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Re:  The Buckley School – CF 17-0383 (CPC-2006-7806-CU-SPE-SPR-PA7) 

 

Dear Chair Huizar and Honorable Committee Members: 

 

 We are writing on behalf of The Buckley School in response to the appeal filed by Steven 

Weiss challenging the determination by the Director of Planning – acting on behalf of the City 

Planning Commission – that the School is in compliance with the use and operating conditions of 

its Conditional Use Permit.  As required by Condition A.43 of the School’s amended CUP issued 

in 2008, the School has filed for annual compliance reviews in each of the last four years and, in 

each year, the Director has determined the School to be in compliance.  The School respectfully 

requests that the Appeal be rejected because it does not demonstrate that the Director erred or 

abused its discretion in issuing its compliance determination.    

 

Background 

 

 The Buckley School is a co-educational K-12 school of 830 students located at 3900 

Stansbury Avenue in Sherman Oaks.  The School has been at its current location for over fifty 

years.  After purchasing land formerly occupied by the Glen-Aire Country Club, the School 

moved to its current location in the late 1960s after it obtained a CUP in 1965 from the City 

Planning Commission.  In October 2008, Buckley obtained a new CUP along with other related 

entitlements permitting a net addition of approximately 69,500 square feet of floor area on the 

property, updating its operational conditions, and allowing a phased increase in enrollment from 

750 to 830 students.    

 

Condition A.43 of the CUP requires that the School submit annually for a review of its 

compliance with the CUP’s use and operating conditions for ten years from the issuance of a 
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certificate of occupancy for the first new building built under its amended CUP issued in 2008 

and, upon the completion of those ten years, once every ten years thereafter.  The School has 

submitted four compliance reviews since the completion of its first new building in 2012.  In each 

year, the Director of Planning determined – with delegated authority from the City Planning 

Commission – that the School was in compliance with its CUP.   

 

The CUP also requires the School to submit to LADOT an annual Traffic Monitoring 

Compliance Report (TMCR) regarding the School’s compliance with the CUP’s vehicle trip caps 

and minimum Average Vehicle Ridership (AVR) requirements and bussing percentages.1   The 

School has submitted nine TMCRs since 2008, each of which LADOT has reviewed and 

approved, determining that the School has met its trip caps and AVR and bussing requirements.  

The vehicle trip caps established by the CUP required the School to reduce its trips by 5% during 

the a.m. and School p.m. peak periods from baseline levels established when the School had an 

enrollment of 750 students.  Through its mandatory carpooling and bussing program, the School 

maintains AVR and bussing percentage beyond the minimum required levels and generates, on 

average, 15% fewer vehicle trips (three times the required reduction) during peak periods with an 

enrollment of 830 students than it did nine years ago with an enrollment of 750 students. 

 

 While Buckley has reduced its vehicle trips to the School, commuter use of the residential 

streets surrounding the School, including the primary access points – Stansbury Avenue and 

Valley Vista Boulevard – has increased dramatically over the past few years, in large part because 

of the increased popularity of navigation apps, such as Waze.2  This has led to an unfortunate 

amount of congestion in the area, which has impacted residents and made it more difficult for 

Buckley families to access the School in the morning.  The matter has been brought to the 

attention of Councilmember Ryu’s office and LADOT, who have been coordinating in 

investigating potential solutions.  These conditions created by commuter traffic provide an 

important backdrop for some of the issues raised in the Appeal. 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 To calculate the School’s AVR, the number of students arriving at campus is divided by the number of vehicles 

arriving.  The School’s bussing percentage is arrived at by dividing the number of students taking the bus by the 

School’s enrollment of 830 students.  This is a more conservative calculation than dividing bussed students by the 

number of actual students arriving to campus, which would yield a higher percentage due to absences. 

 
2 Indeed, in its Preliminary Report for the “West Sherman Oaks Hills Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan,” 

dated December 7, 2016, LADOT observed regarding the rise of commuter traffic in the Sherman Oaks area: “Most 

of these problems seemed to have exceeded to the ‘breaking point’ in the fall of 2015, with the advent of WAZE and 

other route finding applications that re-direct traffic into residential streets. The problem has been reported to be 

worse during the morning peak hours.” 
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Response to the Appeal 

 

1. The School’s Operations Are with Due Regard to the Surrounding Residential 

Neighborhood 

 

The Appeal acknowledges the rise in commuter traffic in the neighborhood, which has caused 

long lineups of cars along Stansbury Avenue during the morning commute.  These vehicles 

queuing on Stansbury are waiting to make right turns onto Valley Vista to ultimately access 

Beverly Glen Boulevard or other roads en route to the Westside.   Although the Stansbury / Valley 

Vista intersection does provide a dedicated southbound right turn pocket for a small stretch, the 

lineup of cars waiting to make right turns extends far beyond that turn pocket and spills into the 

through lane containing drivers waiting to go straight through the intersection to access the 

School.  While most Buckley parents, staff and students wait patiently in this lineup, some drivers 

on occasion do seek to pass this lineup of cars on the left before reentering the through lane.   

 

The Appeal asserts that, because of these occasional occurrences, the School is not operating 

with due regard to the surrounding residential neighborhood.  As an initial matter, the School 

disputes the Appeal’s characterization that Buckley drivers “routinely” engage in this behavior.  

In February 2017, the School requested that LAPD monitor the intersection from time to time to 

assess the situation.  Over a three-day period during the week of February 13, 2017, Officer Steve 

Slinksy reported that he issued four citations, only one of which related to Buckley.3  Two of the 

four citations were to residents and one was to a commuter. (See Exhibit A.) 

 

Nonetheless, the School does not condone the behavior whenever it does occur and takes both 

proactive steps to prevent it and enforces its Good Neighbor Policy on drivers when it observes 

the behavior or it is otherwise brought to the School’s attention.  The School staff periodically 

monitors the intersection and reports any incidences for enforcement.  The School’s enrollment 

contract also notifies its families regarding CUP obligations and the School’s Good Neighbor 

Policy and specifies enforcement where mistakes do occur.  In its 2017-18 enrollment contract, 

an excerpt of which is copied below, the School intensified its enforcement by eliminating the 

warning for first time infractions, which was included in prior enrollment contracts: 

 

I/We will comply with required transportation demand management 

plans imposed on the School, or voluntarily implemented by the School, 

including, but not limited to, carpooling and use of a third-party 

transportation provider or, if possible, walking or bike riding. I/We will 

                                                           
3 This citation was to the third-party bussing company contracted by the School.  The School fined the company for 

this infraction. 
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also comply with the School’s Good Neighbor Policy which includes no 

parking on any of the surrounding streets of the School for either events 

or drop off or pick up and abiding by all traffic laws to insure safety for 

our students and community. I/We understand that if we are not in 

compliance with the transportation demand management plan, parking 

rules and traffic laws, I/we are subject to penalty fees including 

monetary fines of: $250 for the first violation, $500 for the second, and 

$1,500 for the third, as well as potential disciplinary action for our 

children including detention, suspension and possible expulsion. If, 

within one school year, I/we have three such incidents occur with 

respect to any family or family representative, we understand that the 

School will conclude that the family’s values are sufficiently 

inconsistent with the school’s, and that no school renewal enrollment 

contract will be offered to my/our child.  

This contract language is consistent with other schools in the area.  The School works 

diligently on these matters and dedicates substantial school time and resources towards educating 

its parents, students and staff about its Good Neighbor Policy and enforcing it.  As the School’s 

student body is constantly changing with new admissions, departures and matriculations every 

year, it is a constant education process, which the School takes very seriously.  

 

 The Appellant asserts the School should pay for LAPD/LADOT officers, require every 

student to take the bus or hire a School employee to monitor the Stansbury / Valley Vista 

intersection every morning. While the School shares the Appellant’s interest in addressing this 

situation, the corrective action requested by the Appellant is not warranted, as the real cause for 

the unacceptable congestion at this intersection is Westside-bound commuter traffic.  We 

understand that the Council Office and LADOT have begun conversations regarding potential 

area-wide solutions to address this issue.  The School looks forward to working with the 

Appellant, the community, the Council Office and LADOT on such broader solutions.  Based on 

the foregoing, the Director did not err in finding that the School has been operating with due 

regard to the surrounding residential community.   

 

2. The School’s Drop-off and Pick-up Program Occurs on Campus 

 

As required by CUP Conditions A.15.b and A.15.c, Buckley’s prescribed student drop-

off and pick-up program occurs entirely on-campus.  Through effective implementation of this 

program and a reduction in its vehicle trips, the School essentially has eliminated queuing on 

Stansbury Avenue related to vehicles coming to campus in the morning.  The Appeal cites to 
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certain instances when parents have been observed consolidating their carpool on a nearby street 

one or two blocks away from the School instead of at one of the carpool parent’s houses.    

 

On occasion, Buckley has identified such situations through its periodic monitoring in the 

neighborhood or when neighbors have brought it to the School’s attention.  In some cases, the 

School has found this occurs when a carpool pick-up is missed or the parent reports that, due to 

the commuter-caused congestion, it is faster to drop the student off on a local street. In addition, 

some students live in the nearby neighborhood and will sometimes carpool at the local home, or 

get dropped off and walk up to the school together.  Regardless of the reason, once the School 

has discussed the matter with the parent or student involved, it typically prevents reoccurrences.  

Should that not be the case, the School enforces its Good Neighbor Policy, which includes 

financial penalties.  Notwithstanding the Appeal’s characterizations, these are isolated incidents, 

as nearly all parents comply with the required drop-off program.  There is therefore no basis to 

require all students to be shuttled to campus by bus, as requested by the Appellant.   

 

3. The School’s Traffic Monitoring Compliance Report is Not Flawed 

 

As noted above, the School’s annual Traffic Monitoring Compliance Reports assess 

whether the School is meeting its vehicle trip caps and its AVR and bussing requirements.  The 

Appeal asserts that the 2016 TMCR, which was reviewed and approved by LADOT, is flawed 

because it indicates that students shown as arriving on campus in the morning is about 11% less 

than the School’s enrollment of 830 students.  The Appellant is wrong. 

 

As set forth in the attached memorandum prepared by Gibson Transportation Consulting 

(GTC), who prepared the 2016 Fall TMCR, the student morning arrival count is lower than the 

School’s 830-student enrollment because: (i) the counts do not include student absences4; (ii) 

some of the students arriving were in faculty/staff vehicles, which were not separately called out 

in the TMCR; and (iii) count vendors are instructed, where there is a question regarding the 

number of students in a vehicle, to err on side of counting fewer students to ensure average vehicle 

ridership data is conservative. (See Exhibit B.)   

 

When student absences and those arriving in faculty/staff vehicles are included, the GTC 

memo indicates that on two of the three count days, the counts have less than 3% variance (i.e., 

97% accuracy) from the School’s full enrollment, which is an acceptable margin for such count 

programs and, as mentioned above, reflective of the vendor’s conservative counting approach. 

Nevertheless, in response to the assertions raised in the Appeal, the School conducted additional 

                                                           
4 This includes both students absent from school for the day and those arriving later in the day and therefore outside 

of the 6:00-10:00 am trip count window. 
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counts over a three-day period during the week of March 20, 2017, employing additional vendor 

and School staff to count students.  As summarized in GTC’s memo at Exhibit B, the number of 

vehicles arriving on campus during the morning were approximately the same as those in the Fall 

2016 TMCR, but the number of students accounted for (including absences) was approximately 

98% accurate on two days and over 99% accurate on the other day.  

 

When reviewing this additional data alongside the data from the School’s Fall 2016 

TMCR and prior TMCRs, it clear that the School’s typical counting provides a more conservative 

AVR percentage (which divides the total number of students arriving by the total number of 

vehicles) by including slightly fewer students.  Therefore, the Appeal’s assertions that the School 

is not meeting its trip cap, AVR and bussing requirements under the CUP are not supported.   

 

4. The Appeal Demands Changes to the Neighborhood Committee Required by the 

CUP Which Are Unwarranted and Outside the Scope of the Compliance Review 

 

The Appeal inappropriately requests changes to the conditions of the CUP pertaining to 

the operation of the Neighborhood Committee, established pursuant to Condition A.53.  In 

particular, the Appeal requests that the City micromanage the Neighborhood Committee by 

establishing the times and locations of the Committee meetings; requiring the School to pay for 

any overtime logged by City officials to attend the meetings; fundamentally altering the purpose 

of the Committee by making it a community meeting rather than a meeting of representatives; 

and prohibiting a representative of the Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Council from participating 

in the meetings. This request does not relate in any way to the School’s compliance with the 

CUP’s conditions of approval, which is the sole subject of the Compliance Review.  This appeal 

process is not an open forum for the Appellant to seek changes to conditions of approval of the 

CUP simply because he does not like them.   

 

Condition A.53 required the School to form a Neighborhood Committee, which “shall be 

comprised of the applicant's community liaison and representatives of the Sherman Oaks 

Homeowners Association, the applicable Council Office(s), the Sherman Oaks Neighborhood 

Council, and other interested community stakeholders.”  The Committee shall meet “at least four 

times per year” and “[m]eetings shall be held when called by the Committee on at least two weeks’ 

notice.”  Accordingly, Condition A.53 requires the Committee to be comprised of representatives 

of the community and to hold meetings at times when called by the Committee.    

 

Since its establishment in 2008, the Committee has met at locations and times agreed upon 

by a majority vote of those participating in Committee meetings.  The Committee has met 33 

times and in every one of those meetings, community stakeholders attended the meetings in 
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addition to representatives of the School, the Council Office, SOHA and the Neighborhood 

Council.  Accordingly, the Committee has functioned well by meeting at times and locations 

agreed upon by its members. The Committee previously considered the Appellant’s request to 

change meeting times to 6 pm and opted not to make that change, based on the availability of the 

majority of the Committee.   There is therefore no basis for the City Council to establish meeting 

times and locations for the Committee. 

 

There also is no basis for the Appellant’s request that the School mail advance 

notifications of the Committee meetings to the community at large prior to each meeting.   The 

School already notifies the community of the date and time of these meetings on the semester 

calendar, which is mailed out to all neighbors in advance of each semester.  Moreover, Condition 

A. 53 specifically provides for a committee of representatives of community stakeholders.  At 

present, the Committee includes stakeholders from two separate communities to the south of the 

School, from the community to the north of the School and from the Neighborhood Council and 

Council Office.  The Appellant’s requested corrective action is not warranted. 

 

The Appeal also alleges that the Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Council is biased in favor 

of the Buckley School and against the community and therefore the CUP should be amended to 

prohibit the Neighborhood Council from having a representative participate in the Committee.  In 

support of its assertions, the Appeal cites to the fact that those with affiliations to the School have 

served as Neighborhood Councilmembers and argues that the Neighborhood Council has not 

supported the Appellant’s positions on issues pertaining to Buckley.  By that logic, the 

Neighborhood Council could never participate in any stakeholder process where any of its 

members may have an interest, which runs counter to the very structure of the Neighborhood 

Council that is based upon community stakeholders.  The current representative from the 

Neighborhood Council to the Committee, Neighborhood Council President Ron Ziff, never has 

had any affiliation with the School.  There is no conflict of interest or bias. The Appellant’s 

requested corrective action should be rejected.   

 

In each of the last four years, the Director has determined that Buckley has met the 

requirements of Condition A.53 regarding operation of the Neighborhood Committee.  As the 

Appeal does not provide any evidence of noncompliance, there is no basis to modify the condition 

as requested by the Appellant.   

 

*** 

Based on the foregoing, the Appeal fails to demonstrate that the Director erred in finding 

that the School is complying with the use and operating conditions of its CUP and operating with 
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no adverse effect on adjacent uses.   We therefore respectfully request that the PLUM Committee 

deny the Appeal.       

 

 

Sincerely, 

 
David A. Goldberg 

 

 

cc:  Councilmember David Ryu, Attn: Julia Duncan  

 Tom Glick, City of Los Angeles Planning Department 

 James Busby, The Buckley School 



Exhibit A 

From: Stephen Slinsky <34020@lapd.online> 

Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2017 5:57:51 PM 

To: Craig Knizek 

Cc: Turchan, Lisa; WeissInc1@aol.com; Busby, James; Covington, Curtis; alice.roth@lacity.org; 

william.stelly@lacity.org; sarah.dusseault@lacity.org; Craig Knizek; Vgumbiner@hotmail.com; 

zaki.mustafa@lacity.org; brian.gallagher@lacity.org; tom.glick@lacity.org; jodiekennedy@att.net 

Subject: Re: Buckley Parent Speeding up Stansbury  

 I conducted traffic enforcement 3 days this week at Stansbury and Valley Vista, mostly during peak 

hours. I wrote four cites. One of the four cites were related to Buckley, two were local residents and one 

was a commuter. I will continue to enforce and monitor. I am looking forward to Stansbury being re-

striped. I appreciate everyone's patience, support and participation. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Slinsky 

mailto:34020@lapd.online
mailto:WeissInc1@aol.com
mailto:alice.roth@lacity.org
mailto:william.stelly@lacity.org
mailto:sarah.dusseault@lacity.org
mailto:Vgumbiner@hotmail.com
mailto:zaki.mustafa@lacity.org
mailto:brian.gallagher@lacity.org
mailto:tom.glick@lacity.org
mailto:jodiekennedy@att.net


MEMORANDUM 

TO: Lisa Turchan, The Buckley School  
David Goldberg, Armbruster Goldsmith & Delvac, LLP 

FROM: Brian Hartshorn 

DATE: April 25, 2017 

RE: Response to Comments on 
2016 Counts for The Buckley School 
Sherman Oaks, California Ref: J1502 

This memorandum addresses questions raised in the appeal by Steven Weiss of The 
Buckley School Annual Compliance Review approval regarding the School’s annual Traffic 
Monitoring Compliance Report (Fall 2016) (“Compliance Report”) prepared by Gibson
Transportation Consulting, Inc., which was reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation. 

Specifically, the Appeal questions why the students identified in the Compliance Report who 
are arriving on campus in the morning (between the 6:00 – 10:00 AM monitoring period) on 
the three count days (October 24, 25 and 27, 2016) reflects about 11% less than the 
School’s enrollment of 830 students.  There are a few reasons for this, which are explained 
below. 

The total number of students identified in the Compliance Report who are arriving on campus 
in the morning (between the 6:00 – 10:00 AM monitoring period) is lower than the School’s 
enrollment of 830 students because (i) the counts do not include student absences, (ii) some 
of the students arriving were in faculty/staff vehicles, which were not separately called out in 
the Compliance Report, and (iii) counters are instructed that, where there is a question 
regarding the number of students in a vehicle, to err on side of counting fewer students to 
ensure average vehicle ridership data is conservative.   

On this last point, counting students is the most difficult data collection component of the 
School’s traffic monitoring, often due to vehicles which have dark window tint, SUVs/vans with 
students in the back seats, and the learning curve of personnel who are tabulating these 
students in real time.  The methodology for collection is to have the data technicians observe 
vehicles as they pass through and attempt to get the best identification of ridership as 
possible.  School staff is also on site during the count process to identify student vehicles 
versus staff vehicles.1  

1 The count inventory process should not impede the regular, systematic operation of the School’s drop-off program.
As such, the vendor does not stop each vehicle at the entry gate to question the driver, which would exacerbate 
traffic backups in the morning peak hour.   
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Fall 2016 Full Accounting 
 
Table 1 below summarizes all of the student morning arrivals for the Fall 2016 data program.  
Student absences during the three Fall count days were 37, 30 and 36 students respectively. In 
addition, based on faculty/staff surveys, students arriving those mornings in faculty/staff vehicles 
were 19, 21 and 26 students, respectively.  As shown in Table 1, Tuesday (10/25) and Thursday 
(10/27) have less than 3% variance (i.e., 97% accuracy) from the School’s full enrollment, which is 
an acceptable margin for such count programs and, as mentioned above, reflective of the 
vendor’s conservative counting approach.  The variance for Monday (10/24) is somewhat higher 
(6%), which is not unusual for the first day in a count program.  Nevertheless, in response to the 
questions raised in the Appeal, the School took additional vehicle and occupancy counts this 
Spring to confirm the accuracy of the Fall 2016 counts. 
 
Test Recount 
 
The School’s recount took place in March 2017. In light of the issues raised in the Appeal, the 
count vendor used additional personnel in the field, in conjunction with additional School staffing, 
to provide redundancy and cross verification in the occupancy counts.  As shown in Table 2, these 
results are shown to be approximately 98% accurate for Monday and Tuesday, with almost no 
error (less than 1%) on Wednesday.  These results demonstrate that, while the vehicular counts 
are similar to the Fall 2016 program, the student population within those vehicles was recorded 
with a higher fidelity.  This also demonstrates that the School’s average vehicle ridership (AVR) 
for these counts actually is higher than that reported in the Fall 2016 Compliance Report because, 
while the number of vehicles counted were roughly the same, the student totals arriving in the 
morning in these vehicles are higher.2    
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
While the Fall 2016 Compliance Report may have undercounted some of the student arrivals 
during the morning monitoring period, the explanation of the results provided herein coupled with 
the results of the Spring recount demonstrate that the Compliance Report’s counts were 
conservative and that School’s AVR actually is higher when accounting for the higher student 
occupancy.   
 
 

 

                                                 
2 While the Appeal questions whether the lower student occupancy totals means the monitoring was undercounting 
vehicles, it should be noted that the accuracy of vehicular inventory in these monitoring conditions typically is close to 
99%.  This is because the vehicular count occurs at a single driveway portal, as no other access points around the 
School were in use during these counts.  Vehicles enter single-file across the same path and are inventoried by a live 
data technician during the high demand hours.   

 



Personal Total Total

FALL 2016 Vehicles Carpool/ Bus/ Ride w/ Students Difference

Inbound Drop‐Off Shuttle Walk Faculty Absent Arrive from 830

Mon, Oct 24, 2016 428 462 233 30 19 37 781 49

Tues, Oct 25, 2016 427 467 260 32 21 30 810 20

Thur, Oct 27, 2016 415 445 265 36 26 36 808 22

*Personal Vehicles include parent carpool, student carpool, and faculty/staff

Students 

COMPLETE MORNING ACCOUNTING (6‐10AM)

FALL 2016

TABLE 1



Personal Total Total

SPRING 2017 Vehicles Carpool/ Bus/ Ride w/ Students Difference

Inbound Drop‐Off Shuttle Walk Faculty Absent Arrive from 830

Mon, March 20, 2017 445 493 240 29 28 25 815 15

Tue, March 21, 2017 439 494 231 32 28 29 814 16

Wed, March 22, 2017 438 497 242 26 24 37 826 4

*Personal Vehicles include parent carpool, student carpool, and faculty/staff

TABLE 2

Students 

COMPLETE MORNING ACCOUNTING (6‐10AM)

SPRING 2017 RECOUNT




