for
many days will be unbreathable. All local residences will have significant dirt residue and
will require both power washing of the walls and extensive cleaning of windows.
3. There is no discussion of the length of time necessary for the construction of the total
project, the number of construction workers and their parking arrangements, the number of
truck deliveries during construction nor the plans for accommodating school sessions while
the existing buildings are demolished and the new ones being built. There is no doubt that
this multi-year project will lead to significant dislocations as construction equipment and
supplies are delivered and removed. Drivers routinely ignore impacts on the neighbors
which are likely to be significant given the limited "on campus" space for staging. When the
school rebuilt the oval several years ago, I was forced to miss a doctor's appointment
because my driveway was blocked for several hours when a large flatbed was picking up a
piece of equipment and double parked on Emerson. When I asked the driver to move it so I
could get out of my driveway, he refused and responded that I should have moved my car
to the street before work hours as I knew there was construction going on. When I called
the school, I was told they had no control over the construction workers.
4. In looking at ongoing neighborhood impacts, the report should provide a comparison of
student density (number of students per acre or something similar) of the Castilleja
proposal against other Bay Area private schools. It does not. There should be a discussion
of restrictions imposed on evening and weekend events of these other schools.
5. In the discussion of alternatives, a detailed description of steps taken by other private
schools when faced with similar circumstances was missing. The report accepts without
question the school's stated objective to have a single 6-12 campus. Other local private
school's had similar objectives but eventually agreed to split campuses. The report should
include an analysis of the impacts these other schools have experienced of having split
campuses. In addition, there should be a comparison of measures of student density
(students per acre or something similar) of the existing Castilleja allowed (not actual) and
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proposed enrollments with other area private schools. This summary should be
accompanied by an analysis of these other school's actual neighborhood impacts and
ongoing neighborhood complaints.

6. The transportation analysis lacks any analysis of the impact of the proposal on the
Embarcadero corridor, other than an analysis of the small spur where westbound
Embarcadero traffic can turn right onto Alma. At peak commute times (including morning
school hours), traffic tends to back up from the Embarcadero/El Camino and
Embarcadero/Town&Country stop lights far beyond Emerson, sometimes to Waverley.
school traffic is likely to have some added burden on Embarcadero but there seems to be no
discussion of this. Since traffic coming from the proposed garage would exit onto Emerson
toward Embarcadero and then turn right onto Embarcadero, there needs to be an analysis
of the actual traffics patterns Eastbound on Embarcadero. In addition, although the posted
speed limit is 25 mph on Embarcadero, actual traffic flows are usually significantly faster
than that. Since the visibility at the intersection is less than ideal, given the angle at which
Embarcadero comes up the hill from the Alma/rail underpass, backups onto Emerson will be
more significant than as discussed in the report.
7. Also, the transportation section refers to the Emerson Embarcadero intersection as not
being a pedestrian cross area. It is my understanding that California law defines any
intersection as a pedestrian crosswalk, even those without markings, unless there is a no
crossing posting. There is no such posting at this intersection.
8. There is no discussion of the fact that people routinely turn left from Emerson onto
Embarcadero Westbound and from Embarcadero Westbound onto Emerson in spite of the
signage prohibiting those turns. Police patrols are unlikely to be in the area at prime school
commute hours likely resulting in an increase in this illegal and dangerous driving behavior.
9. I found the minimal discussion of the school's failure to abide by the existing CUP in the
land use section of the report to be particularly troublesome. Throughout the report, the
writers describe mitigation efforts that would minimize negative impacts. Since without
these mitigation efforts, there would have been many more negative impacts highlighted.
A single sentence in section 4.2 of the draft EIR - "During the 2011-2012 academic school
year, the student population exceeded the 2000 CUP enrollment limitation of 415 students."
- dramatically understates the school's behavior. I believe the school first surpassed their
allowed enrollment limit before the 2000 CUP was in effect (they anticipated it for the 19992000 school year, even though it was not effective until January 2000) and their failure to
abide by it began before the 2010 school year mentioned in the report. The report fails to
mention that the school had applied for 425 in the late 90s, but was limited to 415 by the
city and was explicitly told at that time "no more". There needs to be a thorough discussion
of the factors that have changed since then for the city to allow what was rejected then.
Given that many of the mitigation efforts described in the draft EIR require ongoing actions
by the school that are not dissimilar to the non-enrollment conditions of the 2000 CUP, a
more thorough discussion of the school's failure to follow them after they were imposed in
2000 needs to be added. I also understand that the recently retired city manager referred
to these conditions as unenforceable. A reasonable person should demand more analysis of
if these were ignored and unenforceable for the past 19 years, how they will be followed
and enforced going forward.
10. It is my understanding that the school would require a modification of the existing
underground easement associated with the city's abandonment of the surface easement
when the Melville cul-de-sac was turned into a playing field by the school, and possibly the
relocation of sewer lines. I may have missed it, but I did not see any discussion of this and
the possible impacts on sewer flows and storm runoff.
11. When the school built the underground gymnasium, they encountered water and
stopped construction until a detailed water abatement plan was developed and approved.
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The pump system behind the art building on Emerson is an ongoing feature of the plan.
Given this history, there needs to be a more detailed analysis and description based on 20+
years of experience related to the underground stream that is part of the area.
12. The plan calls for the removal of 2 single family residences which the report dismisses
as inconsequential without any serious discussion. Given the tremendous housing shortage
in Palo Alto, this section needs to be enhanced significantly.
I am sure a more thorough reading the hundreds of pages in the report will bring to light
many more deficiencies and I call on the commission members to do so and to return the
report to the staff as unacceptable. The staff should also be directed to interview impacted
neighbors to ascertain their concerns and their individual histories of interactions with the
school when the school failed to follow CUP requirements over the past 30 years.
Sincerely,
Bill Powar
Emerson Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301
bill@thepowars.com
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Friday, August 2, 2019 12:28:34 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________
I live in Old Palo Alto. No doubt this expansion would greatly have a negative impact on the immediate
neighborhood. In over 30 years, I have never seen the school reach out to the neighborhood for any inclusive
activity. At this point if 75% of student are non -Palo Alto residents and the neighbors disapprove, I don’t believe
any exceptions should be made. Also, how much does the school pay to the City of Palo Alto which could be used
to improve the community? Are they exempt from taxes? Do the students even volunteer for local projects or
initiatives?

Sent from my iPad
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Planning Commission,
I drive the Emerson / Embarcadero route multiple times a day and strongly feel the expansion
would effect my commute to work.
Adding a parking garage in a residential neighborhood also sounds absolutely ridiculous.
Why are we negatively impacting long term residents who have lives in the area for decades to
benefit out of town, temporary folks?
Thanks,
NF
-Nathan Fahrenthold
Greer Rd, Palo Alto, CA 94303
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Highlights are
--regional job growth continues at a surprisingly high level
--surprising not because companies do not plan to grow (many do) but because it is hard to
see where they are fining workers. Two regular sources (population and labor force growth)
have been small and unemployment has decreased but accounts for only 10% of job
growth.
Are more workers taking second and third jobs and/or more workers commuting from
adjacent counties and can this last without housing growth tha tis more affordable in the
region?

http://www.bayareaeconomy.org/bay-area-job-watch-39/
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From:
To:
Date:

Pamela Ballus
Planning Commission
Friday, August 2, 2019 10:35:52 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Planning Commissioners:
I have lived at
Alma Street for 23 years, and I regularly walk my dog
twice a day in the neighborhood. I enjoy the early mornings before the
students at Castilleja start arriving; the blocks surrounding the school are
verdant with old oak trees and redwoods, on and off campus. I know how
busy the morning drop-off and afternoon pick-up can be, on three sides of
the school (Bryant, Kellogg, and Emerson). The school is very trafficky
some evenings and weekends as well. During the commute times,
Castilleja takes up much of the air around the neighborhood, kids being
dropped off slowly in lines of cars, or a couple of blocks away willy-nilly,
and traffic jams occur as parents try to navigate the quickest way around
back onto Embarcadero or Alma. I have read enough of the environmental
impact report and looked at the plans and do not understand how the City
of Palo Alto could even entertain tearing down two houses and their
surrounding tall redwoods and oaks to build an underground garage for
more cars to enter this small area, with the idea parents will line up and
slowly enter and exit single outlets. The site is a small site, it is maxed
out between 438 girls and 140 staff on 6 acres, and increasing enrollment
would further intensify the traffic and activity. It would seem that if the
school wanted to grow, they should split middle school from high school,
into two campuses, like most integrated schools do when they want to
grow. This would allow Castilleja to accommodate more girls and save a
small neighborhood from its demise. Alternatively, the school should
intensify their shuttle service and require all drop-offs at a satellite parking
spot, and showing they could keep traffic down, maybe they could request
a bit more enrollment.
Please deny the school the right to trump the neighbors by tearing down
houses and trees to build a garage.
Pamela Ballus
Alma Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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Jeanne Fleming
Atkinson, Rebecca
Fleming, Jim; Council, City; Clerk, City; Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; UAC; board@pausd.org
RE: Wireless Communications Facilities Hot Topics Site
Thursday, August 1, 2019 6:03:51 PM
image002.png
image004.png

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 8-14-19

Hi Rebecca,
Thank you for this. I am happy to report that I am now signed up for alerts at buldingeye.
I would appreciate it if you would follow up with respect to these points from my July 18th email to you:

I look forward to hearing from Jim Fleming with respect to any plans to install Vinculums/Verizon Cluster 1 (i.e., the proposed cell towers in Midtown neighborhoods). I trust he can also tell me exactly for what, and on what date(s), permits
were issued for proposed cell towers in this Cluster, including the two near elementary schools. I would also like to know if other required permits are still outstanding for these proposed installations.
You have given me a lot to think about, so I will probably have a number of questions. But for now, I would appreciate it if you would tell me whether I am correct in understanding you to be saying that, with respect to Vinculums/Verizon
Cluster 2 (i.e., the Barron Park neighborhood, including Barron Park Elementary School), the shot clock has been stopped until the applicants resubmit plans for these propose cell towers (i.e., no permits have been issued)?
You have explained that Public Works is the lead on street work and encroachment permit review.   May I assume that the Wireless Hot Topics page will be systematically updated to reflect what Public Works is doing?
On the last point, I see that the Wireless Hot Topics page still has not been updated since April 19th, despite Council’s June amendments to the Ordinance and despite AT&T’s new application to install fourteen more cell towers in the University South, Downtown
North and Green Acres neighborhoods.
As always, thank you for your help.
Regards to you,
Jeanne

Jeanne Fleming
JFleming@Metricus.net
650-325-5151

From: Atkinson, Rebecca <Rebecca.Atkinson@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 7:41 PM
To: Jeanne Fleming <jfleming@metricus.net>
Cc: Fleming, Jim <Jim.Fleming@CityofPaloAlto.org>; French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Wireless Communications Facilities Hot Topics Site
Hello Jeanne Fleming,
Good evening.
In further follow-up to your Question 3 from 7/9 below:
Please utilize the following weblink and type in “250 Hamilton” as the search address: https://paloalto.buildingeye.com/planning. In a sidebar pop-up screen, you should see all of the planning applications attributed to this reference address. Note that we use “250 Hamilton” for
wireless projects proposed for the right of way, as there isn’t an actual address for the right of way. You might be interested in the dates of each review status item for each wireless application. Our Accela permit tracking system updates these dates when staff enters information into
the system, such as when we receive an application resubmittal.
On the topic of alerts, it is my understanding that you can set email notice alerts/frequency for new applications at specific addresses or within a radius (see snipped image below). I set up a test one for myself (see snipped image below) back in 2017 and receive alerts when an
application comes in for 250 Hamilton. You’d need to sign up in the system.
Please let me know if you have any further questions.
Regards,
Rebecca
See Alert Icon:

See example Alert Signup Screen:

See example Project Status Screenshot for AT&T 19PLN-00191:

See example Project Status Screenshot for Vinculums 17PLN-00228:
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From: Jeanne Fleming [mailto:jfleming@metricus.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 6:32 PM
To: Atkinson, Rebecca
Cc: Clerk, City; Council, City; Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; UAC; board@pausd.org; Fleming, Jim
Subject: RE: Wireless Communications Facilities Hot Topics Site

Hi Rebecca,
Thank you for answering my questions. I am most appreciative.
I look forward to hearing from Jim Fleming with respect to any plans to install Vinculums/Verizon Cluster 1 (i.e., the proposed cell towers in Midtown neighborhoods). I trust he can also tell me exactly for what, and on what date(s), permits were
issued for proposed cell towers in this Cluster, including the two near elementary schools. I would also like to know if other required permits are still outstanding for these proposed installations.
You have given me a lot to think about, so I will probably have a number of questions. But for now, I would appreciate it if you would tell me whether I am correct in understanding you to be saying that, with respect to Vinculums/Verizon Cluster 2
(i.e., the Barron Park neighborhood, including Barron Park Elementary School), the shot clock has been stopped until the applicants resubmit plans for these propose cell towers (i.e., no permits have been issued)?
You have explained that Public Works is the lead on street work and encroachment permit review.   May I assume that the Wireless Hot Topics page will be systematically updated to reflect what Public Works is doing?
Thank you again for your help, and please do let me know how I can sign up for Accela notification.
Regards to you,
Jeanne
Jeanne Fleming
JFleming@Metricus.net
650-325-5151

From: Atkinson, Rebecca <Rebecca.Atkinson@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 3:31 PM
To: Jeanne Fleming <jfleming@metricus.net>
Cc: Fleming, Jim <Jim.Fleming@CityofPaloAlto.org>; French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Wireless Communications Facilities Hot Topics Site
Hello Jeanne Fleming.
Good afternoon.
Regarding your four questions below:
1. Where in the process do the Verizon/Vinculums Clusters 1, 2 and 3 stand right now?
2. Where in the process do the Verizon/Crown Castle Clusters stand right now?
3. How do I sign up for notification re wireless projects on Accela? (Please assume I know nothing about how to do this, because I don’t.)
4. How can I see the Wireless Ordinance that was in force in Palo Alto before the adopted-in-2015 Wireless Ordinance that is in force today? I would appreciate it if you would send me a link.
1. Vinculums – as of 07/18/19
Cluster 3 (17PLN-00228) Project status is incomplete/under review. No resubmittal received.
Cluster 1 (17PLN-00169) – Public Works issued streetwork and encroachment permits quite awhile ago, Electrical knows more about installation timing on nodes with permits (cc’ing Jim Fleming).
Node Number
Address
Street Work Permit
Encroachment Permit
129
2490 Louis Road
18STR-00087
18ENC-00044
130
2802 Louis Road
18STR-00088
18ENC-00046
131
891 Elbridge Way
18STR-00086
18ENC-00045
133E
949 Loma Verde Ave
18STR-00089
18ENC-00047
134
3409 Kenneth Drive
18STR-00090
18ENC-00048
135
795 Stone Lane
18STR-00091
18ENC-00049
137
3090 Ross Road
18STR-00093
18ENC-00051
138
836 Colorado Ave
18STR-00085
18ENC-00043
143
419 El Verano Ave
18STR-00094
18ENC-00053
144
201 Loma Verde Ave
18STR-00092
18ENC-00050
145
737 Loma Verde Ave
18STR-00095
18ENC-00052
Cluster 2 (17PLN-00170) – Public Works is lead on streetwork and encroachment permit review. Vinculums did not resubmit Node 104 on Suzanne Drive or Node 154 on Barron Ave. Tolling agreement in place for permit review on the following nodes; awaiting resubmittal of permit plans:
Node Number
Address
Street Work Permit
Encroachment Permit
101
4193 Wilkie Way
18STR-00258
18ENC-00159
153
3715 Whitsell Ave
18STR-00258
18ENC-00163
155-F
4013 Amaranta Ave
18STR-00258
18ENC-00155
157-E
904 Los Robles Ave
18STR-00258
18ENC-00158
163
180 El Camino Real
18STR-00258
18ENC-00160
2. Crown Castle – as of 07/18/19
Cluster 1 (17PLN-00416) Project status is incomplete/under review. No resubmittal received.
Cluster 2 (17PLN-00433) – Tolling agreement in place, awaiting plans that show conformance with Council’s Record of Land Use Action.
Cluster 3 (17PLN-00450) – Tolling agreement in place, awaiting Director’s Decisions on nodes proposed.
3. I’ll try to write up how to sign up for these alerts. This would be relevant for new applications that are on the horizon. However, at present, you know of all of the wireless in the right of way applications that we have on file, including the recent 19PLN-00191 submitted by AT&T. Planning is
lead on entitlement review, but Public Works is lead on streetwork and encroachment permit review.
4. Please contact the City Clerk for a copy of the ordinance pre-recent updates. The online version of the code now reflects the recent wireless ordinance updates.
Thank you.
Regards,
Rebecca

From: Jeanne Fleming [mailto:jfleming@metricus.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2019 4:32 PM
To: Atkinson, Rebecca
Cc: Clerk, City; Council, City; Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; UAC; board@pausd.org
Subject: FW: Wireless Communications Facilities Hot Topics Site
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Hi Rebecca,
I haven’t heard back from you with respect to my July 9, 2019, email, so I’m resending it here to make sure you’ve received it.
It has been months since Palo Alto’s Wireless hot topics site was updated with respect to the status of the telecom companies’ many applications to install cell towers here. As you can imagine, we are concerned that these companies may be forging
ahead, and no one is telling us about it.
Regards to you,
Jeanne
Jeanne Fleming
JFleming@Metricus.net
650-325-5151

From: Jeanne Fleming <jfleming@metricus.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2019 5:43 PM
To: 'Atkinson, Rebecca' <Rebecca.Atkinson@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: 'Clerk, City' <city.clerk@cityofpaloalto.org>
Subject: RE: Wireless Communications Facilities Hot Topics Site

Hi Rebecca,
Thank you for this helpful update. I look forward to seeing the hot topics site for cell towers return under your stewardship.
I have a few questions I would appreciate your answering now:
1. Where in the process do the Verizon/Vinculums Clusters 1, 2 and 3 stand right now?
2. Where in the process do the Verizon/Crown Castle Clusters stand right now?
3. How do I sign up for notification re wireless projects on Accela? (Please assume I know nothing about how to do this, because I don’t.)
4. How can I see the Wireless Ordinance that was in force in Palo Alto before the adopted-in-2015 Wireless Ordinance that is in force today? I would appreciate it if you would send me a link.

Many thanks for your help,
Jeanne
Jeanne Fleming
JFleming@Metricus.net
650-325-5151

From: Atkinson, Rebecca <Rebecca.Atkinson@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2019 11:07 AM
To: Jeanne Fleming <jfleming@metricus.net>
Cc: Clerk, City <city.clerk@cityofpaloalto.org>; French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Wireless Communications Facilities Hot Topics Site
Hello Jeanne Fleming,
Good morning.
Thank you for your email.
You mention helpful items. I haven’t sent out a City Manager hot topic page update notification email blast yet, but that task is now assigned to me and I will be doing the next one - I will be on the lookout to see if there are any tech glitches.
We received a formal application 19PLN-00191 from AT&T for some of the WCF nodes that they showed in their Preliminary Architectural Review application 17PLN-00398. The notice cards to owners/residents within the mailing radius went out and all of the notice boards are installed on the
proposed streetlight poles. The electronic files are on Accela accessed via citizen portal and you can also find the basic project description and project plans on the project webpage here: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=4626&TargetID=319. The webpage
indicates “under review” and we anticipate a resubmittal at some point (possibly later in July or in early August). We did the rapid 10 days all Departments to review for completeness FCC order deadline process and deemed the application incomplete. Consequently, when the application is
resubmitted, we will get the full 60 days back on the shot clock. I anticipate a lot of changes from what the initial project plans show now, so it will be another complicated technical review ahead. Are you signed up via Accela citizen portal for email announcements for when a wireless project
comes in under the default address 250 Hamilton?
Regards,
Rebecca

Rebecca Atkinson, PMP, AICP, LEED Green Associate | Planner | P&CE Department
250 Hamilton Avenue | Palo Alto, CA 94301
T: 650.329.2596 | F: 650.329.2154 |E: rebecca.atkinson@cityofpaloalto.org

Online Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code
Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped

From: Jeanne Fleming [mailto:jfleming@metricus.net]
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2019 3:59 PM
To: Atkinson, Rebecca
Cc: Clerk, City
Subject: Wireless Communications Facilities Hot Topics Site
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hi Rebecca,
Belated Happy Fourth of July to you.
I would appreciate it if you would tell me if the Wireless Communication Facilities page is up-to-date.
Of course, I can see that it isn’t up-to-date with respect to modifications to the Wireless Ordinance and Resolution. But I would like to know if it is up-to-date with respect to cell tower applications, approvals, permits and so on.   If it isn’t, I would
appreciate it if you would let me and everyone else know what’s new. And if there have been no changes, I would like to know that, too.
Finally, although I am signed up for email alerts when this page is updated, I didn’t receive one of those alerts with the most recent up-date. Hence I am letting you know that there’s a problem.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks and best,
Jeanne
Jeanne Fleming
JFleming@Metricus.net
650-325-5151
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Roy Maydan
Planning Commission
Council, City; letters@paweekly.com; letters@padailypost.com
Support for Castilleja Plan
Friday, August 2, 2019 8:44:02 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

I am writing to express my support for Castilleja's plan to modify its CUP to expand
enrollment. Castilleja is an asset to the community and their plans with the increased
enrollment will only make the school a better environment. I have faith that the school will
work with the city to mitigate any outstanding negative impacts to their plan, just as they have
spent the past few years working to reduce car traffic to the school and to honor their
agreement with the city to gradually reduce enrollment.
Sincerely,
Roy Maydan
Byron St, Palo Alto, CA 94301
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

nancytuck@aol.com
Planning Commission; Council, City; letters@paweekly.com; letters@padailypost.com
Supporter of Castilleja
Friday, August 2, 2019 10:05:06 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.
I am an ardent supporter of Castilleja, their mission, their proposal to modernize, and their application for
an enrollment increase.  
I live on Melville Avenue, between Emerson and Alma. I have never suffered a single moment from
traffic, noise, or parking due to the Castilleja students or activities. My neighbors are fabricating these
issues, and for the life of me I cannot fathom their motives. As I read their online posts and letters to the
editor, there is a distinct message that private schools are evil - they serve the wealthy and they attract
students from beyond Palo Alto's boundaries. In fact, Castilleja offers scholarships to a material portion
of their students, and often students from outside of Palo Alto who bring a diversity that enriches the
learning experience.  
Some neighbors cannot let go of the enrollment misrepresentation from over a decade ago. But I've lived
here since before the enrollment issue was unveiled, and NONE of these people mentioned an issue or a
hardship with the school back then. Castilleja is a stellar neighbor, with a sensitivity to its surroundings
like no other institution I know. The daily visible traffic control management, the repeated invitations to
attend meetings to discuss neighborhood issues, the letters and notices I receive warning me about days
when they expect heavy traffic (about twice a year) -- no similar courtesies from Paly.
I pay sky-high property taxes to live in this robust and thriving community. I want choice for girls - to
attend an excellent public school or a nationally ranked all-girls school. There are many of us who live
next to Castilleja who feel this same way. The NIMBYism that is prevalent with a mostly older, retired,
and nonnegotiable subset of Palo Alto is offensive. These people are fighting this issue like it's a
proposal for a Navigation Center for the mentally ill and drug addicted homeless. They want Palo Alto to
return to its 1960s self. It can't and won't happen, and hopefully the City won't sacrifice an outstanding
school's mission at the insistence of this selfish few.
Nancy Tuck
Melville Ave
Palo Alto

