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Dear Commissioners,
I want to acknowledge the collaboration of work that has been done regarding the Castilleja School modernization
plan. There have been honest conversations with all parties to produce a plan that will work for the school and the
community. Although progress has been made, the academic building demands to be updated to optimize its
academic use for the students. I think the school has done an excellent job providing you with design options that
will preserve more trees and improve quality of life in the neighborhood. Now, I trust you to make recommendations
that will allow this project to move ahead.
Bravo to the ARB and the school, and I surely hope that your December 2 meeting will close with a
recommendation for City Council to approve the latest design.
Thank you very much,
Barbara Gross
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Dear PTC:
I am writing to support Castilleja's project and request you to approve it expeditiously.
It is my understanding that in 2020 there was good discussion about the EIR and Conditions of Approval including:
*       The final EIR confirmed Castilleja project had no negative impacts which could not be mitigated.
*       The school can have no new car trips; if they do, they will not be allowed to increase enrollment.
*       The garage will bring no new car trips; it simply makes the neighborhood more beautiful by moving cars
below ground and preserving greenspace.
*       The garage will improve traffic patters in the neighborhood. Drop off and pick up will be distributed around
campus, and the garage will create a distribution such that traffic will improve for everyone.
This project was approved before, and it should be approved again. Let's keep Palo Alto on the cutting edge of
education!
Sincerely,
Yuko Watanabe and Ashmeet Sidana

I also would like to add my support for the 69 car underground garage. The
Council’s direction to limit the capacity to 52 cars seems arbitrary to me. If the
capacity is 69 cars, the school can fulfill the number of spots required by city
code AND get more cars off our streets. This addition of 17 cars creates no
additional traffic, nor does it affect any trees. This maximized capacity is wiser
for all parties involved and should be recommended.
Thank you, as always, for listening to constituent and neighbor feedback. I appreciate
the time you’ve dedicated to this effort and our city at large.
With gratitude,
Nancy Tuck -

, Palo Alto

the City Council asked us to address, and we are confident they will be able to find the best path forward.
With all of the compromises and revisions that have been made, this project is ready for approval.

I support that final statement: I think the project is ready for the City, which is you all to whom
this is addressed, to select and approve one of the proffered options, so the project can move
forward and more competent young women can become a part of our society.
Sincerely,
Virginia Smedberg
Palo Alto

E kgilbuena@castilleja.org
www.castilleja.org
Women Learning. Women Leading.

1310 Bryant Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301
E kgilbuena@castilleja.org
www.castilleja.org
Women Learning. Women Leading.

counting the parking by students who leave their cars just outside the adjacent areas (which
the school has asked them not to use) and walk an extra block. We neighbors see them every
day, they are unmistakable in their uniforms, and are aware that this merely shifts the
problem further away from the school, but does not mitigate it. The school does not count
these students in its reporting, nor will the TDM monitors.
4. Traffic: It should be made clear that street parking also correlates to cars driving into and out
of a residential area, via one of Palo Alto’s already clogged arteries (which will become deeply
exacerbated should Churchill be closed temporarily or permanently.) All the traffic reports
focus on cars driving into the schools drop off areas, with no consideration of all the selfdriving students who park throughout the area and are NOT monitored by the school. Again,
neighbors are acutely aware of this activity.
5. TDM: There is mention of future programs that will increase the level of carpooling by
faculty/staff and the use of shuttles. NONE of these are predictive methods, as all are
contingent on where the student and teachers live from year to year. The ability to carpool or
shuttle shifts depending on where students hail from. Again, what other private company
would be allowed to expand its operations without specific off-site parking assurances, but
only a hopeful promise to implement carpools?
6. Staff: the report notes that currently, just under 60 percent of the staff drive-alone to
campus, and therefore with a decrease in percentages of staff to student ration, the parking
needed for staff will decrease. Again, this is relative to which teachers are currently on staff –
at the moment, many happen to live in Palo Alto. What happens in five years when there is
turnover and a greater percentage live outside the city and are forced to drive to work? The
methodology is misleading.
7. Restricting driving: a bright spot comes on page 22, which notes incentives examples such as
“restricting sophomores and juniors from driving to campus (a disincentive that reduces
parking), and allowing on-site parking for carpools with three or more passengers (an
incentive to carpool).” We would love to see this a requirement, not a suggestion.
8. Remote parking: also a suggestion that neighbors would like to see as a requirement is
“Remote drop-off/pick-up areas with shuttle service to campus.” Neighbors have asked for
years that the school implement required “kiss and drop” points, serviced by shuttles, which
would dramatically reduce the number of cars coming into this area. We believe this should
be a firm requirement of the CUP.
9. Bike to school measures: less helpful are suggestions that more kids should bike, when the
school has been adamant that it will not restrict any portion of its student body to local kids.
Currently only 25% of its student body is from anywhere in Palo Alto, it is unclear what
percentage is close enough to bike. The city of Woodside requires in its CUP that 50% of the
Woodside Priory enrollment be local, why could Palo Alto not make a similar requirement of
Castilleja in its CUP?

Many thanks for your consideration of these points, and for your service.
Carla Befera
Palo Alto

If “Kiss and Ride” Shuttling happens, then a parking garage, which is
not environmentally friendly, would not be needed at
all.                         “1 ton of cement gives off 1 ton of carbon
dioxide.” (Bill Gates book, p. 104)   The Bryant Bike Boulevard could be
saved which is used by many students and residents in our community.
With 5 years of major building construction for the expansion, and
Castilleja continuing to teach classes in portable building, this could be
a major accident waiting to happen! You will have people (Castilleja
and Paly students, residents in neighborhood, walking, riding bikes,
student dropoffs/pickups all in the same area while this major
construction is happening. Is this realistic? When Stanford was
rebuilding student housing, only construction workers were allowed
into their construction site!
Who is looking at Palo Alto’s long term future? What will happen if Paly
student population explodes, or there is more Stanford
expansion?   Eventually Train crossing will be decided on also. Can Palo
Alto really not afford to look at these multiple scenarios for this section
of town and our future?
Reducing traffic, a lower student enrollment (example-450 students) ,
and cutting our Greenhouse Gases would be very beneficial to our
whole community.
Thank you for your time.
From:  
Neva Yarkin
.
nevayarkin@gmail.com

Residentialist leaders should support this project as a role model in our community, a way
to modernize and create sustainable spaces without increasing FAR or creating traffic
impacts.
I hope you will see me among “the neighbors” who support education for girls in an
updated, modern setting and address my concerns fairly in this review process.
Thank you,
Carol C. Friedman
Palo Alto, CA 94301

long-running mess.
Tell Casti enough!
Most sincerely,
Jo Ann Mandinach
Palo Alto, 94301

60 on-site parking spaces that already exist in order to move their pool to
accommodate a very large building and have a reason to dig an
underground garage.  
3.   VARIANCE: Over the years, the school has grown its abovegrade square footage without constraints and has around 112,000SF
gross floor area (not counting volumetrics). Some buildings were
built pre-code and some were built in the 90s and 2000s. Muni code
allows 81,300SF GFA, so the school is requesting a variance to
replace GFA, claiming that the site is so large that complying with
code would subject the school to hardships or constraints.
a.   The variance rules specifically state that when you cause
your own lot to be large, which the school did in 1992 when
they got the city to give them the 200 block of Melville and
they converted 6 residential lots to school property, this
reason is expressly excluded from consideration. Therefore,
this request for variance doesn't fly.  
b.   Additionally, as is stated in this staff report, an additional
20,000SF or so of underground garage that doesn't qualify as
basement requires a “text amendment” to get out of
counting towards GFA. This gives the school special
treatment designed to only apply to Castilleja.
c.    The school has been successful for 100 years, making it
difficult to make the case that NOT granting them 50,000SF in
excess of allowable GFA causes them hardship.
All of these parts have to be considered at the same time to see the big
picture. All of the iterations are based on a huge increase in enrollment
for a private school in a residential neighborhood that historically does not
comply with their Use Permit.
As you analyze the project, please consider suggesting Castilleja reduce
the scope of their expansion.
Neighbors would love to get behind a less massive project with
lower enrollment increase demands.
Thank you,
Andie Reed
-Andie Reed CPA
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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Commissioners, City Council:
I urge you to NOT approve expansion of Castilleja school.
Castilleja is in a R-1 residential neighborhood. Expansion of the
school, if necessary, should be by relocating to a more suitable
appropriately zoned location either within Palo Alto or in neighboring
communities, or by opening a satellite campus.
Castilleja has exceeded their enrollment limit for decades. Allowing
expansion would reward this unethical behavior.   Castilleja apologized
for exceeding the limit, but only after applying for a 30% increase in
enrollment. This gives no assurance that they will comply with future
enrollment limits.
Castilleja places a burden on the City of Palo Alto and their neighbors
which is not balanced by benefit to either. More than 75% of students
are not from Palo Alto. The school pays no taxes. Burdens include
increased traffic, especially in an area which is likely to be adversely
impacted by railway crossing closures.
Castilleja requests special treatment which is not supported by the
Comprehensive Plan or by existing zoning. Variances should be granted
only when there is a compelling argument in its favor and the impacts of
the variance are minimal. The argument provided by Castilleja, that
they want to grow enrollment, is weak and self-serving. Clearly the
impact of the variance, adding an underground garage and increasing the
gross floor area, is not minimal.
There are many ways to support Castilleja's mission to support
education. The expansion plan is the least desirable of the viable
alternatives.
Please deny Castilleja's expansion plans.
-Michael Eager

Sincerely,
Amanda Zeitlin

An RPP for the immediate neighborhood is not needed and would in fact be
detrimental to maintaining the trust that has been established with the school.
The main focus must be on Castilleja's ability to meet and maintain their TDM

requirements. Please do not be distracted by the RPP diversion presented by staff.
The proposed TDM from the school only includes Castilleja staff and students as the
oversight committee, which is obviously fraught with peril, given Castilleja's history of
CUP non-compliance.
Any TDM must include a qualified city staff person and at least one neighbor who is
not biased. If the City is going to create spot zoning for this project, then the City must
be willing to make sure the TDM is enforced.
Thank you for your work on behalf of all residents.
Regards,
Jim Poppy
Melville Ave, half a block from Castilleja

To: Planning and Transportation Commission
From: Alan Cooper,
, akcooper@pacbell.net
Subject: Castilleja School

December 6, 2021

Dear PTC members,
I have lived across the street from Castilleja on Kellogg Ave for 37 years. I support girls education, and
modernization of their campus.
I have serious concerns because the great magnitude of the project (i.e., student growth) as now
proposed will further impact the safety of the extended neighborhood and our quality of life. My
concerns regard:








New education-building size (particularily height)
Traffic movement
Pedestrian/bike safety
Parking congestion
Construction duration, parking, noise and safety
Number of school events
Monitoring and enforcement of CUP requirements

I outline my concerns for each item and make a request for action in red on each by the PTC.
New education-building size: At the last ARB meeting (12/2/21), they reversed their decision of the
prior meeting (that approved the education building) and suggested major changes to the dimensions
of the education building. One change was to raise the building 3 feet to a roof height of 33 feet. I DO
NOT SUPPORT A MORE MASSIVE/TALLER BUILDING ON KELLOGG! I accepted the prior design. Please
recommend to City Council that this ARB recommendation NOT be accepted.
Traffic movement: The concept of “no new net trips” to the school is good, but does not address the
problem of increasingly heavy traffic on neighborhood streets due to other daily Castilleja activities (e.g.
school meetings, deliveries, student buses/shuttles, etc.) that are not counted and are a persistent swirl
of often-speeding traffic and noise (tires, banging doors, etc). Please implement TDM monitoring of ALL
street traffic.
Pedestrian/bike safety: The Castilleja’s TDM manual says cars should not queue in the street, but
should drive around the block if traffic is stopped. Drivers DO NOT do this and at pickup time, cars stop
in the street on Kellogg and impatient drivers behind them speed down the street going the wrong way
in the oncoming lane. Cars stopping in the street and driving the wrong way are illegal and dangerous
for neighbors and bicycles. Castilleja has not done anything to correct this since the March 2021 Council
meeting. If this is a problem now, it will only get more dangerous with more students. Please require
Castilleja to stop this from happening (e.g., add longer queue driveway; take away parking with red curb
for cars to wait in; pay for officers to direct traffic).

Parking congestion: Parking on Kellogg across from Castilleja is ok, however, students including
freshmen, sophomores, juniors and seniors are permitted (by Castilleja parent handbook) to park in the
neighborhood, and are doing so. The traffic consultant report does NOT address parking outside two
blocks from Castilleja. Please monitor/count/restrict? all Castilleja parking, including that in the
surrounding extended neighborhood.
Construction duration, parking, noise and safety: One good option presented by Castilleja to minimize
construction impact on the neighborhood was to find a temporary campus, to reduce construction time
from 34 to 21 months. This option would
 keep students out of the construction zone contamination/noise,
 keep staff/student traffic from further congesting streets,
 shorten construction delays on surrounding streets including Embarcadero
 shorten time of contamination, noise, construction parking issues for neighbors
Please require that Castilleja move to a temporary campus during construction time.
Number of school events: School events bring more traffic, parking and noise to the neighborhood.
Castilleja continues to use a prior concept that all events must be onsite. The concept could readily be
modified to that of holding events (e.g. meetings, concerts, talks) offsite at other nearby facilities. A
constant flurry of school activity degrades neighborhood quality of life. The nicest days in the
neighborhood are Thanksgiving, Christmas and New Years day when there is NO ACTIVITY AT ALL at
Castilleja. Please require that Castilleja have no more than 50 events at the school, and that there is no
activity at all on Sunday.
Monitoring and enforcement of CUP requirements: Castilleja has a documented history of not
following CUP guidelines as time goes on. Continual monitoring and enforcement is unfortunately
necessary to assure compliance. These steps assure that neighbors interests are being respected.
Please assure compliance with each CUP mandate, with appropriate monitoring and enforcement steps.
And, please implement a yearly or every other year assessment of the CUP with neighborhood input.
Thank you for you dedicated efforts on this complex project.
Alan Cooper

that's why the neighbors request that student enrollment be increased to 450 only.  
Regarding an RPP, once we looked at how it would require neighbors to pay for parking which we now
have for free, and doesn’t cover nights and weekends, during events, when we sometimes have issues,
and it excludes the school, we can’t figure out why it’s mentioned. As we have stated for 5 years, we
have an understanding with the school that they park on their side of the street and we park on ours,
and generally, it works great.
As to events, the link in the packet leads to a schedule that’s undecipherable. It would be helpful to
have a complete suggested list, and have the neighbors in on the conversation before any CUP is
finalized.
As to the TDM, the link goes to a 4-color public relations piece that is very impressive. Neighbors’
main concern is enforcement. Strategies for counting cars include counters on campus, selfmonitoring via surveys and staff/student oversight committee. Most parents just drop their children off
on the streets, so we can’t see how those will be counted.  We realize the City shouldn’t be having to

enforce CUPs, and that the actual details of the TDM are not finalized yet.

Neighbors are amenable to an enrollment increase to 450, re-building at less volume and mass, using
current surface parking spaces, and lowering the number of events at nights and weekends. We would
love to get behind a re-build that covers these issues.
Thank you for your hard work on this project.
Andie Reed
Melville Ave

BASIC NUMBERS

UPDATED 12/6/2021 (SENT TO PTC SAME DAY)

Basic numbers from the Nov 2021 plans prepared by the school and
Dudek Nov 15, 2021 "Building Survey and Gross Floor Area Assessment":
Square Feet
Calculations:
1.

The parcel size is 268,783SF (top number on page G.001).

2.

The proposed plans above-grade GFA is 109,297 (same page).

3.

Previously, plans showed existing GFA = 116,297 per school.

     268,783

      Existing GFA has been increased to 138,346SF by Dudek report.
4.

The allowed Floor Area Ratio (PAMC 18.12.040 Table 2) is .3028:
which translates to 81,385 sq ft:  
1st 5,000 sq ft @ .45 = 2,250

5,000

remaining sq ft @ .30 = 79,135

0.45          2,250

263,783        0.30        79,135
Total allowed Floor Area Ratio: (81385/268783)=.3028      81,385
(This has been confirmed in city documents)

5.   The proposed floor area per the ARB Dec 2, 2021 staff report:
(using Dudek numbers, less proposed demo'd and plus new proposed bldg)
6.   Additional lower level floor area not qualified as basement:

128,687
7,100

7.   Total Proposed Gross Floor Area:

   135,787

8.   The proposed floor area exceeds allowed GFA by:

       54,402

9.    Actual Floor Area Ratio requested by the school: (#7 / #1)

         0.505

10. Floor Area Stated in Request for Variance and these plans:

         0.420

11. Allowed Floor Area Ratio (see above)

         0.303

11. Percentage increase requested by school: (.505- .303)/.303

67%

        Double-check: Percentage increase in SF: (54400/81385)

           0.67

--
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Palo Alto, CA 94301

DONNA M. VENERUSO (d.’09)
LEILA H. MONCHARSH

LAW OFFICES
VENERUSO & MONCHARSH
5707 REDWOOD ROAD, SUITE 10
OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94619
TELEPHONE (510) 482-0390
FACSIMILE (510) 482-0391
Email: 101550@msn.com

December 7, 2021

Planning & Transportation Commission
City of Palo Alto
250 Hamilton
Palo Alto, CA 94301
Re: Castilleja School Hearing, 19PLN-00116 EIR, Use Permits
Dear Commissioners:
I understand that the square footage numbers have changed now that Dudek has
measured the school structures on the property. As a result of the new numbers, it becomes even
more apparent that the City Council should not grant a variance and also that the EIR needs to be
revisited, as planner Ms. French notes in her staff report for your hearing tomorrow. My
understanding is that the new numbers are:
Existing = 138,345
Planned Demolition = 87,079
After demolition existing left = 51,267
Left existing + new construction = 128,687
We previously seemed to be in agreement with Ms. French that under the City’s FAR code
section, Castillleja would be in compliance with 81,385 square feet. Previously, under the
incorrect numbers of square feet provided by the school, they were 28,000 over the acceptable
FAR. Now, under the new numbers, they are apparently 47,300 square feet over the acceptable
FAR.
In prior correspondence, I strongly urged the City Council to deny the variance when the
amount over the FAR was 28,000. I again raise the same objection now that it is 47,300square
feet. Further, if your commission looks at the attached chart that you requested a year ago,
showing the history of schools receiving or being denied variances, you will note the huge
difference between what amount of square footage the City Council has allowed previously and
what is now requested. Setting a precedence for granting variances of 47,300square feet over the
Code FAR allowance makes no sense. It just would reflect poor planning.
Furthermore, the new numbers and new FAR overage emphasize the need for a new
Draft EIR and comment period on at least two topics: the project’s inconsistency with the zoning

Planning & Transportation Commission
City of Palo Alto
250 Hamilton, 5th Floor
Palo Alto, CA 94301
Re: Castilleja Project
December 7, 2021
Page 2
code and aesthetics. We repeatedly pointed out that the huge building fronting Kellog was
inconsistent with the neighborhood’s small houses.
The California Supreme Court has held that when a city acting as lead agency adds
significant new information to a DEIR after the comment period has closed and before the FEIR
is certified, as has occurred here, it must pursue “another round of consultation.” (Vineyard Area
Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 447448, Resources Code, § 21092.1, Guideline § 15088.5.) To require recirculation, the changes
must be significant and “only if as a result of the additional information the EIR is changed in a
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect.” (Ibid.)
The fault for the delay to obtain a new DEIR falls squarely with the school. There can be
no reasonable excuse for fudging the square footage numbers, leading to the need for further
environmental review.
Please recommend to the City Council that it require a new DEIR with the required
public comment period and that it deny the variance application.

Very truly yours,
Leila H. Moncharsh
Leila H. Moncharsh, J.D., M.U.P.
Veneruso & Moncharsh

LHM:lm
cc: Clients
Amy.French@cityofpaloalto.org
Planning.commission@cityofpaloalto.org
city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
Ed.Shikada@cityofpaloalto.org

As a Castilleja parent, I have observed with acute interest the presentation and
discussion of Castilleja’s expansion plans. Castilleja has changed tremendously since my
daughter’s 5 -year attendance in the 1990’s.
In the late 1990’s/early 2000’s, the international/boarding school was closed and a 6th
grade class was added. To me, this represented a turning point in Castilleja’s philosophy.
Now instead of being the only non- denominational girl’s school on the West Coast with
boarding facilities, Castilleja strove, in my opinion, to be a premier girl’s school courting
wealthy families and donors.
In 1992 Castilleja asked Palo Alto to “vacate” to Castilleja the 200 block of Melville; a
total of .609 acres. Included in this land was a piece of City property which the City
“sold” to Castilleja for $1,500.00. I am unsure if a competitive bidding process occurred.
The City also allowed Castilleja, if and when they purchased the 5 contiguous residential
lots on Embarcadero immediately adjacent to the vacated City property, to merge this
land totaling 0.75 acres into their campus. Thus, Speiker Field was born. The cost to
residents was an IMMEDIATE loss of 30 public parking spots and use of the 200 block
of Melville.
This “vacated” 200 block of Melville Ave contains the main sewer line for many nearby
homes; even a temporary interruption could cause severe, health threatening damage
to the residents of these homes.
It is therefore problematic that Castilleja is requesting changes to the Melville Utility
easement as well as permanent encroachments to this Utility Easement which would
limit future City use of its own Utility Easement.
Castilleja requires this requested Utility Easement for construction of a tunnel leading
from their campus to their proposed underground garage. This tunnel will be 3 feet
beneath the Melville Sewer Line.
Since the 1990’s enrollment has increased; a maximum enrollment of 385 students was
approved in 1996.
A Use Permit 99-UP-48 was approved on 3/17/2000 by Lisa Grote, Palo Alto’s Chief
Planning official.
Per Ms. Grote” There was NO increase in Floor Area associated with the project” as
Castilleja requested minimal decommission and addition for a net gain of 577 sq. ft. for
handicapped accessibility requirements. There was a request for increased enrollment,
which was withdrawn. No INCREASE in student enrollment was permitted.

Twenty-four (24) recommendations were made related to events and parking; several
recommendations were made regarding parking and TDM Plan and nine (9)
recommendations made relating to Castilleja’s 5 major functions or school dances.
Ms. Grote added a “Note” to her 3/17/2000 letter detailing the terms of Use Permit #
99-UP-48. She indicated her “letter” shall accompany all future requests for City Permits
relating to this approval”.
Ms. Grote also stated “in any case in which the conditions to granting of this Use Permit
have not been complied with, the Zoning Administrator shall give notice to the
permittee of intention to revoke such permit at least ten (10) days before a hearing
thereon. Following such a hearing and if good cause exists therefore, the Zoning
Administrator may revoke the Use permit”.
On 8/28/2000, Georgia Bond, Director of Finance and Operations for Castilleja School,
requested an increase from 385 to 415 students. And additional 2 full time faculty
members.
In a 11/2/2020 letter to Ms. Bond, Castilleja School, Mr. John Lusardi, current Planning
Manager for the City of Palo Alto, outlined the public review of Castilleja’s request, and
the issuing the approved Conditional Use Permit (OO-CUP- 23) which incorporates all
conditions of approval of Castilleja’s Use Permit 99-UP-48.
Mr. Lusardi wrote “at No time did Castilleja School indicate it was their intent to submit
a later application for additional students.”
He further stated “that any subsequent request for additional students will NOT be
favorably looked up by the city.
“while the city appreciates the school’s demonstrated “willingness to work with the
neighbors to address existing traffic and parking problems, …. the city is not willing to
continue to approach increasing school enrollment for Castilleja in an incremental
manner”.
I emailed you Mr. Lusardi’s 11/2/200 and Ms. Grote’s 3/17/200 letters as well as the
OO-CUP-23 and Use Permit 99-UP-48 documents.
They are fascinating reading in that they cite required compliance and penalties for noncompliance.
As we all know, the 2000 CUP allowing a maximum enrollment of 415 students has been
exceeded since 2002 or for 19 years. Rather than complying with this CUP, and

decreasing enrollment, Castilleja, at the urging of then City Manager Jim Keene,
requested a new CUP and presented their current expansion plans.
I must ask why the City did not follow their own rules to notice Castilleja, hold a
hearing and revoke their CUP after 19 years of non- compliance?
Castilleja paid a $ 265,000.00 fine for 3 years of over enrollment and CUP violations. But
rather than coming into compliance, Castilleja continued to enroll extra students and
collect tuition. Current enrollment is 426 students.
It has been calculated this “extra” tuition, over 19 years, totals approximately 12 million
dollars! Or a return to Castilleja of 4,500 %.
Castilleja is now a “big business”, which has outgrown their campus and has been
negatively impacting their neighbors for years!
According Castilleja’s 2015-2020 Form 990 tax returns, publicly available thru links
listed on Charity Navigator, Castilleja School Foundation, a non-profit 501 ©3, subject to
no taxes is doing quite well. An increase in “net asserts or fund balances” from
$$90,324,278.00 to $121,280,982.00 was reported.
During this same period, “contributions and grants” totaled $45,160,856 with 2016
equaling 14.8 M and 2018 equaling 13.3M.
Since traffic congestion is constant unresolved theme with Castilleja; I do not
understand why Castilleja’s sizable assets could not be used to expand elsewhere or at
least resolve some of the traffic issues by contracting with a shuttle service as so many
other private schools do.
A parking garage of any size is NOT NECESSARY given the recent findings contained in
the Fehr & Peers 7/23/21 Castilleja Parking Study commissioned by Castilleja School.
On page 1 this report indicated …” Alternative 4, the Disbursed Circulation/ No Garage
Alternative-would meet the City’s Municipal Code requirements providing 104 parking
spaces, which is based on the number of teaching stations. At an enrollment of 540
students, the analysis using the school’s parking data concludes that on an average day
there would be adequate parking. At peak demand, there would be a shortage of small
shortage in parking (10 vehicles) that could be addressed through valet parking.
Therefore, as discussed above, based on historical parking data, information from other
institutions and available published industry standards, 104 parking spaces would be
appropriate for an enrollment of 540 students.
On page 2, Fehr & Peers indicate they have ‘monitored the peak period generation, onsite parking, and on-street parking adjacent to the school since 2012”.

On page 5, the report details the location of all 330 on -street parking spaces comprised
of 54 school- frontage parking spaces and 276 non -frontage parking spaces.
On page 15, Fehr & Peers discusses future parking demand and on pages 19-23 discuses
Municipal Codes, a 20% and 9% Parking Reduction Proposals, TDM Strategies that
Reduce Parking, Parent/Student TDM Measures and Staff/Employee/Faculty TDM
Measures.
I saw NO discussion or indication of the need for an underground garage in the Fehr &
Peers report.
Since the long- term parking and traffic consultants, Fehr &Peers concluded a garage is
not necessary, I hope you and the Planning Department will also.
Castilleja has historically been given a green light for development. The school again is
requesting special consideration not given to other residents or institutions.
These “special considerations” are not supported by the Fehr & Peers report or by
Dudek’s 11/17/21 report on Castilleja School Building Survey and Gross Floor Area
Assessment.
This project needs to be sent back to the drawing board and ask to incorporate the
findings of these 2 vital reports.
The breaking, bending, twisting and blatant manipulation of Palo Alto’s Zoning
Ordinances, Municipal Code, Comprehensive Plan and Sustainability Plan needed to
approve Castilleja’s Expansion Plan must stop. The time for special treatment for
Castilleja is over. A fair application of Palo Alto’s Ordinances, Plans and Codes is
required and must occur.
Thank you.
Rita Vrhel
11-6-21

Palo Alto, 94301
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Based on the analysis presented below, a parking reduction of 20 percent would require a reduction

of peak parking demand by 18 percent or 31 vehicles at an enrollment of 540 students. A parking

reduction of 9 percent would require a reduction of peak parking demand by 10 percent or 20

vehicles at an enrollment of 540 students. It is important to note that with the 20 percent reduction

in the on-site parking supply the reduction in peak parking demand would need to begin at an
enrollment of 445 students. However, with a 9 percent reduction in the on-site parking supply the

reduction in the peak parking demand would need to begin at an enrollment of 475 students. Up
to a 9 percent parking reduction would allow for some enrollment growth and evaluation before
the peak parking demand needs to be reduced.

The parking analysis does not reflect potential measures that may reduce parking demand such the
effectiveness of the TDM program or changes in the faculty to student ratio. Fehr & Peers

understands that the school proposes to “right-size” its faculty and change (reduce) the ratio of

faculty to students. Therefore, the increase in faculty will not be proportional to increase in students.

The “right-sizing” of faculty would reduce the parking demand ratio from current operations.

In addition, this analysis does not reflect parking reductions that will occur due to the expanded
TDM programs that will be implemented to reduce vehicle trips to/from the campus. Specific TDM

measures that may reduce parking demand are providing employees incentives to carpool or use

transit and reducing or charging for student parking. There are other measures in the expanded

TDM program that, when combined, would reduce parking demand.

Data Collection Methodology
Fehr & Peers has monitored the peak period trip generation, on-site campus parking, and on-street

parking adjacent to the school since 2012. Beginning in Academic Year (AY) 2015/2016, the study

area of the on-street parking was expanded to include the parking on the roadways in the area

generally bounded by Embarcadero Road, Waverley Street, Churchill Avenue, and Alma Street. This

includes parking on the following roadways: Bryant Street, Emerson Street, Kellogg Avenue, Melville
Avenue, and Waverley Street.

Trip generation and parking data is collected during both the fall and spring terms on two typical

school days of each academic year (four surveys per AY). A summary report is prepared by Fehr &
Peers and submitted to the school following each survey. The data from these reports are used to
evaluate the performance of Castilleja’s TDM program and develop strategies to enhance the TDM

program. A summary report on the TDM performance is prepared by Nelson-Nygaard that includes
the findings of the trip generation and parking demand monitoring. The Nelson-Nygaard report is

submitted to the City of Palo Alto for review.

Fehr & Peers was asked to prepare an analysis of the historic on-site, on-street and remote off-site
parking data for the school to support staff’s consideration of the City Council motion regarding a

potential parking reduction due to Castilleja’s robust TDM program. For this analysis, we compiled
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the available on-site and on-street parking data for the following school years since the study areas
are the same for all five years:
•
•
•
•
•

AY 2015/2016
AY 2016/2017
AY 2017/2018

AY 2018/2019

Fall 2019 (monitoring was suspended in Spring 2020 due to Covid-19)

Parking Overview
Figure 1 shows the location of the on-site and on-street parking areas included in the data
collection and parking study analysis. Currently, there are 89 on-site vehicle parking spaces

(including seven tandem spaces) and one motorcycle parking space located in three parking areas
(indicated on Figure 1 as A, B, and C). The function of the three lots are described below:
•

Administrative Lot (A) – This parking area is located near the corner of Embarcadero Road
and Bryant Street and has 24 spaces including one handicapped space. Located near the
administration building this parking area is used by administrative staff (11 spaces) and
visitors (12 spaces) to the campus.

•

Senior Lot (B) – This parking area is located near the corner of Kellogg Avenue and

Emerson Street and has 26 spaces including one handicapped space. This parking area is

primarily used by seniors that drive to the campus. This is also the lot where the school’s
vans are parked when not in use.

•

Staff Lot (C) – This parking area is located along Emerson Street near the Melville Avenue
intersection and has 39 spaces including two handicapped spaces and one motorcycle
parking space.

The on-street parking data collection includes 20 roadway segments along Bryant Street, Emerson

Street, Kellogg Avenue, Melville Avenue, and Waverley Street. Table 1 summarizes the 20 roadway

segments including the extents of the segment and approximate number of vehicles that could be
parked on each segment. Since the parking spaces are not striped, the number of vehicles that can

be parked on each segment is dependent on where each driver chooses to park and how large are

the gaps between vehicles. The maximum number of spaces or vehicles on each segment was
determined based on the length of available curb space.

100%

100%

100%

100%

Figure 2

On-Site Average Hourly Parking Occupancy by Academic Year & Parking Lot
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represent conditions where it is easy to quickly find a parking space. There is variation between the

three lots. The Senior lot on average tends to be 90 to 95 percent occupied (difficult to find parking),

while the Admin/Visitor lot is typically below 70 percent occupied (easy to find parking). The Staff
lot is on average 80 to 85 percent occupied (easy to find parking). Across all three lots, on average,

the on-site parking lots are approximately 80 percent occupied and, therefore, on average it is easy
to find parking at the school.

The student and staff lots tend to have vehicles arrive in the morning and depart in the afternoon

or evening. The Admin/Visitor parking lot has vehicles come and go throughout the day. Based on

Fall 2019 surveys, the Admin/Visitor lot had a slightly higher occupancy in the mornings than in the
previous surveys, which may reflect a larger number of visitors.

In addition to reviewing the average parking demand, Fehr & Peers reviewed the peak or maximum

parking demand recorded for each of the on-site parking lots. We noted that on at least one day
out of the 18 total survey days each of the three parking lots reached 100% occupied for at least

one hour. However, similar to the analysis of average occupancies, these peak occupancies did
typically not occur on the same day or in the same hour. Therefore, while it may be difficult to find
on-site parking in one lot at a particular time on a particular day, spaces are available spaces in
other lots on-site such that on average parking is available on-site.

On-Street Parking Analysis
As stated previously, Fehr & Peers collects parking occupancy data for 20 roadway segments in the
area surrounding the campus. Three of these segments are on the school frontage with 54 parking

spaces. Parking along the frontage of the Castilleja school site can used by students, staff, and

visitors. However, because there are no parking restrictions along the frontage, these areas can be

used by parkers with no affiliation to the school. For the analysis we, have assumed that the frontage
parking demand is associated with Castilleja. Figure 3 shows the average hourly parking occupancy

along the school frontage and the average hourly parking occupancy combining both the on-site

and frontage parking. Like the on-site parking lots, the average hourly parking occupancy for both

the frontage parking and the combined on-site and frontage parking is approximately 80 percent.

Therefore, on average, there is available parking along the school frontage.

The other 17 roadway segments have a total of 276 spaces. Figure 4 provides a comparison of the
average hourly parking occupancies for the frontage and the non-frontage roadway segments for

the five academic years. The school frontage parking has an average occupancy of approximately
80 percent during the middle of the day. The non-frontage parking has an average occupancy of

approximately 43 percent. Therefore, it should be possible for persons to easily find parking in the
non-frontage on-street parking segments.

100%

100%

Figure 3

On-Street Average Hourly Parking Occupancy by Location (Frontage) & Academic Year

Figure 4

On-Street Average Hourly Parking Occupancy by Location (Frontage) & Academic Year
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Figure 5 provides a greater level of detail for the non-frontage segments on Bryant Street, Emerson

Street, Kellogg Avenue, Melville Avenue and Waverley Street. Generally, these segments have
occupancies as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Bryant Street

30%

3 segments

Kellogg Avenue

45%

5 segments

Emerson Street

Melville Avenue
Waverley Street

School Frontage

50%
60%

40%

80%

5 segments
2 segments

2 segments
3 segments

Some observations on the parking patterns on the roadway segments are:
•

Bryant Street – There has been a general upward trend from AY 2015/2016 to Fall 2019. In
terms of the absolute number of vehicles, the 15 percent increase is 9 vehicles over three

roadway segments with 40 spaces. The increase could be from any number of factors

unrelated to the school such as gardeners, contractors, tenants or changes in vehicle
ownership at the residences. Even with the upward trend on these blocks, the parking
occupancy are still low indicating there are still plenty of open parking spaces.
•

Emerson Street – While there were increases in AY 2017/2018 and AY 2018/2019, there was
a decrease in parking demand in Fall 2019. In terms of the absolute number of vehicles, the

8 percent decrease is 7 vehicles over five roadway segments. There are plenty of open
spaces.
•

Kellogg Avenue – There is a noticeable increase of 10 to 20 percent in the demand in Fall

2019. In terms of the absolute number of vehicles, the 10 to 20 percent increase is 8 to 16
vehicles over six roadway segments. Closer review showed that a large portion of the
increase occurred in the section between Bryant Street and Waverley Street. Increases in

this segment may be influenced by activity at the Gamble Garden Center (see notes on
Waverley Street below).

•

Melville Avenue – This roadway showed increases in Fall 2019 primarily in the period from
7:00 AM to 9:00 AM when the occupancy is 70 percent. During the rest of the day, when

school is in session, the occupancy drops to 50 percent. Therefore, this early morning
increase could be related to an increase in the residential parking demand rather than
school activity.
•

Waverley Street – This roadway segment has much more variability in the demand. In
addition, the hourly profile of the demand follows a pattern similar to that of retail uses

where demand is low in the early morning (7:00 – 10:00 AM) and begins to build up around

mid-day and peak in the afternoon or early evening. Therefore, the parking demand on
Waverley Street and on Kellogg Avenue near Waverley, appears to be influenced by
activities at the Gamble Garden Center rather than the school.

Figure 5

On-Street Average Hourly Parking Occupancy by Location (Street) & Academic Year
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Castilleja Parking Demand
Campus Parking Demand
Table 3 summarizes the peak parking counts and peak parking demand rates per student for the

18 parking occupancy surveys conducted by Fehr & Peers. The analysis considered both the on-site
parking lots and the on-street parking along the school’s frontage. As described above, there are
89 on-site parking spaces and 54 on-street frontage spaces bordering on the Castilleja campus. For
the purposes of calculating the parking demand rates for Castilleja school, an adjustment was made

to the vehicle counts adding five vehicles that can be parked on Emerson Street north of Melville
in front of the two houses owned by the school. No further assumptions were made as to the
vehicles parked on the non-frontage roadway segments.

For the 18 survey samples available from the Fehr & Peers monitoring, the parking demand rates

for Castilleja school range from a low of 0.25 vehicles per student on October 10, 2017 to a high of
0.31 vehicles per student on April 25, 2019. The median or average of all samples is a parking

demand rate of 0.28 vehicles per student and the 85th percentile parking demand rate is 0.29

vehicles per student. The 85th percentile rate is an indication of a peak rate that could occur

frequently, which is a rate slightly than less the single highest rate surveyed. When looking at
historic data, the single highest day may be an outlier; therefore, the 85th percentile is representative
of the peak parking demand.

Fehr & Peers compared the measured parking demand for Castilleja School with the available data
for school rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Demand Manual, 5th
Edition. Table 4 summarizes the ITE rates for High Schools and Private Schools (K – 12) along with
the Castilleja specific parking rates.
The ITE rate for High Schools (530) included both public and private schools and has a sample size
of 14 surveys. The sites were surveyed in the 1980s, the 1990s, the 2000s, and the 2010s in Arizona,
California, Illinois, Minnesota, Oregon, and Pennsylvania. The ITE rate for Private Schools K-12 (536)
has a sample size of 4 surveys. The sites were surveyed in the 1990s, the 2000s, and the 2010s in
California and Oregon. Castilleja School serves students in grades 6-12. The sample size of the
private school data is small and, therefore, may be less representative of a typical rate for this use.
The comparison of rates in Table 4 shows Castilleja’s measured average rate falls between the two

available ITE rates; however, Castilleja’s 85th percentile rate is lower than both ITE rates. The ITE

parking manual recommends that local, measured parking demand rates should be used when
available rather using the parking demand rates generated from surveys conducted through the

United States. Therefore, using the school specific rate is the most appropriate approach to
estimating parking demand.
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Based on the measured parking demand ratios, the proposed project with 104 on-site parking

spaces will be able to meet the peak parking demand for an enrollment of approximately 510
students. To reach an enrollment of 540 students, the peak parking demand would need to be
reduced by 10 vehicles or 6 percent. If the on-site parking supply is reduced by 20 percent to 83

spaces, there will be a need to reduce the peak parking demand when an enrollment reaches 445

students. To reach an enrollment of 540 students the peak parking demand would need to be
reduced by 31 vehicles or 18 percent.

Figure 6 shows the on-site and on-street frontage parking supply, the average and peak parking

demand, and the parking ratio in terms of spaces per enrolled student for three future parking

scenarios. The first scenario represents the current project proposal, specifically Alternative 4, the
Disbursed Circulation/No Garage Alternative, that includes 104 on-site parking spaces. The second

scenario is a reduced parking proposal that includes a 20 percent reduction in the on-site parking,

or a total of 83 spaces. The third scenario is a reduced parking proposal that assumes a 9 percent
reduction in the on-site parking, or a total of 94 spaces Both scenarios assume that the 54 parking
spaces along the school frontage can be used by Castilleja faculty, staff, students, and visitors.
The key elements of the graphs in Figure 6 are:
•

Parking Supply – The orange bars represent the on-site parking supply and the gray bars

represent the on-street frontage parking supply. The total parking proposed with

Alternative 4 is 158 spaces (104 on-site spaces plus 54 frontage spaces) and the total

parking supply with a 20 percent reduction would be 137 spaces (83 on-site spaces plus 54

frontage spaces).
•

Parking Demand (vehicles) – The gray lines represent the average daily parking demand

based on the number of students enrolled and the blue lines represent the peak parking

demand that will occur from time to time.
•

Parking Demand Ratios (spaces per student) – The red line on the graph shows the

school’s existing parking ratio in number of spaces per student. The dashed green line
shows how the parking demand ratio will need to change as enrollment increases to keep

the peak demand within the parking supply provided.

The increase in average and peak parking demand based on increases in enrollment relies on two

key assumptions:

1) no change in the driving or parking behavior of the students, faculty or staff, and

2) no change in the ratio of faculty/staff to students.
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These two assumptions are conservative in the case of Castilleja School. In terms of travel behavior,

the City of Palo Alto will impose strict AM/PM peak hour and daily trips caps to maintain traffic at

the existing levels. To meet these trip caps, Castilleja is planning to expand their TDM programs to

reduce the number of vehicle trips to and from the campus which will also reduce the parking
demand, as discussed below. Programs that increase the level of carpooling by faculty/staff,

increase use of shuttles, and restrictions on student parking on-site will be effective at reducing the
parking demand.

Parking Proposal per Municipal Code
The following conclusions can be drawn regarding the parking proposal of 104 on-site spaces with
a maximum enrollment of 540 students:
•

Based on the existing average parking demand ratio, on average there would be a surplus

of 23 spaces and the parking occupancy would 85 percent. As shown by the gray line on

the left side of Figure 6.
•

Based on the existing peak parking demand ratio, at peak periods there would be a shortfall

of 10 spaces and the parking demand would need to be reduced by 6 percent (from 0.31

spaces per student to 0.29 spaces per student). As shown by the blue line on the left side

of Figure 6.
•

A reduction in the parking demand would need to begin when enrollment reaches
approximately 510 students. As shown by the red star on the left side of Figure 6, when

enrollment reaches 510 students the peak parking demand exceeds the available parking
supply.

20 Percent Parking Reduction
The following conclusions can be drawn regarding the reduced parking proposal of 20 percent that
would provide 83 spaces on-site with a maximum enrollment of 540 students:
•

Based on the existing average parking demand ratio, on average there would be a there
would not be a shortfall of parking and however the average occupancy would be 100

percent. As shown by the gray line on the right side of Figure 6.
•

Based on the existing peak parking demand ratio, at peak periods there would be a shortfall

of 31 spaces and the parking demand would need to be reduced by 18 percent (from 0.31

spaces per student to 0.25 spaces per student). As shown by the blue line on the right side

of Figure 6.
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•

The reduction in the parking demand would need to begin when enrollment reaches 445
students. As shown by the red star on the right side of Figure 6 when enrollment reaches

445 students the peak parking demand exceeds the available parking supply.

9 Percent Parking Reduction
The following conclusions can be drawn regarding the reduced parking proposal of 9 percent that
would provide 94 spaces on-site with a maximum enrollment of 540 students:
•

Based on the existing average parking demand ratio, on average there would be a surplus
of 13 parking spaces. As shown by the gray line on the right side of Figure 7.

•

Based on the existing peak parking demand ratio, at peak periods there would be a shortfall

of 20 spaces and the parking demand would need to be reduced by 13 percent (from 0.31

spaces per student to 0.27 spaces per student). As shown by the blue line on the right side

of Figure 7.
•

The reduction in the parking demand would need to begin when enrollment reaches 475
students. As shown by the red star on the right side of Figure 7 when enrollment reaches

475 students the peak parking demand exceeds the available parking supply.

Impact of Right Sizing on Future Parking Demand
One of Castilleja’s goals is to right size the campus, which will reduce the number of staff that will
be added as enrollment increases. Currently, the school operates at a ratio of 6.6 students per staff.
When the master plan is completed, the school will operate at a ratio of 7.7 students per staff. This

change in operations would reduce the number of added staff from 16 under current ratio to 6
under the new ratio. Therefore, the right sizing will effectively reduce the parking demand of staff.

Currently, just under 60 percent of the staff drive-alone to campus. Therefore, if there are 10 fewer
staff needed in relationship to the enrollment increase, it would equate to a parking reduction of 6
vehicles (10 staff X 0.60 drive-alone rate) at an enrollment of 540 students.

TDM Strategies that Reduce Parking
Castilleja School is required to provide an aggressive TDM program to reduce vehicle trips to and
from the site. The school must meet peak period and daily trip caps to increase enrollment.

As discussed in the Castilleja High School TDM Plan Program Operations Manual prepared by TDM

Specialists, Inc., dated July 23rd, TDM effectiveness — measured primarily through alternative

transportation mode-uses, vehicle trip reduction, and parking demand reduction — depends on

various influences beyond the individual strategies or measures implemented. Each TDM strategy

has its inherent opportunities and limitations. In general, TDM strategies complement each other.
For example, effective parking management helps encourage all core TDM options (e.g., transit,
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bicycling and walking, carpooling, vanpooling, and tele/remote learning). Promoting transit works

well in areas well served by a local and community transit and shuttle network, but not as well where
transit or shuttles frequencies are light but will have little effect for carpoolers.

Leveraging commuter "incentives" with "disincentives" will further strengthen the effectiveness of

the entire TDM program. Examples include providing transit subsidies to employees (an incentive

that improves transit ridership), restricting sophomores and juniors from driving to campus (a
disincentive that reduces parking), and allowing on-site parking for carpools with three or more
passengers (an incentive to carpool).

TDM program's effectiveness is strengthened by applying packages or combinations of measures
that work together or in tandem. While many of Castilleja’s TDM programs contribute to reducing

parking demand, the following existing and planned strategies have a direct impact on parking

demand:

Student/Parent TDM Measures
•

Bike to School program and facilities (approximately 14% of the student population and
10% of employees bike to school)

•

Student TDM Policy and Pledge with mandatory participation - 3x days per week minimum
use of alternative transportation

•

Expanded/enhanced carpool matching program

•

Preferential carpool parking (3+ students per vehicle)

•

Eight shuttles serve Portola Valley, Menlo Park, Los Altos, San Mateo, Burlingame,

Woodside, East Palo Alto, and the Palo Alto Caltrain Station. The City's Embarcadero Shuttle
also provides 16 trips to and from the Palo Alto Caltrain Station.
•

Additional shuttle bus routes to serve students (in areas to be determined)

•

Add late-afternoon shuttle departures to increase shuttle usage

•

Additional restrictions on junior students driving alone and parking on campus

•

Remote drop-off/pick-up areas with shuttle service to campus

•

Castilleja Transportation Coordinator and Rideshare Incentive Program

•

Vehicle registration and permitting

•

Scheduling of on-campus meetings to minimize overlap and parking demand
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Staff/Employee/Faculty TDM Measures
•

Employee TDM Policy and Pledge with mandatory participation (3x days per week
minimum use of alternative transportation

•

Preferential carpool parking (2+ staff/faculty per vehicle)

•

Employee transit subsidies

•

Guaranteed Ride Home Program for carpool, cyclists, and transit users

•

On-site Lyft car-share program

•

Vehicle registration and permitting

•

Employee off-campus parking

•

Additional employee remote off-site parking

Since the schools monitoring includes the collection of parking data, the school will be able to track
how the TDM program is impacting parking demand and modify accordingly.

For example, with a 9 percent reduction, peak parking demand would need to be reduced by 10

percent or 20 vehicles at an enrollment of 540 students. This reduction would need to begin at an

enrollment of 475 students. If the right sizing of staff reduced parking demand by 6 vehicles, the

TDM program would only need to reduce parking by only 14 vehicles. Parking demand could be
monitored through the four surveys per year, evaluated and modifications made before enrollment
even reached 475 students, as enrollment is phased in over time.

legally feels entitled to the same treatment.
For years we have seen developments approved with insufficient parking and hog-wash
promises that local traffic and neighborhood parking won't be impacted because there will be
magic carpets and a "robust" TDM in place. Then later the occupants lobby for employees to
be eligible for neighborhood parking permits for their overflow parking. And then don't get
me started about the trees.....
Because the city has allowed Castillaja's application to drag on for so long, and with their now
extensive investment in plans, you are being put in a difficult position. As comes with the
territory of anyone who has applied for and been appointed to represent the citizens of Palo
Alto on the Planning and Transport Commission, I hope and trust you will take a long hard
look and invest the many hours necessary to properly scrutinize, understand, and question the
details and implications of this massive development application over however many meetings
it takes to do so.  
Sincerely,
Margaret Heath
College Terrace

