| ADDRESS:

NOACA

port Castilleja’s proposal to
ase enroliment and modernize its
)us because...

> c\asscooms hane wok

veduked sinee_ Yo \QE0s,

"PM3 L

d

A SSCOOM
abé‘ex 3 SQ.\M“'\" cless Office of the Clerk

~ o\d dofm veom saud

o0 coll V\ﬁt INCreyt

Zhai Geve NES e HaLihy

Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor
Palo Alto, CA, 94301

au\ . S mm‘;‘; Jamaica kﬂi‘

ADDRESS:

(L]

yort Castilleja's proposal to
ase enroliment and modernize its
us because...

s LE TD HAVE MORE
{enNps TO PLAY wheN
60 TV CASTI . T URNT
@e OF My PRIENDS TO
/u€ witH e wieN T
B VPLUIE My H1sTEQ

Office of the Clerk

Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor
Palo Alto, CA, 94301

-

’?EM ”]nn]rnunuli”

“})“:hn’1,””1}1!»]}:1“”5!“}1’)u”}


sdutt
Example3


RETURN ADDRESS:

V'MW e

ok

I support Castilleja’s proposal to
increase enrollment and modernize its
campus because...

Tre (EASIN T Wb
e \ole 40 \g. 3¢ b

Tn tecin DdrspiTe e
wd| - J2CY
oocﬁf;cdzhu.‘ \
‘A et ace s
;‘ ended’ ‘avv
oy) M SCWo? ¢c
foﬂgg{v"‘“ e "d SO
4\

—

mud wdww

P CcovovWA

| support Castilleja’s proposal to
increase enrollment and modernize its
campus because...

?/»rls Shewd o

)\WM. QCel<S Yo g
excellont educatomn

Elaime MtMWV

.....

illi

QﬂMl%‘

Office of the Clerk

Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor
Palo Alto, CA, 94301

Office of the Clerk

Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor
Palo Alto, CA, 94301

;iiil»}Imi;}iuii;”iinnﬁi;;

RETURN ADDRESS:

i support Castilleja’s proposal to
increase enrollment and modernize its

campus because...
oh cdass

Cast shdeats
U)Dcldorrh rooltp, ad I
mom\Farle-ss Ly

—fpr Ce.adurﬁ
"“"‘.‘3

—f‘m a.\\ chxgraqu.

\\ -— £ al =i

l

Office of the Clerk
Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Fioor

, Palo Alto, CA, 94301


sdutt
Example3


RETURN ADDRESS:

| support Castilleja’s proposal to
increase enroliment and modernize its
campus because... \l’

NIV VR Ve TN
(é).r WAMeAS (O! ‘> JS
g%\«b\d«s P‘*J Mh)\
SV mec-ﬂm&«(j v}ﬂk\" M

(Shy ‘“ddb\"‘\ ‘N L—L\(:A(
QCJ'\‘@[\ gw’ﬁ« \D.

Hilpptnlylphy

RE}?RN ADDRESS:
ew Li

| support Castilleja’s proposal to
increase enrollment and modernize its
campus because...

Cadlge Cmn emll Slo
SANNLWY\»L" u»(H\M \)\U(mj
Yechbe . \N\7 [t vk

2B

STCAR

b

Office of the Clerk

Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor
Palo Alto, CA, 94301

gl dos el bty I

Office of the Clerk

Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor
Palo Alto, CA, 94301

RETU/;;I ADDRE§S:
v J

| support Castilleja’s proposal to
increase enroliment and modernize its
campus because...

CM"‘QQ,Q,SD\ Can 2’0152 1;40
45].“4%*3 w("H’\om‘/e-_
chg Mf

OWO’““W*‘”

Pyl be gy R oo

CA 940
PM2 L

Office of the Clerk

Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor
Palo Alto, CA, 94301


sdutt
Example3


RETURN ADDRESS:

| support Castilleja’s proposal to
increase enrollment and modernize its

campus because... i 592 hOw
WdpP? my s ocrefii
JOF Cass

IShed WUy tove
for B gy

T wiegy her,

13

Office of the Clerk

Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor
Palo Alto, CA, 94301

i ’m’ﬁfhlgﬂ'l'li'

n&q

RETURN ADDREZSS:

| support Castilleja’s proposal to
increase enroliment and modernize its
campus because...

Nﬁi\fm o B \NPQA?'*\
Jo :ncwﬁ\ Fo 4 Cf ke
Pole Pl dpt st o
he ab 4te febed of
Projene _5.\,\,‘]&,27 A el
S Sired e

i‘qil*}lhl'lm"m'*'h;i'l'l'in”"m

CA 940

PM2 L

Office of the Clerk

Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor
Palo Alto, CA, 94301

1 5
<

o e
~—

m;_l“,:)31.,111,.”1,.,,,),].,,.nn,,n..m.]”.i.,m,,],,”n,l].,un

i support Castilleja’s proposal to
increase enrollment and modernize its

campus because...
an wnderaround Poy ¥ang
garage s sO fauch petier

For +he neighbavhood .
Rlease allow Coastilleda
4D todeyni2€ s Fadivihes,
IVKe vmany oihev public

Office of the Clerk

Please distribute to all City Council Members
250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor
Palo Alto, CA, 94301



sdutt
Example3


From: Tom Shannon

To: Council, City

Subject: Castilleja"s CUP

Date: Monday, May 23, 2022 11:37:41 AM

13

Some people who received this message don't often get email from tshannon2@cs.com. Learn
why this is important

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

Dear Mayor Burt and members of the City Council:

| have lived on Kellogg Avenue directly across the street from Castilleja for 33 years. We ask the council
to recognize that the adjacent neighbors, living within a small, residential quad of streets (i.e. Kellogg,
Bryant, Emerson, Melville & Churchill) are significantly impacted by Castilleja and have many concerns
about Castilleja’s proposed project.

It should be noted that the first time this draft CUP became available for review was in the PTC packet on
March 30, 2022. No community meetings were held to discuss these CUP provisions. The City did not
engage the neighborhood on the development or wording of these conditions.

Here are 3 points that | ask you to consider in your deliberations tonight:

e ENROLLMENT INCREASES: You have read or heard that in granting the enroliment of 415
students in 2000, the City represented they would not look favorably on any future enroliment
increases. However, now using the “no net new trips” criteria, the City has decided it can allow
automatic enrollment increases. As an admirer of Castilleja’s laudable mission, | am willing to
accept an enrollment of 450 but thereafter, | fear that many of the proposed CUP conditions are
loosely worded and will not protect our neighborhood. It’s not just traffic counts that negatively
affect a neighborhood. The intensity of enrollment growth needs to be monitored as increases are
requested. | ask the Council not to grant automatic enroliment increases based upon the
“no net new trips” criteria. Amending the CUP for future enroliment increases gives
everyone an opportunity to “road test” and comment on the CUP conditions and make
amendments where necessary.

Here are 2 examples as to why the CUP conditions need to be “road tested.”

Condition #8 regarding hours of operation is vague, notes that “Standard School Hours” are
Mondays through Fridays 7am to 6pm but co-curricular programming involving fewer than
50 students and confined to indoor spaces may occur outside of these hours. What are
those hours? When is the campus fully closed?

Please consider making a condition that the campus will remain fully closed from 10
pm — 7 am - no activities to occur during these hours.

Condition #10 is a specific example of a CUP condition that needs more definition given it
falls short of being enforceable. It reads: “Following construction of the Academic Building,
all deliveries and bus pickups and drop offs shall be accomplished within the designated
pickup/drop off areas on campus accessed from the driveway from Kellogg Avenue.
Translation: That means that every bus, truck, semi-sized delivery truck, trash trucks and a
majority of cars from parents dropping off students must access the school using Kellogg
Ave. As a Kellogg resident, this intensity is worrisome and cannot be reasonably
mitigated. There are no hours noted in this condition as to when deliveries can be made.
We have asked Castilleja to eliminate the midnight and 5 am deliveries. | would ask the
Council to insert time limits into this condition and specify that the hours for all
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deliveries must occur between 8 am and 5 pm.

e ENROLLMENT IMPACT on “no net new trips:” Please recognize that Castilleja is a HIGH
SCHOOL and MIDDLE SCHOOL on a six acre piece of property buried in a residential
neighborhood accessed only by residential streets. It's unlike any other high schools in Palo Alto:

Palo Alto High School - accessed from EI Camino, Embarcadero & Churchill — all arterial
streets.

Gunn High School — accessed from Arastradero and Foothill Expwy.

Cubberley — accessed from Middlefield Road.

Kehillah - Fabian Way in a commercial/industrial area

Little to no mention has been made that Castilleja intends for ALL expanded enroliments
granted to be high school students. These students self-drive and avoid TDM counts by
parking throughout the neighborhoods south of Kellogg Ave. Their vehicles arrive via the
streets south of Kellogg thereby avoiding the school’s driveways or parking lots, and thus
are not tracked in TDM studies that promise “no net new trips.”

e TDM: Castilleja points to its current TDM with 25% reduction in car trips. First, the TDM should
have been implemented in 2000 to offset growth allowed under the current CUP - instead of in
2013 to justify new growth. Second, Castilleja’s traffic consultant told neighbors that the first
25% reduction is easy, it gets harder and much more costly after that. The first 25% was
accomplished in two years. Since 2015 progress has been minimal. There is nothing supporting
the assertion that a new increase of 30% in student body, plus unspecified growth in staff
(currently 140) can be achieved with no net new trips.

Thank you for your consideration.

Tom Shannon
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From: Matt Glickman

To: Council, City

Subject: Letter related to Castilleja"s project

Date: Monday, May 23, 2022 10:00:25 AM

Attachments: Minty Sidhu, Brian Suckow Summary of Casti Neighbors Concerns.pdf

Some people who received this message don't often get email from matt@glickman.com. Learn
why this is important

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

To City Council.,

I am both a Castilleja parent - and an immediate neighbor. I am supportive of Castiileja
expanding but NOT with this particular plan.

As someone who has spent 5 years attending meetings and talking to all sides, I am confident
that there is a plan that can satisfy the school, the neighbors and the city. These ideas have not
yet emerged because while Castilleja has held many meetings, they have not genuinely
incorporated neighborhood input as every other expanding private school has had to do.
Castilleja parents Minty Sindhu and Brian Sucklow submitted a letter in 2018 (attached)
explaining why this process has dragged on for years.

When I or others present creative options, school leaders now say that they cannot entertain
them because the city has outlined a process to follow. Their position means that constructive
ideas don’t get considered. Just one example: with a more serious shuttle program with
meetups at Highway 101 and 280, the school could expand with less impact on the
neighborhood. No garage would also save Castilleja money, would decrease construction time
(which benefits both Castilleja students and the community), and would prevent long-term tie-
ups on residential streets.

City Council does not have to choose a winner and a loser. I ask you to direct the school to
work collaboratively with the neighbors to develop a few alternatives. With a sufficient
mandate, I believe you will unlock constructive energies in ways not possible with the current
process. I trust that the council can lead and drive to a revised proposal that is a win for the
school, the neighborhood and the city.

Thank you,

Matt Glickman
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Summary of Castilleja Neighbors’ Concerns Regarding the Proposed Expansion

This summary has been prepared for the Castilleja Board of Trustees by Minty Sidhu and Brian Suckow
(Parents 2012 and Palo Alto residents) based on interviews of Casti neighbors during the summer and fall of
2018. Our objective was not to find solutions, but to understand neighbors’ perspectives and communicate
them in a non-emotional, unbiased manner to assist the Board in deciding how to move forward.

Foundational Issues:

While there are many issues that surfaced in our conversations, there are two foundational issues that
underlie and intersect with many of the more tactical issues:
- Fit with Residential Neighborhood: Casti is located in a neighborhood zoned as R1 residential, and the
neighbors are seeking to maintain the residential feel of their neighborhood. Most of their tactical issues
come back to this key overarching issue.
- Trust in Castilleja’s Administration: Beyond the issue of exceeding the allowed enrollment from the
existing CUP (and having to be forced to gradually go back down to that level only recently), neighbors have
expressed significant concerns with:
e How Casti’s administrators have portrayed neighbors’ issues publicly (e.g., insisting that neighbors
had asked for an underground garage when the vast majority are opposed)
e Why Casti’s administrators failed to share neighbors’ previously documented feedback more
broadly, including with Casti’s Board
e What Casti’s ultimate expansion goals are beyond the current request to increase to 540 students,
given the size of the planned underground garage

Process Issues:

Neighbors expressed great frustration with Casti’s process, though to be fair, they conceded that Casti’s
Administration was likely equally frustrated. Areas for improvement include:

- Collaborative Design: One best practice of innovative Silicon Valley companies is to bring their customers
into a collaborative design process. Viewing the neighbors as one important “customer” of the Casti
expansion, and giving them a seat at the design table is likely to yield a compromise that improves the
outcome for both Casti and the neighbors. Neighbors don’t feel they have been included in the process.

- Improved Communication: Neighbors indicated a feeling that the twice per year meetings mandated by
the existing CUP are “check the box” sessions, in which Casti’s administrators are not sincerely interested in
engaging in detailed dialogue. And beyond these required sessions, there is limited opportunity for
effective communication.

- Rigorous Monitoring: The city of Palo Alto frankly fell down in its responsibility to monitor Casti’s
adherence to the previous CUP. Neighbors are concerned that without a more robust process in place by
the city, history could repeat itself, even with good intentions from the Casti Administration.

Tactical Issues:

Keeping these overarching foundational and process issues in mind may help the Board better understand
the reasons behind many of the tactical concerns of the neighbors. The key tactical issues arranged in
decreasing priority appear to be:

1. Underground Parking Garage: While Casti has indicated that some neighbors preferred an underground
garage, it appears that the overwhelming majority of neighbors do not. Some months back, 47 surrounding
households signed a petition opposing the garage, and the Casti Administration’s continued insistence that





they’re adding the underground garage because the neighbors want it has further eroded trust. The main
reasons why neighbors are opposed to the underground garage include:

- Fit with Neighborhood Character: Underground garages are not permitted in R1 residential zones, and
neighbors feel demolishing residences and trees in order to add this garage will detract from the residential
feel of their neighborhood.

- Traffic flow: Neighbors are concerned with the concentration of all traffic having to enter from Bryant
(with likely significant back-ups onto Embarcadero), and exit on Emerson.

- Emissions: Exhaust gases from the moving and idling vehicles will have to be released above ground, and
this is likely to be noisy, smelly, and again out of character with a residential zone.

- Large Scale: The relative increase in parking spaces with the underground garage is much higher than the
relative increase in enrollment. There are currently 81 parking spaces in the existing surface parking lots,
and 51 on-street spaces along the three streets abutting Casti, for a total of 132. With the new plan, the
garage will have 115 spaces, the surface parking lots will decline to only 27 spaces, and the 51 on-street
spaces will remain, for a total of 193 spaces. This increase from 132 to 193 represents a 46% increase in
parking. However, enrollment is only increasing from the current ~440 to 540, or 23%. This much larger %
increase in parking versus the % increase in enrollment prompts suspicions that even now Casti is planning
a subsequent phase of expansion beyond the 540, again leading to an erosion of trust.

2. Trdffic increase: While some neighbors voiced praise for Casti’s progress in reducing traffic through their
TDM program, they remain concerned that increased enrollment and staff will inevitably lead to increased
traffic. Arguments that most traffic is due to Paly or Stanford miss the point. Neighbors are most
concerned with traffic on the streets where they live, not just on Embarcadero. Increased enroliment is
bound to increase traffic in front of their homes on Bryant, Emerson, Kellogg, and Melville. And, due to
likely back-ups with the underground garage flow, many parents are likely to drop off their children along
these streets, rather than waiting in line to use the underground garage.

3. Scale of the Proposed Building: An analogy that may not be perfectly apt but that captures the essence
of the concern is that the new buildings will be like those “McMansions” single family homes that have
been criticized for their large scale and lack of fit with the character of the neighborhood. Having one
monolithic building that stretches almost the entire length of the Kellogg Street block, and that has a
smaller setback than the existing buildings, is felt to be out of character in this residential neighborhood.

4. Construction duration: This is a huge project, and initial projections of 5 years with massive excavations
are quite daunting from the perspective of noise, dust, and general disruption. More recently neighbors
have heard of new plans that may shorten the duration to 3 years. The neighbors are supportive of Casti
updating their campus, but 3 to 5 years of construction is perceived as excessive in a residential
neighborhood.

5. Events: With roughly 100 events annually, there are many evenings and weekends when neighbors’
routines are disturbed by the comings and goings of attendees at Casti’s events. The current level is
perceived as excessive, and out of character with an R1 zone, and there are concerns that further expansion
will exacerbate this situation.

6. Casti’s Continued Expansion: Based on Casti buying up multiple properties in the adjoining
neighborhood, and the seemingly “super sized” underground garage, neighbors are concerned that shortly
after expanding to 540 students, Casti has plans to further expand. When the last CUP was granted in the
1990’s, the city stated that the maximum enrollment to be permitted was 415. Neighbors are wondering
that if the maximum enrollment is now permitted to rise to 540, what ultimate cap on enrollment is Casti
willing to commit to in their residential neighborhood?
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From: hjc@cohensw.com

To: Council, City

Cc: Howard Cohen

Subject: SCALE BACK CASTILLEJA’'S EXPANSION PLANS
Date: Monday, May 23, 2022 12:31:39 AM
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[Some people who received this message don't often get email from hjc@cohensw.com. Learn why this is important
at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.]

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

Council Members,

Castilleja’s expansion project poses a significant threat to Palo Alto’s
groundwater and construction will result in the release of as much CO2
as is emitted by driving a Prius over 4 million miles! This project
contradicts Palo Alto’s goals of sustainability and reducing greenhouse
gas emissions.

Among other things, I ask that the pool be built at ground level and
relocated to where the environment will not be harmed, and neighborhood
noise levels will remain within City codes; that no trees (especially

those over 50 years old or heritage trees) be removed or damaged; and that
the school's enrollment remain capped at the present legal (not de facto)
limit.

In general, I support the point of view and proposals in the Preserve
Neighborhood Quality of Life’s web site (https://pngqlnow.org/). I am
a long time Palo Alto resident and I am tired of institutions like
Castelleja and Stanford running roughshod over the best interests of
Palo Alto.

With concern,
Howard J Cohen, Ph.D.
3272 Cowper Street
Palo Alto, CA 94306

Howard J. Cohen, Ph.D., President = howard@cohensw.com
Cohen Software Consulting, Inc. http://www.cohensw.com
Applications, Algorithms, GUI, RDBMS (650) 856-8123
Bioinformatics (650) 856-4273 (fax)

Litigation Support (650) 269-1467 (cell)
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From: Vic Befera

To: Council, City

Subject: Castilleja

Date: Monday, May 23, 2022 12:07:02 AM

13

Some people who received this message don't often get email from vicbefera@gmail.com. Learn
why this is important

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

Dear City Council Members:
As you deliberate on Castilleja's proposal Monday evening, | ask you to consider:

Student parking - With over 120 students in grades 11 & 12 that will be licensed and
driving to school, where do they park all day? We neighbors are well aware of
students who drive themselves to campus and park a block away. These cars will
NOT be monitored in the TDM driveway counters, as they never drive into the school
- yet their impact on traffic into Palo Alto and through our neighborhoods is acutely
felt.

Admission - The school has noted that its intended increase in enroliment will be
entirely in the high school levels. These are indeed the very students mentioned
above. Their numbers will increase and they will not be counted in TDM measures.

Many other highly-respected private schools have strict "no driving to school" and "no
street parking" policies, requiring their entire student body to arrive by shuttle or public
transportation. Why can't the City of Palo Alto make a similar requirement of
Castilleja? (Below is a survey of other local schools for comparison.)

Future amendments - as a neighborhood who worked on the 2000 agreement with
Castilleja, only to learn it was full of vageries that the school was able to exploit: how
can neighbors ask for an additional CUP amendment in the event unforeseen
negative impacts develop?

Thank you for your consideration of these many issues. Neighbors have been dealing
with this for a very long time (personally | have been a neighbor of the school since
1968) and would very much like to see an equitable solution. We find the school has
been intractable, showing zero willingness to compromise in its plans, and has a track
record of obfuscation. | ask you to abide by the PTC's recommendation that the
school should only receive a modest - if any - increase in enrollment, and require it to
reapply for additional admissions once it has completed construction and shown it
can keep its impacts under control.

Thank you for your consideration.

- Vic Befera



mailto:vicbefera@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
sdutt
Example3


Local private school policies:

Notre Dame HS San Jose - No driving to school permited
Harker Offers bus system, shuttle, off-site lot for pickup and drop off.

Stratford at Garland No on-street parking permitted.

Stratford @ Crestmoor No on-street parking permitted.
Pinewood High School No on-street parking permitted.

Nueva: No on-street parking permitted.

Crystal Springs Upland No on-street parking permitted.



From: Carla Befera
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Subject: Pertaining to Castilleja CUP
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Dear members of the City Council:

As an immediate neighbor of the school | have many concerns about Castilleja’s proposed project, but will focus on three and ask you to
consider the following in your deliberations Monday evening:

1. Construction

We ask City Council to require the school to move its operations to a temporary off-site campus while construction takes place, as a
condition of its CUP. This enormous project will have major traffic and safety impacts, not only on this immediate neighborhood, but in
blocking one of the city’s major arteries, Embarcadero Road. The current CUP draft (4.b) asserts that “upon approval of the CUP, the
school may begin the process to enroll 450 students and add 25 students thereafter.” Neighbors feel strenuously that the school should
not be allowed to continue operations on site and increase enrollment while this project is under construction.

The EIR treats construction as a temporary inconvenience with minimal mitigations. This massive project, which includes construction of
a building the size of a Costco on Kellogg Street, will cause massive disruptions of a residential neighborhood for three to five years,
possibly more. (The 2006 gym construction was delayed for more than 6 months while the contractor pumped “unexpected” groundwater
24/7 from the site. The noise and airborne particulate matter made life unbearable for neighbors.)

The PTC should be tasked with reviewing and approving a comprehensive construction plan that protects neighborhood streets and
residents BEFORE any CUP is granted. Will access be from Embarcadero? We note the lane closures on Page Mill at El Camino for the last
two years. Or will access be from neighborhood streets not designed for heavy construction vehicles, and impede access for students
heading to local public schools, and neighbors to their homes? Real time air quality monitoring during construction should also be
included in the CUP conditions.

This past year there have been nearly 20 construction vehicles parked on the 1500 block of Bryant for the two residential projects
underway. Castilleja’s project is over 25 times that size. Including the 1198 average daily trips to Castilleja, plus student and staff parking,
the gridlock would be horrific.

Moving to an off-site campus during construction will shorten the construction duration and help control local disruption throughout
the 3 to 5 year construction period. We ask City Council to require this as a condition of the CUP.

2. Neighborhood traffic

In CUP Condition #10, all busses and delivery vehicles, plus cars dropping off students will use Kellogg Ave. as their main point of entry. To
access Kellogg means driving through the neighborhood, and crossing or turning from/onto Bryant, one of Palo Alto’s major bike
boulevards. There are no hours in the CUP outlining when Castilleja can use these neighborhood streets for deliveries and drop offs.
If we cannot convince the PTC/Council to revisit major ingress/egress options directly from Embarcadero, we urge the Council to insert a
condition to limit these activities to no earlier than 8 AM and no later than 6 PM, weekdays only. (Under the current CUP, we have had
massive 18-wheel food truck deliveries at midnight and 5am.)

3. Can the City hold the line?

In 2000, the City allowed a CUP increasing the allowable enrollment to 415 students (from a previous limit of 385). This increase made
Castilleja the most dense in students per acre of any school, public or private, in the city (see graph below). In approving this CUP, the City
stated jt did not provide for additional increase and would not look favorably on any future requests for enrollment increases. Attached is
the letter signed by Planning Manager John Lusardi, twice noting the City is not willing to continue to approach increasing school
enrollment in an incremental manner. And yet today the City is ready to grant yet another enrollment increase. If the City now grants a
cap of 450, the school will be receiving an even larger incremental increase than it received in 2000, indeed more than the 448 student
Nanci Kaufman insisted the school required in her letters to the city in 2013. This enrollment level should more than serve the needs of
the school, as so earnestly argued by Ms. Kaufman to both neighbors and the City, and we hope the City Council will support the PTC’s
recommendation in this matter.

Thank you for your service to the City and your consideration of these issues.
Carla Befera

1404 Bryant Street
Palo Alto
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November 2, 2000


City of Palo Alto

Department of Planning and Community Environment







Georgia Bond Castilleja School 13I O Bryant Street

Palo Alto, CA 94301





Subject:	1310 Bryant Street (Castilleja School)









Planning Division


Dear Ms. Bond:



Attached to this letter is an approved Conditional Use Permit [OO-CUP-23] authorizing Castilleja School to increase its enrollment from 385 to 415 students and add two full­ time faculty members.



Castilleja School's request for 30 additional students was outlined in a letter to Lisa Grote dated August 28, 2000. The request was also reviewed at a public hearing held on October I 9, 2000. At no time did Castilleja School indicate that it was their intent to submit a later application for additional students.



The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the approved Conditional Use Permit does not provide for an increase in students of 415 students, and that any subsequent request for additional students will not be favorable looked up by the City.





The City Staff greatly appreciate Castilleja School's demonstrated willingness to work with their neighbors to address existing traffic and parking problems, as well as any impacts related to increasing the student population. However, the City is not willing to continue to approach increasing school enrollment for Castilleja School in an incremental manner.



Please contact me at 329-2561 if you have any questions regarding this approval.





Sincerely,



[image: ]

cc:	Rachel Adcox, Planner





250 Hamilton Avenue

P.O. Box  10250

Palo Alto, CA 94303 650.329.2441

650.329.2154 fax

image1.png

Lusardi, Current Planning Manager
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Planning Division

City of Palo Alto

Department of Planning and

November 2, 2000 Community Environment

Georgia Bond
Castilleja School

131 O Bryant Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301

Subject: 1310 Bryant Street (Castilleja School)
Dear Ms. Bond:

Attached to this letter is an approved Conditional Use Permit [OO-CUP-23] authorizing
Castilleja School to increase its enrollment from 385 to 415 students and add two full-
time faculty members.

Castilleja School's request for 30 additional students was outlined in a letter to Lisa Grote
dated August 28, 2000. The request was also reviewed at a public hearing held on
October 1 9, 2000. At no time did Castilleja School indicate that it was their intent to
submit a later application for additional students.

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the approved Conditional Use Permit does
not provide for an increase in students of 415 students, and that any subsequent request
for additional students will not be favorable looked up by the City.

The City Staff greatly appreciate Castilleja School's demonstrated willingness to work
with their neighbors to address existing traffic and parking problems, as well as any
impacts related to increasing the student population. However, the City is not willing to
continue to approach increasing school enrollment for Castilleja School in an incremental
manner.

Please contact me at 329-2561 if you have any questions regarding this approval.

Sincerely,

-

.

Lusardi, Current Planning Manager

cc: Rachel Adcox, Planner

250 Hamilton Avenue
P.O. Box 10250

Palo Alto, CA 94303
650.329.2441
650.329.2154 fax



From: Susie Hwang

To: Council, City

Subject: Public comment re Castilleja application
Date: Sunday, May 22, 2022 11:33:04 PM
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Some people who received this message don't often get email from shwang@me.com. Learn why
this is important

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

Dear Councilmembers:

| have been a Castilleja parent for 12 of the last 13 years. My three daughters attended
Castilleja for 7 years each.

I’'m also an actual neighbor, living a few hundred yards from campus. This is in contrast to
most of the Castilleja parents who’ve advocated in favor of the school while living well outside
of the zone of impact.

Castilleja provided an excellent education for my daughters. The teachers and staff are
second to none and we are forever indebted to them. For 12 years, | proudly supported the
school not just with my dollars but with my volunteer time and support.

Should the school get to beautify, modernize, and green-up its facilities - even if it means a lot
of construction hassle for all concerned? If they adhere to the same rules that the City applies
to other applicants: absolutely.

However, as | have told Castilleja’s leadership throughout recent years, | oppose Castilleja’s
requested enrollment increase and underground garage for these reasons:

The upsized enrollment that Castilleja’s leadership requests - and the physical plant to
accommodate that scale - are not and have never been allowed under its permit. That
permit, like any permit issued by the Planning Department, is a binding contract with
the City and its taxpayers.

The ambitious scale envisioned by Castilleja’s leadership is simply inappropriate for a
modest residential parcel. (One has to wonder: if any of Palo Alto’s churches, senior
facilities, or recreation centers sought this scale of expansion in R1 neighborhoods,
would they have been afforded anywhere near this much consideration?)

| was a parent at Castilleja one year before Castilleja was publicly revealed to be out of
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compliance with its permitted enrollment. During that time—one year before Castilleja
admitted to its over-enrollment—I| was involved in multiple discussions involving
Castilleja staff at which the topic was raised of enrollment exceeding the Admissions
Department’s stated 60 students per grade.

On several occasions my family or | received expansion-related communications and
requests for action from Castilleja that, to us, were at odds with the values of integrity,
community, and collaboration that the school expects its students to uphold.

| am far from anti-Castilleja. But what I've seen as a member of the Castilleja
community is that when it comes to the school’s growth vision there’s too often a
disappointing lack of transparency, disdain for its neighbors, and scorched earth
approach on the part of key Castilleja decisionmakers. This directly speaks to whether
those decisionmakers will genuinely respect restrictions, open and constructive
dialogue, and the value of community beyond their own—and whether they can be
trusted, given their past conduct, to stay within bounds into the future. Conduct I've
witnessed over the years to get their vision realized has unfortunately made it hard to
get behind this plan: an unnecessarily protracted & contentious campaign that
consumes so much of the school’s attention and money.

Do | support education, innovation, and change? Of course. | would love to see a Castilleja
education extended to more students. The ambitious, world-class vision to which Castilleja’s
leadership aspires can be attained in a location appropriate for the scale it envisions.

The Peninsula is full of outstanding independent schools that share similar visions and have
sought expansion. Every one of them has been rightly directed by their municipalities to
expand outside of their residential neighborhoods. And those schools have done so,
successfully—often by splitting their middle and high school campuses. Castilleja can and
should do the same.

Sincerely,
Susie Hwang
159 Melville Ave



From: Steve Flanders

To: Council, City

Subject: Castilleja CUP

Date: Sunday, May 22, 2022 11:10:25 PM
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Dear Councilmembers,

| am reaching out to express my support of Castilleja’s proposal to educate more
students without adding traffic.

While Castilleja's proposed construction will impact neighbors in the short term, the
long term benefits from the project to those same neighbors far outweigh the
temporary inconvenience. In fact, those neighbors already experience construction
inconvenience every day from themselves: there are at least 4 major house remodels
going on right now in Castilleja's immediate neighborhood and in my 18 years living in
Palo Alto, this is the rule, not the exception, for that neighborhood.

Castileja has already dramatically reduced its traffic flow to and from the school
based on their neighbors' complaints and Castilleja's proposal will further reduce that
traffic, even with an increased enroliment. The proposal has built in monitoring and
penalties for violating the proposed traffic constraints; if Castilleja adds traffic, they
can’t add students. Furthermore, Castilleja's proposal for the underground garage will
take off the street all the Castilleja-affiliated cars currently being parked on Castilleja's
side of the street, freeing up more parking for the neighbors. Under Castilleja's
proposal, the PTC gets exactly what they originally claimed they wanted: less
Castilleja cars on their streets.

| have watched this application evolve over the years and it is clear that Castilleja has
been more than willing to accommodate the reasonable requests made by the City
and its neighbors:

Castilleja compromised on the traffic caps, settling for a number much lower
than they’d first proposed.

Castilleja compromised on the underground parking, settling for a much
smaller structure than they’d first envisioned.
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Castilleja compromised on the number of school events, cutting them by
30%.

Castilleja has adjusted the design to respond to the ARB and neighbor
feedback, creating an aesthetically pleasing campus with lower rooflines,
bigger setbacks, and noise abatement features that benefit their neighbors.

Castilleja has added bus and shuttle routes to cut traffic by over 30%.

Castilleja has limited its hours of operation to reduce the amount and
frequency of traffic to and from the campus.

In contrast, the PTC has offered almost zero compromises; their position started as
"no Castilleja construction" and it remains "no Castilleja construction”. Over the years,
the PTC has advanced multiple arguments to support their demands and each time
Castilleja makes real, impactful changes to respond to those arguments, the PTC just
switches to a new argument. Their entire campaign is based on a lie: "we can't trust
Castilleja because they are only making changes because the City caught them
violating the CUP." This is demonstrably untrue: Castilleja is the one that identified
their own violation of the CUP and self-reported it to the City, paid a large fine, and
immediately took extraordinary measures to reduce enrollment to get back into
compliance. Everything that Castilleja has done has only increased the trust that
should be granted to them by the City and Castilleja's neighbors.

If Palo Alto is known for anything, it is known for (and rightfully proud of) its support
for education. Castilleja offers an excellent education to its students, more than 20%
of which receive financial aid. At a time when national leaders, overwhelmingly men,
are attacking and reducing women's rights, we need an institution like Castilleja to
offer young girls an education that empowers them to replace those old, white,
reactionary men with leaders that reflect a society that is more than 50% women. To
do that, like any school, Castilleja needs to upgrade and modernize its physical plant.
In its proposal, Castilleja accomplishes this in a way that ultimately will enhance the
quality of life of its neighbors.

All told, Castilleja has made big changes to daily life on campus and to their proposal
over the past many years. It is time to honor the hard work Castilleja has done to
respond to City leaders and staff, impartial consultants, neighbors who want a garage
and neighbors who don’t. This proposal has consequences built into it that incentivize
Castilleja to comply; it is time to allow this incredible asset to our community to fulfill
its potential and improve quality of life in the neighborhood.



Thank you,

Steve Flanders
Palo Alto resident for 18 years

CONFIDENTIAL: ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED; ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT:
Emails and attachments received from us may be protected by the attorney-client privilege, as
attorney work-product or based on other privileges or provisions of law. If you are not an
intended recipient of this email, do not read, copy, use, forward or disclose the email or any of
its attachments to others. Instead, immediately notify the sender by replying to this email and
then delete it from your system. We strictly prohibit any unauthorized disclosure, copying,
distribution or use of emails or attachments sent by us.

7]

Sr. Patent Counsel
Airbnb, Inc.

steve.flanders@airbnb.com
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From: Andie Reed

To: Council, City; Stump, Molly; Shikada, Ed; Yang, Albert
Subject: Castilleja - PNQL Attorney Letter

Date: Sunday, May 22, 2022 10:48:17 PM

Attachments: Leila Moncharsh, Attorney Letter, May 23, 2022.pdf
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TO: Mayor and Council, City Attorney Stump, City Manager Shikada

FROM: Leila Moncharsh, Attorney

Please find attached neighbor group PNQL's attorney Leila Moncharsh's letter regarding the
Castilleja Expansion project.

Thank you for your attention to this document.

Andie Reed

Andie Reed CPA
Palo Alto, CA 94301
530-401-3809
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LAW OFFICES
VENERUSO & MONCHARSH
DONNA M. VENERUSO (d.’09) 5707 REDWOOD ROAD, SUITE 10
LEILA H. MONCHARSH OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94619
TELEPHONE (510) 482-0390
FACSIMILE (510) 482-0391
Email: 101550@msn.com

May 22, 2022

City Council

City of Palo Alto

250 Hamilton, 5" Floor
Palo Alto, CA 94301

Re: Castilleja School EIR — City Council Hearing — May 23, 2022

Dear Council Members:

This letter discusses the proposed CUP conditions. I last visited a set of conditions for
this project a very long time ago and prepared an extensive response to them then. My client,
PNQL, tells me that this last week is the only time they have had an opportunity to see the
conditions staff is proposing to your Council for adoption. That does not allow for input by the
community and your Council should increase the time allowed to review and comment on these
important conditions.

When | last visited the proposed conditions, they were very poorly drafted and | was
pleased to see that some of the problems have been resolved. However, I now see that
particularly the TDM and penalties sections are problematic because they contain vague
language, are extremely cumbersome, and very likely unenforceable. Overall, your Council
should consider shortening a lot of the text by including specific directions to the school of what
is expected of it. The penalties sections likewise should be simple and straightforward as to what
will happen if the school violates its legal obligations and not try to include things like
“restoration” of enrollment, which is complicated and should be handled at the front end by not
allowing vesting of the entire 540 students in the first place.

A relentless problem with these proposed conditions is a misunderstanding regarding
what today’s private school administrators and parents will, and will not, do. Currently, and into
the foreseeable future, parents are not willing to put their children on busses and shuttles because
of the pandemic. One large private school explained to me that they “have a problem with bus-
avoidance.” Their busses are coming and leaving the school with less than 10 students riding
each one. Therefore, incentive programs and voluntary compliance with bus and shuttle ridership
does not work and the City needs to use mandatory, not voluntary conditions to avoid negative
traffic impacts on the greater community.

Private school administrators are charged with educating children for which the school
charges an immense amount of money. The administrators are charged with making the school
financially successful. They generally do not self-report violations of use permits, self-correct
their own systems to help make things better for residential neighbors, or require parents to do
things that may cost the school business. A set of city-imposed, well-written conditions go far in
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giving administrators the ability to point out to parents that it is not they, but the city which is
requiring the things parents really do not want to do for whatever reasons.

Below are my specific comments:
Enrollment

No. 4 - Replace Condition #4 on Packet Page 245 to read as follows (the PTC version, as appears
on Packet Page 170, with my suggested changes in blue):

The School may enroll a maximum of 450 students. Following completion of the project and
final occupancy approval of all structures, the School will remain at 450 students until “no net
new trips” has been established and reported by an independent traffic consultant. When ADT
at 1,198 has been proven, the School may request an amendment to the CUP to increase student
enrollment. Any student enrollment amendment shall require a public hearing before the
Planning and transportation Commission in accordance with applicable provisions of PQMC
18.77.060.

No. 5 — the selection of the auditor needs to be with the approval of the planning director or the
City Council could require specific qualifications for the auditor. Otherwise, the door is wide
open for “collusion” between the school and their own selected auditor. It can be unintended
collusion motivated just by the fact that the auditor knows the school is paying his or her fees
and they do not want to lose the income by displeasing the school.

Events No. 6, i. There needs to be a sentence that states: “Any change in the calendar must be
posted at least 30 days in advance of the event. If the notice is not posted 30 days in advance, the
event must not occur.” It is too easy for a staff person to forget about the calendar and then start
adding entries at the last minute or not at all. The posted calendar can quickly become a non-
priority and then meaningless.

Operations-Related

No. 9. The sentence reading “The School is prohibited from renting or loaning the campus to
another summer school program, organization or group provider” is very narrow. Does the City
Council intend to let the school rent the campus to commercial companies, a governmental
program, etc.? Does the Council intend that the school can rent out the campus during the school
year, just not the summer? For example, could Castilleja rent out the campus to another school
that is not covered by the use permit and then move elsewhere? If not, the condition needs to be
changed to prohibit renting or loaning the campus, or any part of it, other than as stated in the
CUP (I am thinking PAUSD.)
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No. 10 — Deliveries and bus pickups and drop offs shall be accomplished. . . at “designated”
pickup/drop off areas. | suggest adding where to look in the documents for the “designated”
places. Otherwise, there could be future disagreements about what areas were “designated.”

No. 11 — Removal of the “temporary campus” — | assume that this means the modules but what
does “shall commence” removal of them mean? Once the City gives the school the occupancy
permit, it really has no control over when, and if, those modules, or some portion of them ever
are removed. The Council should have the certificate of occupancy dependent on actually
removing all of them. These modules have a way of becoming permanent fixtures on school
campuses. Besides being unattractive, they provide reasons for why even more students should
be admitted, “We have the extra classrooms and should be allowed more students to fill them.
The City already has already allowed us to have them here when we got the certificate of
occupancy and that was ten years ago!”

No. 14 — Lighting. It is unclear what is meant by: “This does not preclude lighting for safety,
landscaping and pathways approved by the City.” Does that mean approved on the final building
plans? What does “for safety” mean? Most cities require that any lighting for landscaping, safety,
and paths means lights placed low to the ground with caps or shades to prevent the lights from
intruding beyond the immediate illumination area. The term “for safety” needs to be defined,
such as precluding lights on polls over a certain height or not located in a vicinity where the light
can reach the surrounding housing.

No. 15 - HVAC ventilation for the gym should not be audible beyond the school’s property line.
There are adequate buffering systems on the market today to prevent sound from reaching
beyond property lines. They are not complicated or particularly expensive to install. The
neighbors should not be hearing the systems at all, not just during the day instead of at night.

Community Engagement

No. 16 c. the term “independent auditor” needs to be spelled out in Enrollment No. 5 — see
comment above.

No. 18 - Neighborhood meetings — there should be a requirement that the school provide an
agenda to the neighbors within 10 days of each meeting and incorporate items requested by the
neighbors. Also, the school should provide a copy of the summary of topics to the neighbors.
Either “neighbors” should be defined, e.g., how many feet from the school or the condition
should reference PNQL. Another oft used method is to have a committee with an even number of
neighbors and school representatives to attend the meetings. There are other methods as well to
avoid meetings that are controlled completely by the school and that effectively prevent
discussion of neighborhood issues. | noticed that the proposed conditions to include this type of
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information for the TDM Oversight Committee but not here. Why not include the same rules for
both?

No. 19 — The contract between the school and the parents should include a provision that the
parents have read the transportation and parking handbook and the parents agree to comply with
it. Also, it should include a provision that failure to comply with the transportation and driving
rules is grounds to cancel the contract.

Transportation Demand Management Plan

Overall, this section leaves way too much discretion to the school in determining what it feels
like doing about single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) uses. No private school is going to weigh the
feelings of parents and their willingness to pay enormous sums for tuition against the problems
associated with SOV uses, and then come out in favor of forcing parents to give up using their
SOVs. ltis too easy for parents to find another private school with looser requirements. Just
trying give the school all of that flexibility, that then adds up to pleasing parents also is causing
vagueness problems throughout the section, as shown below.

No. 22 —a. and c. contradict each other. d. adds more confusion because it does not define
“reporting period.” One provides for average daily trips not exceeding 1198 trips and the other
focuses on AM peak trips not exceeding 383 trips. As | have mentioned before, specific metrics
are far more enforceable than averages because there are ways to work around the averages, e.g.,
just closing the school for a day will impact the average.

Unless the City Council is confident that all of the vehicles will go over the counters and that the
averaging system cannot be “gamed,” it is much clearer to follow the Archer School approach of
requiring that a certain, hopefully high, percentage of students must arrive and leave by bus, a
specified number of students may arrive by vehicles, and the rest must walk or bike. There
should also be a prohibition on students driving to school. Kids will drive to the mailbox if you
let them — they love to drive. And parents love to let them as it frees them up from the
responsibility of timely putting their teens onto busses. However, traffic and climate change
conditions really do militate against this practice. Everyone, no matter their income level, has a
responsibility to cut down the amount of SOVs on the roadways.

h-i. includes offers of shuttles and busses. In a pandemic world, offers are not sufficient to reduce
use of SOVs. As to special events there is no reason not to require use of shuttles. Wineries are
now doing that with no problem. Ridge Vineyard in the Santa Cruz mountains routinely has wine
and food events. They require guests to park at outlying parking lots and then ride a shuttle to
and from the lots. There is no other way to get there and back! A simple solution — the school
follows it and tells invitees that they cannot park at or near the school and the only way to come
and go is by shuttle unless they have a handicap placard.
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j. This requires the school to “routinely monitor and reassess drop-off and pick-up assignments. .
.. What does that mean? Again, there needs to be independent monitoring by a traffic
engineering company. A private school depends heavily on letting parents do as they please to
avoid them taking their children elsewhere. We submitted sample CUPs and TDMs with a
provision for independent traffic monitoring.

23. - 25. These also require self-reporting. The list in 24 is fine, but it needs to be done by an
independent, licensed traffic engineer. The visits should occur on a particular schedule and
without prior notice to the school. For example, in the beginning the traffic engineer should
arrive at the school unannounced at least once a month during the first school year, and twice
during the summer program if it lasts all summer. He or she would fill out a table with the items
in 24. The number of times the engineer visits should be reduced over time, depending on
compliance. A matrix of check marks, spaces for specific information, and a place for comments
should be in the form for the inspection reports.

25. a. viii. The penalties for noncompliance by parents should be specified in this CUP.

X. The condition needs to have the school enforcing use of the ID tags, not just providing them to
parents. The conditions should not allow student drivers, especially given the nature of the site.

xii. This section again relies totally on cooperation by parents, something that is especially not in
evidence during the pandemic. A better approach, besides using specific metrics and not
averages and having specific requirements around the topic of non-SOV usage would be to
require each parent to provide a “transportation plan” that will be binding on the parent and
included in the school’s contract with the parent.

xiii. A condition that has the school “experimenting” is too vague to provide any enforceability.
What does “experimenting” even mean and how will compliance be measured?

xv. Suffers from the same vagueness as xiii. How can the City measure compliance with this:
“Castilleja will continue to review its event calendaring process . . . .

xvi. There are multiple mentions of traffic monitors in the CUP conditions. Who are they?
Students, staff, adults? How many are required to be at what sites?

xvii. Again, this condition has the school “reviewing” something. The City and community
would be much better served with specifics in these conditions. The vagueness, parent-voluntary
compliance, and unenforceability problems are evident throughout this section.
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xxi. Another good example of the problems — this section has the school developing a
“comprehensive incentive program” . . . for using non-SOV transportation. That should be
spelled out — what is the city requiring should be included in the “comprehensive incentive
program”?

26. This section leaves open the possibility of the City requiring more information on traffic
issues, to be funded by the school. Unless the school agrees on the record to this very open-
ended condition, it is not enforceable.

34. a. Why would the City wait for two years before doing something about violation of
conditions?! This entire section is unnecessarily cumbersome, and for the most part very hard to
enforce due to the legal vesting of the 540 students. It would be better to go up to the prior
sections on penalties and just say that one of the penalties would be reduction of enrollment to
correct violations of the use permit. Leave out restoration of enrollment because it is too
speculative to figure out without any facts of the violations.

a. i. Again — self-reporting and self-correction: the school finds out that it has been violating its
number of cars coming to the school, and then on its own, it determines additional TDM
measures. That does not make sense is unrealistic.

a.iii. This section is unenforceable — it has a reduction in enrollment of 5 students or whatever
number the planning director decides on. It demonstrates a lack of understanding of the legal
term “vesting.” The City is vesting the school with 540 students and it cannot sort of take back
that enrollment without due process, normally including a hearing and the right to appeal the
decision. This section is a good example of why it is better not to vest the school with 540
students from outset.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Very truly yours,
Leila #. WMoncharot;

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

LHM:Im
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Emailed To:

Honorable Mayor Pat Burt

Honorable Vice Mayor Lydia Kou

Honorable Council Members Alison Cormack, Tom DuBois, Eric Filseth, Greer Stone, and Greg
Tanaka

Palo Alto City Attorney Molly Stump

Deputy City Attorney Albert Yang
City Manager Ed Shikada

cc: Clients
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LAW OFFICES
VENERUSO & MONCHARSH
DONNA M. VENERUSO (d.’09) 5707 REDWOOD ROAD, SUITE 10
LEILA H. MONCHARSH OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94619
TELEPHONE (510) 482-0390
FACSIMILE (510) 482-0391
Email: 101550@msn.com

May 22, 2022

City Council

City of Palo Alto

250 Hamilton, 5" Floor
Palo Alto, CA 94301

Re: Castilleja School EIR — City Council Hearing — May 23, 2022

Dear Council Members:

This letter discusses the proposed CUP conditions. I last visited a set of conditions for
this project a very long time ago and prepared an extensive response to them then. My client,
PNQL, tells me that this last week is the only time they have had an opportunity to see the
conditions staff is proposing to your Council for adoption. That does not allow for input by the
community and your Council should increase the time allowed to review and comment on these
important conditions.

When | last visited the proposed conditions, they were very poorly drafted and | was
pleased to see that some of the problems have been resolved. However, I now see that
particularly the TDM and penalties sections are problematic because they contain vague
language, are extremely cumbersome, and very likely unenforceable. Overall, your Council
should consider shortening a lot of the text by including specific directions to the school of what
is expected of it. The penalties sections likewise should be simple and straightforward as to what
will happen if the school violates its legal obligations and not try to include things like
“restoration” of enrollment, which is complicated and should be handled at the front end by not
allowing vesting of the entire 540 students in the first place.

A relentless problem with these proposed conditions is a misunderstanding regarding
what today’s private school administrators and parents will, and will not, do. Currently, and into
the foreseeable future, parents are not willing to put their children on busses and shuttles because
of the pandemic. One large private school explained to me that they “have a problem with bus-
avoidance.” Their busses are coming and leaving the school with less than 10 students riding
each one. Therefore, incentive programs and voluntary compliance with bus and shuttle ridership
does not work and the City needs to use mandatory, not voluntary conditions to avoid negative
traffic impacts on the greater community.

Private school administrators are charged with educating children for which the school
charges an immense amount of money. The administrators are charged with making the school
financially successful. They generally do not self-report violations of use permits, self-correct
their own systems to help make things better for residential neighbors, or require parents to do
things that may cost the school business. A set of city-imposed, well-written conditions go far in
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giving administrators the ability to point out to parents that it is not they, but the city which is
requiring the things parents really do not want to do for whatever reasons.

Below are my specific comments:
Enrollment

No. 4 - Replace Condition #4 on Packet Page 245 to read as follows (the PTC version, as appears
on Packet Page 170, with my suggested changes in blue):

The School may enroll a maximum of 450 students. Following comple