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3.2
Land Use

Introduction
EIR analyses of land use and planning generally consider the compatibility of a project with neighboring areas, change to or displacement of existing uses, and consistency of a project with relevant local land use policies that have been adopted with the intent to mitigate or avoid an environmental effect.  With respect to land use conflicts or compatibility issues, the magnitude of these impacts depends on how a project affects the existing development pattern, development intensity, traffic circulation, noise, and visual setting in the immediately surrounding area.  Specific environmental-related issues (visual, traffic, air quality, noise, etc.) and their potential significance are discussed in detail in the associated topical sections of this EIR (such as Section 3.3, Visual Quality, Section 3.4, Transportation; Section 3.5, Air Quality; and Section 3.6, Noise).  

Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines suggests that an EIR consider whether a project may conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, or zoning ordinance) that was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect (see Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines).  This section thus discusses the consistency of the Projects with applicable policies of the City of Palo Alto 1998 Comprehensive Plan (Comprehensive Plan), the Palo Alto Land Use Designation Map (Land Use Map), the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code, Title 18 Zoning Ordinance (Zoning Ordinance), and the City of Palo Alto 2007 Zoning Map (Zoning Map).  Those Comprehensive Plan policies that are compared against the Projects have been identified by City staff as applicable to this analysis.  The 2000 SUMC Area Plan and the 2007 SUMC Area Plan Update are also discussed as they apply to the Project Area. 

Issues identified in response to letters responding to the Notice of Preparation and during the Planning Commission and City Council public scoping meetings for the Projects were considered in preparing this analysis.1 Applicable landLand use issues that were identified during the scoping period pertain to the modification of existing zoning and land use designations and to mitigation of the environmental impacts that might result from such actions.  These issuesThe analysis of impacts associated with construction and operation of the projects that are proposed under the modified zoning regulations are found throughout this EIR.  Issues pertaining to Comprehensive Plan and zoning consistency are considered in this section.  No public agencies submitted comments specific to land use topics. 

Existing Conditions 

The subsequent paragraphs document the land uses and development intensities within and surrounding the Project Area, which consists of the SUMC Sites and the Shopping Center Site.  The land use and zoning designations of the Project Area are discussed under Applicable Plans and Regulations, later in this section.

Project Area

The Project Area includes both the SUMC Sites and the Shopping Center Site, which support medical (hospital, clinic, and medical research) and commercial (retail and restaurant) uses, respectively.  The Project Area is surrounded by San Francisquito Creek and the Sand Hill Road Scenic Route to the north; El Camino Real, the Caltrain tracks and El Camino Real Park to the east; and Stanford University campus and lands (which are within unincorporated Santa Clara County) to the south and west.  The Project Area is near the border of the cities of Palo Alto and Menlo Park, which is formed by San Francisquito Creek.  The portion of El Camino Real that crosses San Francisquito Creek near the Project Area is considered an important gateway into the City.  The Project Area is also close to the regional-serving Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Center and downtown Palo Alto. 

SUMC Sites 

The SUMC Sites include the Main SUMC Site and the Hoover Pavilion Site, as explained in Section 2, Project Description.  The SUMC is a major medical center that serves a local, regional, and international service area.  It includes an emergency trauma center, inpatient care, outpatient treatment, and educational and research facilities.  The Main SUMC Site is owned by Stanford University, which leases portions of the site to SHC and LPCH for their hospitals (see Figure 2-4 in the Project Description). 

Figure 2-5 in Section 2, Project Description, provides the existing site plan for both SUMC Sites, including the Main SUMC Site and the Hoover Pavilion Site.  The Main SUMC Site and the Hoover Pavilion Site collectively have an area of approximately 66 acres.  The SUMC Sites are developed with approximately 2.37 million square feet of hospital, clinic/medical office, and medical research space, plus other minor uses (see Table 2-1 in the Project Description).  Of this developed space, approximately 2.27 million square feet are located within the Main SUMC Site, and about 105,000 square feet are within the Hoover Pavilion Site.  The 2.37 million square feet at the SUMC Sites include approximately 1.06 million square feet of hospital space, approximately 826,700822,900 square feet of clinic/medical office space, approximately 467,200 square feet of medical research/laboratory space, and small miscellaneous uses, such as a childcare center, storage, and sheds.  Further development details on the Main SUMC Site and Hoover Pavilion Site are provided under the subheadings below.

Main SUMC Site.  The Main SUMC Site is bounded by Welch Road to the north and east, and unincorporated Santa Clara County to the south and west.  Surrounding uses include multiple-family residential uses (the Stanford West Apartments and 1100 Welch Road Apartments) to the north, the Stanford Shopping Center and office/medical clinic uses to the east, and institutional/university uses to the south and west (the main campus of Stanford University).  San Francisquito Creek also runs parallel to Sand Hill Road to the north of the Main SUMC Site, along the Palo Alto/Menlo Park border.  

The land area at the Main SUMC Site totals approximately 56 acres.  There are several habitable structures at the Main SUMC Site, totaling about 2.27 million square feet.  Habitable structures are listed in Table 2-1 of the Project Description.  Of the 2.27 million square feet of floor space within the Main SUMC Site, about 1.391.48 million square feet are owned by the Stanford HospitalsHospital and Clinics (SHC), 274,700354,500 square feet are owned by the Lucile Packard Children’s Hospital (LPCH), and about 467,200 square feet are owned by the Stanford University for use by its School of Medicine (SoM).  Parking at the Main SUMC Site is provided at surface lots, above-ground garages, and underground garages.  Structures within the Main SUMC Site vary in height from approximately 15 feet to approximately 50 feet (excluding rooftop appurtenances).  Structures immediately adjacent to the Main SUMC Site are as tall as 88 feet.
The land use and zoning designations of the Main SUMC Site are described under Applicable Plans and Regulations, later in this section.  Generally, portions of the site are zoned Public Facilities (PF) and Medical Office and Research (MOR).  The allowed floor area ratio (FAR) is 1.0 in the PF zone and 0.5 in the MOR zone (i.e., the medical office/clinic area along Welch Road).  The actual FAR of existing structures within the PF zone is 1.0 and in the MOR zone is 0.43. 
Hoover Pavilion Site.  The Hoover Pavilion Site at 211 Quarry Road, east of the Main SUMC Site at 211 Quarry Road, is directly bounded to the north by Quarry Road, to the east and south by undeveloped land, and to the west by a surface parking lot.  Surrounding land uses include the Shopping Center Site to the north, and undeveloped land within the Stanford University campus to the east, south, and west.  El Camino Real, a State route, runs roughly 430 feet east of the Hoover Pavilion Site.

As shown in Table 2-1 of the Project Description, the approximately 105,400 square feet at the Hoover Pavilion Site is broken into about 84,200 square feet of medical office space, 13,800 square feet of shops and storage space, and 7,375 square feet of children’s carechildcare space (Arboretum Children’s Center).  The allowed FAR at this site is 0.25, and the existing structures cover about 9.5 percent of the site’s total 9.9-acre area.  The Hoover Pavilion Site contains surface parking, and no parking structures.  Existing building heights within the Hoover Pavilion Site range from approximately 12 feet to 65.5 feet (excluding rooftop appurtenances).  The existing Hoover Pavilion building is 110 feet tall with its rooftop appurtenance.
Shopping Center Site 

The 70-acre Shopping Center Site is bounded to the north by Sand Hill Road, to the east by El Camino Real, to the south by Quarry Road, and to the west by Vineyard Lane.  It is transected by Arboretum Road.  Surrounding land uses to the north include multiple-family dwellings and the San Francisquito Creek open space, which contains a recreational trail and San Francisquito Creek.  Residential uses located immediately adjacent to the site include the Hyatt Classic Residences by Hyatt (an independent living, assisted care, and skilled nursing facility) and the Ronald McDonald House, located at 520 Sand Hill Road.  The distance between these residences and the Shopping Center Site is approximately 100 feet. The Stanford West Apartments (located at 700 Clark Way) and 1100 Welch Road apartments are located about 1,600 feet west along Sand Hill Road.  San Francisquito Creek is the Palo Alto/Menlo Park border, and single-family residences occur just north of the creek in Menlo Park.  The distance between these residences and the Shopping Center Site is approximately 400 feet.  To the east of the Shopping Center Site, across El Camino Real, are open space/recreational uses (El Camino Park), the Caltrain tracks, and the Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Center.  East of the Caltrain tracks are various uses: multiple-family housing interspersed with local commercial uses to the northeast, and a larger commercial corridor centered on University Avenue to the southeast.  South of the Shopping Center Site are undeveloped land within the Stanford University campus and the Hoover Pavilion Site.  To the west is the Main SUMC Site.  

The Shopping Center Site is on land owned by Stanford University, butthat is leased to and operated by the Simon Property Group (the Shopping Center Project sponsor).  This site is an open-air mall that includes regional-serving department stores such as Macy’s, Neiman Marcus, Bloomingdale’s, and Nordstrom, as well as other retailers and restaurant uses.  On-site structures range from one to three stories (up to 50 feet) in height.  The Shopping Center Site also contains a large amount of surface parking and two parking garages along Quarry Road (see Figure 2-6 in the Project Description).    

Applicable Plans and Regulations 

Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan

The City of Palo Alto 1998 Comprehensive Plan contains the City’s goals, objectives, policies, and programs for growth and development.  It utilizes written policies and mapped land use designations to shape development within the City. 

Goals and Policies.  Comprehensive Plan goals and policies pertaining to the development of the Projects and that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact are presented in Table 3.2-2, on page 3.2-122; this table also provides a consistency analysis in accordance with the significance criteria listed later in this section.  

Land Use Designations.  Land use designations from the Comprehensive Plan for the SUMC Sites, the Shopping Center Site, and the surrounding vicinity are summarized in Table 3.2-1.  Land use designations for the SUMC Sites are shown in Figure 2-2 (see Chapter 2, Project Description).  The majority of the Main SUMC Site and the Hoover Pavilion Site is designated for Major Institution/Special Facilities uses, while the Shopping Center Site is designated for Community Commercial uses.  A 0.50.75-acre area near the western border of the Main SUMC Site is within unincorporated Santa Clara County and is designated for Major Institution/University Lands/Campus Education Facilities.  This 0.50.75-acre area is also included in the Santa Clara County General Plan’s land use map. The designated land use for this area under the Santa Clara County General Plan is discussed below.

Comprehensive Plan Policy L-24 includes maintenance of a development cap at the Shopping Center Site at 80,000 square feet above the level of development existing on June 14, 1996, resulting in a total development cap of approximately 1,410,000 square feet.2  Development caps for the SUMC Sites are not discussed in the Comprehensive Plan; however, Comprehensive Plan Policy L-8 addresses growth in non-residential square footage for nine planning areas evaluated in the 1989 Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study.  As discussed below, the SUMC Project includes an amendment to Policy L-8 to clarify that Policy L-8 was not meant to apply to growth in square footage at SHC and LPCH.
	Table 3.2-1
Existing Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations and Zoning for SUMC Sites, Shopping Center Site, and Vicinity

	Location
	Zoning District
	Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation
	Description of Zoning District
	Description of Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation

	SUMC Site

	Main SUMC Site – area roughly bounded by Quarry Road, Welch Road and Pasteur Drive
	Public Facilities (PF)
	Major Institution/Special Facilities
	The PF District is designed to accommodate governmental, public utility, educational, and community service or recreational facilities.  There are no minimum setbacks; however, maximum site coverage is 30 percent, and maximum heights are 50 feet.  FAR is 1.0.
	Institutional, academic, governmental, and community service uses and lands that are either publicly owned or operated as non-profit organizations.  Examples are hospitals and City facilities.  Hospitals are a conditional use. 

	Main SUMC Site – half-acre area adjacent to 800 Welch Road and four-acre area at the corner of Welch Road and Quarry Road
	Medical Office and Research (MOR)
	Research/ Office Park
	The MOR District allows medical offices, research facilities and some support services.  Minimum setbacks range from 10 to 50 feet, maximum site coverage is 30 percent, and maximum heights are 50 feet.  FAR is 0.5.
	Office, research, and manufacturing establishments whose operations are buffered from adjacent residential uses.  Stanford Research Park is an example. The MOR zoning for the SUMC Site allows FAR up to 0.5.

	Main SUMC Site –area proposed for annexation on Pasteur Drive
	A1 (Santa Clara County)
	Major Institution/ University Lands/ Campus Educational Facilities
	The Santa Clara County A1 district provides a flexible base zoning district that allows general residential and agricultural uses, and provides opportunities through the use permit process for other uses and developments that are appropriate for a particular location, consistent with the objectives, goals and policies of the general plan.   Academic uses are conditionally permitted uses.
	Academic lands with a full complement of activities and densities that give them an urban character.  Allowable uses are academic institutions and research facilities, student and faculty housing, and support services.  Increases in student enrollment and faculty/staff size must be accompanied by measures that mitigate traffic and housing impacts.

	Hoover Pavilion Site (211 Quarry Road) 
	PF
	Major Institution/Special Facilities
	See above. FAR is 0.25.
	See above

	Shopping Center Site

	Shopping Center Site - area bounded by Sand Hill Road, El Camino Real, Quarry Road, and Vineyard Lane
	Community Commercial (CC)
	Regional/ Community Commercial
	The CC District allows office, retail sales, and other commercial activities of community-wide or regional significance. Minimum setbacks range from 0 to 20 feet, and maximum heights are 50 feet.  
	Larger shopping centers and districts that have wider variety goods and services than the neighborhood shopping areas. They rely on larger trade areas and include such uses as department stores, bookstores, furniture stores, toy stores, apparel shops, restaurants, theaters, and non-retail services such as offices and banks.

	Surrounding Vicinity

	Stanford West Apartments, Hyatt Classic ResidencesResidence by Hyatt, and 1100 Welch Road housing 
	Multiple-family Residential 
	Multiple-family Residential
	These districts allow clustered residential uses. 
	The permitted number of housing units varies by area, depending on existing land use, proximity to major streets and public transit, distance to shopping, and environmental concerns. 

	Ronald McDonald House
	Public Facilities (PF)
	Major Institution/Special Facilities
	See above
	See above

	Bank of America site
	CN
	Neighborhood Commercial
	The CN neighborhood commercial district is intended to create and maintain neighborhood shopping areas primarily accommodating retail sales, service, eating and drinking, and office uses of moderate size serving the immediate neighborhood.
	Includes shopping centers with off-street parking or a cluster of streetfront stores that serve the immediate neighborhood. Typical uses include supermarkets, drugstores, shops, restaurants, and services. In some locations, residential and mixed use projects may also locate in this category. Non-residential FARs will range up to 0.4.

	Welch Road offices and clinics
	Medical Office and Research (MOR)
	Research/ Office Park
	See above
	See above

	Stanford University campus 
	A1
	Major Institution/ University Lands
	See above
	See above

	San Francisquito Creek open space
	Public Facilities/ Community Commercial
	Streamside Open Space
	See above 
	The corridor of riparian vegetation along a natural stream. Hiking, biking, and riding trails may be developed in the streamside open space.  

	Source:
City of Palo Alto, 2007, Zoning Ordinance; City of Palo Alto, 1998, Comprehensive Plan; County of Santa Clara, 2008, Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map.


Palo Alto Municipal Code, Title 18 Zoning Ordinance 

Title 18 of the Palo Alto Municipal Code, the City’s Zoning Ordinance, sets forth development regulations for each parcel within the City.  Table 3.2-1, above, summarizes the zoning for the SUMC Sites, the Shopping Center Site, and the surrounding vicinity.  Zoning for the SUMC Sites is shown in Figure 2-3 in Section 2, Project Description.  The Hoover Pavilion Site and the majority of the Main SUMC Site are zoned as Public Facilities (PF) districts.  A small portion of the Main SUMC Site falls within the Medical Office and Research (MOR) district.  The Shopping Center Site is zoned for Community Commercial uses, with special site-specific restrictions.  The small 0.46-acre site at Arboretum and Quarry Road, which is occupied by the Bank of America, is zoned Neighborhood Commercial (CN; see Table 3.2-1 for a definition). The land is also leased to and operated by Simon PropertiesProperty Group, although it is not part of the Stanford Shopping Center.  Section 18.16.60(e)(3) of the Municipal Code also restricts development of the Shopping Center Site to 1,412,362 square feet, 80,000 square feet above June 14, 1996 levels.  
Stanford University Medical Center Area Plan

The SUMC Area Plan serves as a guiding document for development on the Main SUMC Site, the Hoover Pavilion Site, and other sites in the vicinity by providing information about future plans for those sites.  The boundaries of the SUMC Area Plan are depicted in Figure 2-1 in the Project Description.  It is important to note that the SUMC Area Plan is not a regulatory document and does not comprise a coordinated area plan or specific plan under the City’s Municipal Code.3  It was prepared pursuant to Program L-46 of the Comprehensive Plan as a guidance document for future development at the SUMC Sites.  
The City of Palo Alto, in collaboration with Stanford University, SHC, and LPCH, prepared the SUMC Area Plan in 2000.  In 2007, the SUMC Project sponsors initiated an update of the SUMC Area Plan (2007 Update) to address expansion of itsthe existing hospital, clinic/medical office, and research/laboratory facilities.  To support these planning efforts, the City proposed a list of planning objectives, which are included in Chapter 1 of the 2007 Update.  Chapter 3 of the 2007 Update also contains several polices suggested by the SUMC Project sponsors in response to existing Comprehensive Plan policies.  Objectives suggested by the SUMC Project sponsors in the 2007 Update are essentially the same as the project objectives listed in this EIR’s Section 2, Project Description (with the exception of the design policies discussed in Chapter 3 of the 2007 Update).  The 2007 Draft Update also includes the land uses proposed under the SUMC Project.  In general, the SUMC Area Plan will evolve to reflect the expansion plans for the Stanford University Medical Center.  The City Council accepted the 2007 Update in July 2007.  

Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study

The Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study, completed in 1989, analyzes growth and circulation impacts within nine study areas.  Both the SUMC Sites and the Shopping Center Site fall within Study Area 9.  

The primary focus of the Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study is to address community concern about deteriorating traffic conditions resulting from new commercial and industrial development. The secondary focus is to identify areas suitable for mixed-use, hotel development, or housing projects.  The study recommended changes to the City’s adopted development regulations (those regulations that were in place at the time that the study was published) to minimize future traffic congestion; these changes have been incorporated into present-day zoning and land use designations. 

The study itself does not contain binding policies, except as adopted under the Comprehensive Plan.  Policy L-8 in the Comprehensive Plan directs the City to maintain a limit of 3,257,900 square feet of new non-residential development within the nine planning areas evaluated in the 1989 Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study (over 1989 levels), with the understanding that the City Council may make modifications for specific properties that allow modest additional growth.  The Study anticipated the total non-residential floor area within Study Area 9 at 4,073,716 square feet.4  Although on a citywide basis there are 1,944,090 square feet of development potential remaining under the StudyComprehensive Plan policy, non-residential development in Study Area 9 has exceeded the anticipated growth by 430,318 square feet.5  (Note to Reviewer: The City is working on clarifying this last statement prior to the Draft EIR.) 
TheAs described in Section 2, Project Description, the City has initiated a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) to provide clarification of Policy L-8. The City has determined that the policy was not meant to limit growth of hospital and treatment center uses, and the CPA will modify the text of Policy L-8 to clarify that such uses are exempt under this policy. The available non‑residential development potential in Study Area 9,under Comprehensive Policy L‑8, when adjusted to exclude hospital and treatment center uses associated with the SHC and LPCH, is XXX.6  (Note to Reviewer: The City is working on clarifying this last statement prior to the Draft EIR.) [NOTE TO CITY:  We agree with your proposal to amend the Comprehensive Plan to add this clarification.  We think that this can be done consistent with prior City interpretations of Policy L-8.]
Stanford General Use Permit

The 2000 Stanford General Use Permit (GUP) for Stanford University, as approved by Santa Clara County, allows new development on the Stanford University campus of up to 2,035,000 net additional square feet of new academic and academic support uses and up to 3,018 net new housing units (beyond the development levels that existed when the permit was issued in 2000).  The GUP pertains only to land within unincorporated Santa Clara County, and does not include lands within the jurisdiction of the City of Palo Alto.  Therefore, within the SUMC Project sites, the GUP currently applies only to a small portion of the Main SUMC Site, which is the half0.75-acre parcel that would be annexed into City boundaries for expansion of the SoM facilities.  After annexation as part of the SUMC Project, the GUP would no longer cover this half0.75-acre area.  The GUP does not apply to the Shopping Center Site.

Stanford University Community Plan

The Stanford University Community Plan was approved by Santa Clara County as a means of governing unincorporated Stanford University lands within the jurisdiction of Santa Clara County.  The Stanford University Community Plan was adopted by Santa Clara County as an amendment to the Santa Clara County General Plan in 2000.  Most of the SUMC Sites and Shopping Center Site are within the jurisdiction of the City of Palo Alto.  While there is a 0.50.75-acre area at the Main SUMC Site that is currently within the County, this area would be annexed into City boundaries under the SUMC Project.  Thus, the Stanford University Community Plan land use designations and policies dowould not apply to the Projects.  No further discussion of this plan is included in this EIR. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance

Based on significance thresholds determined by the City of Palo Alto, the Projects would result in a significant land use impact if they would:  (Note:  City has indicated that criteria should be kept as is in all sections.)
· Conflict with any applicable City land use plan, policy, or regulation (including, but not limited to the Comprehensive Plan, coordinated area plan, or the City’s Zoning Ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; 

· Be incompatible with adjacent land uses or with the general character of the surrounding area, including density and building height;

· Conflict with established residential, recreational, educational, religious, or scientific uses of an area;

· Physically divide an established community; 

· Convert prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance (farmland) to non-agricultural use; or

· Otherwise adversely change the type or intensity of overall existing or planned land use patterns in the area.

CompatibilityRegarding the second significance threshold listed above, visual compatibility with adjacent land uses or with the general character of the surrounding area, including density and building height, is addressed in Section 3.3, Visual Quality (see Impacts VQ-1 and VQ-2), and is not addressed in this section.  Land use compatibility is addressed in this section under Impact LU‑2.
Environmental Analysis 

LU-1.
Conflicts with Adopted Land Use Plans and Policies:

· The SUMC Project would not conflict with an applicable City land use plan, policy or regulation (including, but not limited to the Comprehensive Plan or the City’s Zoning Ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  (LTS)

· The Shopping Center Project would not conflict with an applicable City land use plan, policy or regulation (including, but not limited to the Comprehensive Plan or the City’s Zoning Ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  (LTS)  

SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations.  As shown in Figure 2-2 in Section 2, Project Description, and as discussed in Table 3.2-1, the majority of the SUMC Site falls within a Major Institution/Special Facilities land use designation.  However, small portions of the Main SUMC Site fall into the Research/Office Park land use designation.  These portions include the 701 Welch Road and 703 Welch Road clinics near the intersection of Welch Road and Quarry Road, and the property immediately west of 800 Welch Road between Sand Hill Road and Welch Road.  The half0.75-acre area on the western boundary of the SUMC Site falls within the jurisdiction of unincorporated Santa Clara County and is designated for Major Institution/University Lands/Campus Educational Facilities uses. 

The SUMC Project would expand the LPCH hospital into the area occupied by the 701 and 703 Welch Road clinics, which would be demolished.  This expansion would conflict with the existing Research/Office Park designation, which does not allow hospital uses.  However, as part of the SUMC Project, modifications to the existing Comprehensive Plan land use designations are proposed.  The following changes to existing land use designations would be made through a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA):

· SoM proposes annexation of the half0.75-acre parcel within Santa Clara County jurisdiction.  This area would be annexed under the Major Institution/Special Facilities land use designation.  The proposed FIM 1 building would be consistent with this designation.

· LPCH proposes that the 701 and 703 Welch Road parcels be converted from the Research/Office Park land use designation to the Major Institution/Special Facilities land use designation.  The proposed LPCH expansion would be consistent with this new designation.

Proposed designations are shown in Figure 2-8 in the Project Description. Other text modifications to the Comprehensive Plan are also proposed to accommodate the proposed building heights.  Specifically, the SUMC Project sponsors propose to modify Program L-3,3 as follows (underlined text would be added): 

The Citywide 50-foot height limit has been respected in all new residential and commercial development since it was adopted in the 1970’s. Only a few exceptions have been granted for architectural enhancements or seismic retrofits to noncomplying buildings. In addition, the City has allowed taller buildings within the Hospital zone at the Stanford University Medical Center that reflect the Medical Center’s unique needs. 

In addition, the City has proposed to modify Policy L-8 as follows (underlined text would be added):
Maintain a limit of 3,257,000 square feet of new non-residential development for the nine planning areas evaluated in the 1989 Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study, with the understanding that the City Council may make modifications for specific properties that allow modest additional growth.  Such additional growth will count towards the 3,257,900 maximum.  Stanford University Medical Center uses are not intended to be treated as “non-residential development” for the purposes of this policy; thus, additional growth in square footage at the SUMC is exempt from this policy.
Following adoption of the proposed CPA, the SUMC Project would be consistent with all Comprehensive Plan land use designations.  Thus, a less-than-significant impact would result with respect to Comprehensive Plan land use designations.  

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan Policies.  Table 3.2-2 outlines the Comprehensive Plan policies that have been identified by City staff as applicable to either of the Projects or both the SUMC Project and Shopping Center Projectto both of them.  In the table, a determination of “No Conflict” or “Conflict” is provided for each policy, for each of the Projects.  The determination of whether or not the Projects would conflict with applicable policies is based on either the Project Description or, for policies adopted for the purposes of mitigating an environmental impact, on the environmental analysis provided in subsequent sections of this EIR.  Table 3.2-2 describes environmental effects and policy conflicts.    

It should be noted that the ultimate determinations of Comprehensive Plan consistency can and will be made by the City Council in acting on the Projects, and that such ultimate findings of Comprehensive Plan consistency do not require that a project be entirely consistent with each individual Comprehensive Plan policy.
Consistency with Comprehensive Plan Policies.   As shown in Table 3.2-2, the SUMC Project would not conflict with any Comprehensive Plan policies. There would be no impact with respect to policy consistency. 

	Table 3.2-2
Comparison of  Projects to Comprehensive Plan Policies

	Comprehensive Plan Policy
	SUMC Project 
	Shopping Center Project 

	Goal L-1: A well-designed, compact city, providing residents and visitors with attractive neighborhoods, work places, shopping districts, public facilities, and open spaces.

	Policy L-1: Continue current City policy limiting future urban development to currently developed lands within the urban service area.  The boundary of the urban service area is otherwise known as the urban growth boundary. 


	NO CONFLICT. The City would annex an approximately half0.75-acre parcel from unincorporated Santa Clara County under the SUMC Project to accommodate the proposed FIM 1 building.  As part of the main Stanford University campus, this site contains landscaping and is surrounded by urban uses.  This parcel is outside the existing service and political jurisdiction of the City of Palo Alto; however, annexation of the parcel would not conflict with Policy L-1 because the annexation area is small, and environmental consequences from this annexation would be minimal.  The SUMC Project would not impact the undeveloped lands that this policy seeks to protect.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would not extend outside of the existing urban growth boundary.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-2:  Maintain an active, cooperative working relationship with Santa Clara County and Stanford University regarding land use issues.
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project is an urban infill project that would redevelop existing sites within the City with similar, but expanded uses.  While the SUMC Sites border Santa Clara County, the adjacent uses are within Stanford University, which is one of the SUMC Project sponsors.  No land use conflicts are thus anticipated between the SUMC Sites and adjacent County land.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project is an urban infill project that redevelops an existing site within the City.  While the Shopping Center Site is adjacent to County land, the adjacent uses are within Stanford University, which leases its land to the Shopping Center Project sponsor.  No land use conflicts are thus anticipated between the Shopping Center Site and adjacent County land.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-3:  Guide development to respect views of the foothills and East Bay hills from public streets in the developed portions of the City.
	NO CONFLICT.  As explained further in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, the SUMC Project is subject to the City’s architectural review process.  The architectural review of the SUMC Project by the City’s Architectural Review Board (ARB) would consider, among other factors, whether the Project has a coherent composition, and whether its bulk and mass are harmonious with surrounding development.  The ARB’s recommendations regarding these factors will be forwarded to the City Council for approval.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other things, natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the Project; the design promotes harmonious transitions in scale and character in areas between different designated land uses; and the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors and the general community.  As such, the City and SUMC Project sponsors would be compliant with Policy L-3 requirements for respecting views of the hillsides.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  As described in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, the Shopping Center Project is subject to the City’s architectural review process.  The architectural review of the SUMCShopping Center Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project has a coherent composition, and whether its bulk and mass are harmonious with surrounding development.  The ARB’s recommendations regarding these factors will be forwarded to the City Council for approval.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other things, natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the Project; the design promotes harmonious transitions in scale and character in areas between different designated land uses; and the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors and the general community.  As such, the City andapproval of the Shopping Center Project sponsor would be compliant withconsistentwith Policy L-3 requirements for respecting views of the hillsides.3.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-5:  Maintain the scale and character of the City.  Avoid land uses that are overwhelming and unacceptable due to their size and scale.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.3, the architectural review would consider, among other factors, whether the SUMC Project has a coherent composition and whether its bulk and mass are harmonious with surrounding development.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other things, the design promotes harmonious transitions in scale and character in areas between different designated land uses; the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors, and the general community; and the amount and arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and the function of the structures.  Given that these findings must be made in order for development to proceed, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.3, the architectural review would consider, among other factors, whether the Shopping Center Project has a coherent composition and whether its bulk and mass are harmonious with surrounding development.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other things, the design promotes harmonious transitions in scale and character in areas between different designated land uses; the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors, and the general community; and the amount and arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and the function of the structures.  Given that these findings must be made in order for development to proceed, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-6:  Where possible, avoid abrupt changes in scale and density between residential and non-residential areas and between residential areas of different densities. 


	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.3, the architectural review would consider, among other factors, whether the SUMC Project has a coherent composition and whether its bulk and mass are harmonious with surrounding development.  The City CouncilCityl cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other things, the design promotes harmonious transitions in scale and character in areas between different designated land uses; the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors, and the general community; and the amount and arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and the function of the structures.  Given that these findings must be made in order for development to proceed, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The San Francisquito Creek corridor provides a visual buffer between residential uses in Menlo Park and the Shopping Center Site.  Other residential uses (including an assisted care facility and the Ronald McDonald House) are located across Sand Hill Road from the Shopping Center Site.  As discussed in Section 3.3, the architectural review would consider, among other factors, whether the Shopping Center Project has a coherent composition and whether its bulk and mass are harmonious with surrounding development.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other things, the design promotes harmonious transitions in scale and character in areas between different designated land uses; the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors, and the general community; and the amount and arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and the function of the structures.  Given that these findings must be made in order for development to proceed, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-7:  Evaluate changes in land use in the context of regional needs, overall City welfare and objectives, as well as the desires of the surrounding neighborhoods.  
	NO CONFLICT.  This EIR provides an evaluation of local as well as regional environmental effects of the SUMC Project.  It should be noted that the SUMC Project would maintain but expand existing on-site land uses.  Consideration of the merits of the SUMC Project in context of regional needs, City welfare, and the desires of surrounding neighborhoods will be consideredconducted by the City during the subsequent project approval process.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  This EIR provides an evaluation of local as well as regional environmental effects of the Shopping Center Project. It should be noted that theThe retail expansion and hotel isare proposed to respond to consumer demand for good and services (see Shopping Center Project Objectives in Section 2, Project Description).  Consideration of the merits of the Shopping Center Project in context of regional needs, City welfare, and the desires of surrounding neighborhoods will be consideredconducted by the City during the subsequent project review process.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-8:  Maintain a limit of 3,257,900 square feet of new non-residential development for the nine planning areas evaluated in the 1989 Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study, with the understanding that the City Council may make modifications for specific properties that allow modest additional growth.  Such additional growth will count towards the 3,257,900 maximum.
	NO CONFLICT.  The City has determined that the medical center uses associated with the SUMC Sites were not intended to be included in the non-residential development cap established by Policy L-8; therefore, there is remaining development potential within Study Area 9 of the Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study (see Applicable Plans and Regulations). 8.  The City has proposed a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA), revising the language of Policy L-8 to reflect this exemption. The CPA would be adopted prior to final review and potential approval of the Projects. With the exception of a Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.   [NOTE:  See prior comments re Policy L-8.  Also, there is no “slight increase in floor area associated with the SoM, the SUMC.”  See Project would be exempt from the development cap specified in Policy L-8. The increase in floor area associated with the SoM portion of the SUMC Project would not exceed the remaining development potential in Study Area 9.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur. (Note to Reviewer: This analysis may change somewhat depending on the City’s analysis of current buildout.)Description.]
	NO CONFLICT.  The increase in floor area associated with the Shopping Center Project would not exceed the remaining non-residential development potential in Study Area 9.under the 1998-2010 Comprehensive Plan.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur. (Note to Reviewer: This analysis may change somewhat depending on the City’s analysis of current buildout.)


	Goal L-2:  An enhanced sense of “community” with development designed to foster public life and meet citywide needs.

	Policy L-10: Maintain a citywide structure of Residential Neighborhoods, Centers, and Employment Districts.  Integrate these areas with the City’s and the region’s transit and street system.  
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Site is a designated Employment District,7 accessible via the existing street network.  The SUMC Project would enhance integration of this Employment District into the citywide land use and circulation network by adding pedestrian and bicycle improvements and providing better connections between the SUMC Sites, the Shopping Center Site, the Intermodal Transit Center, and the downtown area.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.


	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Site is a designated Regional Center,8 accessible via the existing street network, public transit and trails.  The Shopping Center Project would enhance integration of this Regional Center into the citywide land use and circulation network by providing infill development near the existing Intermodal Transit Center.  As stated in the Shopping Center Project objectives (see Chapter 2, Project Description), the Shopping Center Project proposes to “encourage transit use by employees and customers by integrating and reinforcing multi-modal transportation connections, with special attention to pedestrian, bicycles, and shuttle connections” and “capitalize on existing access to local and regional transit links”.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-11: Promote increased compatibility, interdependence, and support between commercial and mixed use centers and the surrounding residential neighborhoods.  
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would meet the growing demand for medical facilities in Palo Alto and the region as indicated in the SUMC Project application.  The medical services that the SUMC Project would provide to residents of the City of Palo Alto would increase interdependence and support between uses on the SUMC Sites and residential uses.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The retail expansion and hotel are proposed to respond to consumer demand for good and services (see Shopping Center Project Objectives in Section 2, Project Description).  The expanded Shopping Center would also support expanded uses within the SUMC Sites and growth within the City (including residential growth), the Stanford campus, and region.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal L-4:  Inviting, pedestrian-scale centers that offer a variety of retail and commercial services and provide focal points and community gathering places for the City’s residential neighborhoods and employment districts.

	Policy L-18:  Encourage the upgrading and revitalization of selected Centers in a manner that is compatible with the character of surrounding neighborhoods.
	Not applicable; the SUMC Sites are not defined as a Regional, Multi-Neighborhood or Neighborhood Center in the Comprehensive Plan.10
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would upgrade the existing Shopping Center Site and would further support demand for retail and hotel uses from nearby Downtown Palo Alto, Menlo Park, and the Stanford University campus.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-19:  Encourage a mix of land uses in all Centers, including housing and an appropriate mix of small-scale local businesses. 
	Not applicable; the SUMC Sites are not defined as a Regional, Multi-Neighborhood or Neighborhood Center in the Comprehensive Plan.  
	NO CONFLICT.  While the proposed Shopping Center Project would not construct housing, it would involve a mix of retail and hotel uses on site.  Expanded retail space could accommodate small local businesses.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-20:  Encourage street frontages that contribute to retail vitality in all Centers.  Reinforce street corners with buildings that come up to the sidewalk or that form corner plazas.  
	Not applicable; the SUMC Sites are not defined as a Regional, Multi-Neighborhood or Neighborhood Center in the Comprehensive Plan.  
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would provide plaza nodes at its street corners and would necessarily be designed for retail vitality.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-21:  Provide all Centers with centrally located gathering spaces that create a sense of identity and encourage economic revitalization.  Encourage public amenities such as benches, street trees, kiosks, restrooms and public art.  
	Not applicable; the SUMC Sites are not defined as a Regional, Multi-Neighborhood or Neighborhood Center in the Comprehensive Plan.  
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would provide centrally located public gathering spaces and streetscape amenities. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-22:  Enhance the appearance of streets and sidewalks within all Centers through an aggressive maintenance, repair and cleaning program; street improvements; and the use of a variety of paving materials and landscaping.  
	Not applicable; the SUMC Sites are not defined as a Regional, Multi-Neighborhood or Neighborhood Center in the Comprehensive Plan.  
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would not interfere with maintenance, repair and/or cleaning programs operated by the City.  According to the Shopping centerCenter Project application,9 the Shopping Center Project would also include a number of landscaping improvements. The required architectural review would ensure that adequate landscaping is incorporated.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-26:  Maintain Stanford Shopping Center as one of the Bay Area’s premiere regional shopping centers.  Encourage any new development at the Center to occur through infill, including development on existing surface parking lots.  
	Not applicable; development proposed under the SUMC Project is independent of development proposed at the Shopping Center Site. 
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project proposes infill development within surface parking lots at the Shopping Center Site as a means of increasing the regional competitiveness of the Stanford Shopping Center.  As stated in the project objectives (see Chapter 2, Project Description), the Shopping Center Project was designed to “[r]espond to consumer demand for goods and services with infill development on existing developed lands…” and “[m]aintain and expand the existing customer base of the Stanford Shopping Center.” Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-27:  Pursue redevelopment of the University Avenue Multi-modal Transit Station area to establish a link between University Avenue/Downtown and the Stanford Shopping Center.
	Not applicable; development proposed under the SUMC Project would not affect the University Avenue Intermodal Transit Center area or the Shopping Center Site. 
	NO CONFLICT.   The Shopping Center Project is a separate project from the University Avenue Intermodal Transit Center.  The Shopping Center Project would not preclude or inhibit links between University Avenue/Downtown and the Shopping Center Site.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal L-5:  High quality employment districts, each with their own distinctive character and each contributing to the character of the City as a whole.

	Policy L-42:  Encourage Employment Districts to develop in a way that encourages transit, pedestrian and bicycle travel and reduces the number of auto trips for daily errands.
	NO CONFLICT.  Bike and pedestrian improvements are included in the SUMC Project.  A shuttle service would run between the SUMC Site, nearby commercial areas, and nearby transit hubs. The SUMC Project would also include the existing Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program, which includes efforts to increase use of transit and alternative modes of transportation, and decrease trips in single occupant vehicles.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.  
	Not applicable; the Shopping Center Site is not a designated Employment District in the Comprehensive Plan.

	Policy L-43:  Provide sidewalks, pedestrian paths, and connections to the citywide bikeway system within Employment Districts.  Pursue opportunities to build sidewalks and paths in renovation and expansion projects.
	NO CONFLICT.  Several bike and pedestrian improvements, which would connect to the existing trail network, are included in the SUMC Project.  The SUMC Project would also include onsite pedestrian and bicycle improvements which would provideultimately could lead to better connections between the SUMC Sites, the Shopping Center Site, the Intermodal Transit Center, and the downtown area. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.  [NOTE:  The project ped/bike connections are onsite.  The Village Concept include additional connections to link elsewhere.  This discussion should focus on the project.]
	Not applicable; the Shopping Center Site is not a designated Employment District in the Comprehensive Plan. 

	Policy L-45:  Develop Stanford Medical Center in a manner that recognizes the citywide goal of compact, pedestrian-oriented development as well as the functional needs of the Medical Center.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Main SUMC Site is a medical campus and by function is pedestrian-oriented, providing walkways, manicured lawns, benches, fountains, art sculptures, and pathway lighting.  The proposed site plan is expected to maintain its pedestrian orientation.  Functional adjacencies are critical to efficient medical services and, as such, the proposed site plan would provide optimal functional adjacencies.  (A SUMC Project objective is to optimize department adjacencies to ensure the healthcare facilities are clinically safe environments, promote safe and efficient patient flow, and provide access to state-of-the-art technology.)  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	Not applicable; this policy pertainsdoes not pertain to the SUMCShopping Center Project.

	Goal L-6:  Well-designed buildings that create coherent development patterns and enhance City streets and public spaces.

	Policy L-48:  Promote high quality, creative design and site planning that is compatible with surrounding development and public spaces.  


	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.3, the architectural review of the SUMC Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project incorporates quality materials, harmonious colors, appropriate ancillary features, and a cohesive design with a coherent composition.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other factors, the design is compatible with the immediate environment of the SUMC Sites, is appropriate to the function of the Project, promotes harmonious transitions in character in areas between different designated land uses, and is compatible with approved improvements both on and off the site.  This architectural review process would ensure that the proposed structures would be compatible with surrounding development.  No conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT. As discussed in Section 3.3, the architectural review of the Shopping Center Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project incorporates quality materials, harmonious colors, appropriate ancillary features, and a cohesive design with a coherent composition.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other factors, the design is compatible with the immediate environment of the Shopping Center Site, is appropriate to the function of the Project, promotes harmonious transitions in character in areas between different designated land uses, and is compatible with approved improvements both on and off the site.  This architectural review process would ensure that the proposed structures would be compatible with surrounding development.  No conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-49:  Design buildings to revitalize streets and public spaces and to enhance a sense of community and personal safety. Provide an ordered variety of entries, porches, windows, bays and balconies along public ways where it is consistent with neighborhood character; avoid blank or solid walls at street level; and include human-scale details and massing.
	NO CONFLICT.  (Note: PBS&J did not receive Design Guidelines in time for ADEIR2, but those will be applied here in the next iteration.)  As such, no conflict would occur.
	NO CONFLICT. The Shopping Center Project would replace parking lots with retail building that would provide a pedestrian-oriented environment.  (Note: PBS&J did not receive Design Guidelines in time for ADEIR2, but those will be applied here in the next iteration.)  As such, no conflict would occur. 


	Policy L-50: Encourage high quality signage that is attractive, appropriate for the location and balances visibility needs with aesthetic needs.  


	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.3, the architectural review of the SUMC Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project incorporates quality materials, harmonious colors, appropriate ancillary features, and a cohesive design with a coherent composition.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other factors, the design is compatible with the immediate environment of the SUMC Sites, is appropriate to the function of the Project, promotes harmonious transitions in character in areas between different designated land uses, and is compatible with approved improvements both on and off the site.  This architectural review process would ensure that the proposed structures, including signage, would be compatible with surrounding development.  No conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.3, the architectural review of the Shopping Center Project by the ARB would consider signage, among other factorsProject elements,  including, whether the Project signage incorporates quality materials, harmonious colors, appropriate ancillary features, and a cohesive design with a coherent composition.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other factors, the design is compatible with the immediate environment of the Shopping Center Site, is appropriate to the function of the Project, promotes harmonious transitions in character in areas between different designated land uses, and is compatible with approved improvements both on and off the site.  This architectural review process would ensure that the proposed structures, including signage, would be compatible with surrounding development.  No conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal L-7:  Conservation and preservation of Palo Alto’s historic buildings, sites, and districts.

	Policy L-51: Encourage public and private upkeep and preservation of resources that have historic merit, including residences listed in the Historic Inventory.  


	NO CONFLICT.  Policy L-50 encourages but does not require preservation of historic structures.  While the SUMC Project would demolish the historic Edward Durell Stone Building complex (see Section 3.8, Cultural Resources), the City has identified Mitigation Measures A.CR-1.1, A.CR-1.2, and A.CR-1.3, to help minimize the loss resulting from the demolition. Through mitigation, the City would be in compliance with this policy that encourages protection of historic resources.  Lastly, the Stone Building is not a residence, nor is it listed in the City’s Historic Inventory.  The project also includes the renovation of Hoover Pavilion, which is a historic resource (see Section 3,83.8 Cultural Resources).  Structures proposed at the Hoover Pavilion Site would be sited so as to preserve the visual prominence of the Hoover Pavilion as a historic structure. The preservation and enhancement of this historic resource furthers the objectives of Policy L-51.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  Per Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, no historical resources would be altered or demolished as a result of the Shopping Center Project. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-54: Support the goals and objectives of the Statewide Comprehensive Historic Preservation Plan for California.  
	NO CONFLICT.  The Statewide Comprehensive Historic Preservation Plan identifies current and emerging historic preservation issues throughout the state and establishes the vision, mission, and priorities for the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP).  The OHP is required to review and revise the State Plan every five years as a condition for receiving a grant from the federal Historic Preservation Fund.  The SUMC Project would not conflict with the OHP’s preparation or review of the State Plan, including the identification of statewide preservation issues or the establishment of the OHP’s vision, mission, and priorities.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, the   The Statewide Comprehensive Historic Preservation Plan identifies current and emerging historic preservation issues throughout the state and establishes the vision, mission, and priorities for the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP).  The OHP is required to review and revise the State Plan every five years as a condition for receiving a grant from the federal Historic Preservation Fund.  The Shopping Center Project would not result in a significant impact on historic resources governed by the OHPconflict with the OHP’s preparation or review of the State Plan, including the identification of statewide preservation issues or the establishment of the OHP’s vision, mission, and priorities.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.  

	Policy L-58:  Promote adaptive reuse of old buildings.  
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would renovate the Hoover Pavilion and would improve seismic operating conditions of clinic uses within.  Such renovation would constitute adaptive reuse.   Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would have no conflict with this policy because it would not affect existing occupiable buildings.   Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal L-9: Attractive, inviting public spaces and streets that enhance the image and character of the City.

	Policy L-70: Enhance the appearance of streets and other public spaces by expanding and maintaining Palo Alto’s street tree system.  
	NO CONFLICT.  Street trees would be incorporated into the SUMC Sites under the project, and the SUMC Project would not.  Thus, no conflict with Policy L-70. this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  Street trees would not be adversely affected by the Shopping Center Project, and the Shopping Center Project would not.  Thus, no conflict with Policy L-70.this policy would occur.

	Policy L-71:  Strengthen the identity of important community gateways, including the entrances to the City at Highway 101, El Camino Real and Middlefield Road; the Caltrain stations; entries to commercial districts; and Embarcadero Road at El Camino Real.  
	Not applicable; the SUMC Sites are not located along the El Camino Real Gateway or another gateway.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would strengthen the identity of the El Camino Real Gateway by replacing parking lots with retail frontages, providing a higher quality visual environmentThusenvironment, and marking Shopping Center corners with gateway elements, such as plazas or other public gathering spaces and buildings.  For example, the Project will create a gateway feature at the Quarry/Arboretum intersection and the Project Design Guidelines recognize the Sand Hill Road / El Camino Real intersection as a natural location for a gateway amenity, such as an open plaza, fronted by retail or restaurant uses that form an attractive destination.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy L-73:  Consider public art and cultural facilities as a public benefit in connection with new development projects.  Consider incentives for including public art in large development projects.  
	NO CONFLICT.  (Note: PBS&J to contact Linda Craighead for any incentives that the City will provide.)
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would incorporate new gathering spaces and incorporate new art installations in public gathering spaces.  The project would not conflict with this policy. The City has recommended that the SUMC Project include new public art. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.  (Note: PBS&J to contact Linda Craighead for any incentives that the City will provide.)

	Policy L-75:  Minimize the negative physical impacts of parking lots. Locate parking behind buildings or underground wherever possible.


	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would add new underground parking structures and an above-ground parking structure at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  The underground structures would directly comply with this policy. The parking structure at the Hoover Pavilion Site would be located south of Hoover Pavilion to preserve views of this landmark from public vantage points.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project replacereplaces parking lots with retail buildings.  No conflict and, thereby, reduces the amount of parking lot area that could have a physical impact.  Parking structure design will be governed by the Design Guidelines and, further, the parking structures will be wrapped with active retail uses as feasible.  Thus, n o conflict with this policy would occur.



	Policy L-76:  Require trees and other landscaping within parking lots.
	NO CONFLICT.  AsThe SUMC Project would  reduce the surface parking area of the SUMC Sites.  In addition, as discussed in Section 3.3, the architectural review of the SUMC Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project adequately incorporates landscaping.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other factors, the amount and arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and the function of the structures, and the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors, and the general community. (Note: PBS&J did not receive Design Guidelines in time for ADEIR2, but those will be applied here in the next iteration.)
	NO CONFLICT.  AsThe Shopping Center Project would replace surface parking lots with retail buildings.  In addition, as discussed in Section 3.3, the architectural review of the Shopping Center Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project adequately incorporates landscaping.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other factors, the amount and arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and the function of the structures, and the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors, and the general community. (Note: PBS&J id not receive Design Guidelines in time for ADEIR2, but those will be applied here in the next iteration.)

	Policy L-77:  Encourage alternatives to surface parking lots to minimize the amount of land that must be devoted to parking, provided that economic and traffic safety goals can still be achieved.
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would add above- and underground parking structures to minimize the area devoted to surface parking.  In addition, the proposed number of spaces will be sufficient to accommodate the resulting demand (see Section 3.4, Transportation).   Lastly, a TDM Program would be continued to decrease car trips and parking demand (see description in Chapter 2, Project Description).  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would add new parking structures to minimize the land area devoted to surface parking areas at the Shopping Center Site.  There would thus be no conflict.  It should also be noted that Section 3.4, Transportation, identifies as mitigation a TDM Program for the Shopping Center Project (Mitigation Measure B.TR‑2.1); this TDM Program would reduceThe Project also proposes a TDM Program to reduce vehicle trips and reliance on parking facilities at the Shopping Center Site.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.  

	Policy L-78:  Encourage development that creatively integrates parking into the project by providing for shared use of parking areas.  
	NO CONFLICT.  Parking on the SUMC Site would be shared by the various on-site uses.  Sharing parking facilities with off‑site uses would be infeasible due to the distance to off-site facilities.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  Parking on the Shopping Center Site would be shared by the various on-site uses.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal T-1:  Less reliance on single-occupant vehicles.

	Policy T-1:  Make land use decisions that encourage walking, bicycling, and public transit use.
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would involve infill within an area that is currently accessible by transit, walking and bicycling. By reducing the size of surface parking lots and increasing development density, the SUMC Project would be expected to increase demand for alternative means of transport. The Hospitals and School of Medicine both implement TDM Programs that encourage walking, bicycling and public transit use.  These programs would continue to decrease car trips and parking demand (see description in Chapter 2, Project Description). On-site and off-site pedestrian and bicycle improvements included in the SUMC Project would provide better connections between the SUMC Sites, the Shopping Center Site, the transit center, and the downtown area.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would involve infill within an area that is currently accessible by transit, walking or bicycling.  A Transportation Analysis has been prepared to address and propose solutions, including a TDM program, for traffic issues associated with the Shopping Center Project (see Section 3.4, Transportation).  and bicycling.  It also proposes a TDM Program that would reduce vehicle trips..Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-3: Support the development and expansion of comprehensive, effective programs to reduce auto use at both local and regional levels.
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project sponsors implement (and would continue to implement) a TDM Program to decrease car trips and parking demand.  See also Policy T-1. 
	NO CONFLICT.  SeeThe Shopping Center Project sponsor contributes to Marguerite Shuttle, Stanford University’s free public shuttle bus system.  The Shopping Center Project will continue to sponsor this service as part of the Project.  The Project also would promote public transit linkages through the use of convenient transit stops and pedestrian accessible gateways and provide connections to bus, train and shuttles.  Further, the TDM Program proposed as part of the Project includes transit subsidies to Simon Property Group employees, promotes transit subsidies by Shopping Center tenants, and provides for other mechanisms to reduce auto use associated with the Shopping Center Project.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.  See also Policy T-1.

	Goal T-2:  A convenient, efficient, public transit system that provides a viable alternative to driving.

	Policy T-5:  Support continued development and improvement of the University Avenue and California Avenue Transit Stations, and the San Antonio Road Station as important transportation nodes for the City. 
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would continue to implement the Marguerite Shuttle, which serves the Project Area and the University Avenue Transit Station.  In addition, the SUMC Project would involve onsite pedestrian and bicycle circulation improvements (to be refined during architectural review) that wouldcould link to circulation routes that provide access to the transit station. 
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would increase development intensities near the University Avenue Transit Station, and would involve onsite pedestrian and bicycle circulation improvements (to be refined during architectural review) that wouldcould link to circulation routes that provide access to the station.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-6:  Improve public transit access to regional destinations, including those within Palo Alto.


	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would not impede the City’s plans to develop regional public transit.  Moreover, the SUMC Project sponsors would continue to implement a TDM Program to decrease car trips and parking demand.  These programs include provision of the free Marguerite Shuttle service, which connects the SUMC Sites to other destinations, local transit and Caltrain, and free use of the East Bay express bus that connects BART and ACE train to Stanford. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would not impede the City’s plans to develop regional public transit.  This project would enhance development of a major regional retail shopping center located in close proximity to the Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Center. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-8:  Encourage employers to develop shuttle services connecting employment areas with the multi-modal transit stations and business districts.


	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would continue the use of the Marguerite Shuttle, a free local shuttle serving the SUMC Site, the Intermodal Transit Center, the Shopping Center Site, and other nearby locations.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  TheSee Policy T‑3.  Further,  the Shopping Center Site is within walking distance of existing transit facilities and business districts.  No additional shuttle services are necessary to adequately serve the public transportation needs of this site.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal T-3:  Facilities, services, and programs that encourage and promote walking and bicycling

	Policy T-14:  Improve pedestrian and bicycle access to and between local destinations, including public facilities, schools, parks, open space, employment districts, shopping centers, and multi-modal transit stations.


	NO CONFLICT.  See discussion for Policy L-45. 42.   
	NO CONFLICT.  A Transportation Analysis has been prepared to address and propose solutions, including a TDM program (Mitigation Measure B.TR‑2.1), for traffic issues associated with the Shopping Center Project (see Section 3.4, Transportation), and the Project includes a TDM Program to reduce auto use.  Moreover, the Shopping Center Site is currently accessible by foot and bicycle from the downtown area and is proximate to an existing transit centerintermodal transit center.  The Project would capitalize on existing access to local and regional transit links by locating the bulk of new development near El Camino Real and the corner of Quarry Road and Arboretum Road, promote transit linkages through the use of convenient transit stops and pedestrian accessible gateways, enhance pedestrian opportunities with landscaped walkways at multiple access points, and provide bike storage and easy access to bike routes throughout the Shopping Center Site.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.  [NOTE:  The proposed detail comes from the Design Guidelines.]

	Policy T-15:  Encourage the acquisition of easements for bicycle and pedestrian paths through new private developments.
	NO CONFLICT.  Several onsite bike and pedestrian trails, which would connect to the existing trail network, are included in the SUMC Project.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Site currently provides pedestrian paths and amenities. Under the Shopping Center Project, additional pedestrian paths would be added.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-19:  Improve and add attractive, secure bicycle parking at both public and private facilities, including multi-modal transit stations, on transit vehicles, in City parks, in private developments, and at other community destinations.
	NO CONFLICT.  Bike parking would be provided at the SUMC Sites under the SUMC Project.   Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  Bike parking would be provided at the Shopping Center Site under the Shopping Center Project. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-22:  Improve amenities such as seating, lighting, bicycle, parking, street trees, and interpretive stations along bicycle and pedestrian paths and in City parks to encourage walking and cycling and enhance the feeling of safety.  
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would install new benches, lighting, bicycle, parking, landscaping along its pedestrian paths on site.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT. Currently the Stanford Shopping Center is an outdoor mall that provides attractive open air walkways with pedestrian amenities.  It is expected that similar amenities would be provided at the Shopping Center Site under the Shopping Center Project.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-23: Encourage pedestrian-friendly design features such as sidewalks, street trees, on-street parking, public spaces, gardens, outdoor furniture, art, and interesting architectural details. 
	NO CONFLICT.  See discussion for Policy T-22. 
	NO CONFLICT.  See discussion for Policy L-73 and for Policy T-22.

	Goal T-4:  An efficient roadway network for all users.

	Policy T-25: When constructing or modifying roadways, plan for usage of the roadway space by all users, including motor vehicles, transit vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. 
	NO CONFLICT. Mitigation Measure A.TR-6.1 in Section 3.4, Transportation, requires that the SUMC Project contribute to a number of pedestrian and bicycle improvements to existing sidewalks and roadways to improve connectivity in the Project Area.  For example, the SUMC Project would be required to enhance a proposed crosswalk at Vineyard and Welch either by striping or by the use of contrasting paving.  Landscaping and design amenities would also be required. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.   [NOTE:  This policy applies to projects that are building or modifying roadways, not to any requirements to change existing sidewalks and roadways.  This should focus on the design of Welch Road widening and Durand Way.  Please revise]
	NO CONFLICT. Mitigation Measure B.TR-6.1 in Section 3.4, Transportation, require that the  The Shopping Center Project contribute a number of pedestrian and bicycle improvements to existing sidewalks and roadways to improve connectivity in the Project Areadoes not include construction or modification of roadways.   . Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-26:  Participate in the design and implementation of comprehensive solutions to traffic problems near Stanford Shopping Center and Stanford Medical Center.
	NO CONFLICT.  Section 2, Project Description, identifies that the SUMC Project would implement traffic management solutions, such as a continued TDM Program, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, and public transit access.  Also, the City has prepared a Transportation Analysis (provided as Appendix C) that identifies traffic issues and mitigationadditional measures that could reduce vehicle trips (such as a Caltrain GoPass), which the SUMC Project sponsors have agreed to consider.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The City has prepared a Transportation Analysis (provided as Appendix C)) that identifies traffic issues and mitigation measures (such as a TDM Program for the Shopping Center Project), which the Shopping Center Project sponsor has agreed to implementShopping Center Project proposes a TDM Programthat includes ensures to address traffic conditions near the Stanford Shopping Center.  In addition, the Shopping Center Project sponsor would pay City trafficCitywide transportation impact fees in conjunction with development.  Such fees may beare used by the City to address traffic and transportation-related issues.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-27:  Avoid major increases in street capacity unless necessary to remedy severe traffic congestion or critical neighborhood traffic problems. Where capacity is increased, balance the needs of motor vehicles with those of pedestrians and bicyclists.
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would add a connection (Durand Way) between Sand Hill Road and Welch Road; however, this connection would provide new emergency access to the Main SUMC Site and would not increase roadway capacity.  No other roadway capacity expansions are proposed.  In addition, Welch Road would be widened to three lanes to provide roadway capacity.  Neither of these improvements would enhance capacity by more than the amount needed for anticipated vehicle movement, including ambulance access.  Model simulations have been conducted to ensure that facilitated vehicle movements are balanced with pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur. 
	NO CONFLICT.  No street capacity increases are proposed under the Shopping Center Project. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-28:  Make effective use of the traffic-carrying ability of Palo Alto’s major street network without compromising the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists also using this network.
	NO CONFLICT. Mitigation Measure A.TR-6.1 in Section 3.4, Transportation, requires the SUMC Project sponsors to implement improvements for bicycle and pedestrian safety and access at intersections affected by project traffic.The SUMC Project includes onsite pedestrian and bike facilities.   [NOTE:  Please see comments in Transportation section.] Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT. Mitigation Measure B.TR-6.1 in Section 3.4, Transportation, requires theThe Shopping Center Project sponsor to implement improvements for bicycle andincludes onsite pedestrian safety and access at intersections affected by project traffic.and bike facilities. [NOTE:  Please see comments in Transportation section.] Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur. 

	Policy T-30:  Reduce the impacts of through-traffic on residential areas by designating certain streets as residential arterials. 
	NO CONFLICT. As discussed under Impact TR-3 in Section 3.4, Transportation, the SUMC Project individually would not result in adverse impacts to Palo Alto residential roadway segments.  Therefore, redesignationRedesignation of streets in the vicinity of the Project Area would not be necessary as a result of the SUMC Project.  NoThus, no conflict with this policy would occur. 
	NO CONFLICT. As discussed under Impact TR-3 in Section 3.4, Transportation, the Shopping Center Project individually would not result in adverse impacts to Palo Alto residential roadway segments.  Therefore, redesignationRedesignation of streets in the vicinity of the Project Area would not be necessary as a result of the Shopping Center Project.  NoThus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-34: Implement traffic calming measures to slow traffic on local and collector residential streets and prioritize these measures over congestion management.  Include traffic circles and other traffic calming devices among these measures. 
	NO CONFLICTNot applicable.  The SUMC Project would not adversely affect traffic on residential streets and therefore does not include traffic calming measures.  NoThus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT. Not applicable. The Shopping Center Project would not adversely affect traffic on residential streets and therefore does not include traffic calming measures.  NoThus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy T-39: To the extent allowed by law, continue to make safety the first priority of citywide transportation planning. Prioritize pedestrian, bicycle, and automobile safety over vehicle level-of-service at intersections. 
	NO CONFLICT.  See discussion for Policy T-28.


	NO CONFLICT.  See discussion for Policy T-28.  [NOTE:  Not applicable; the Shopping Center Project does not propose any change in City transportation priorities.]

	Goal T-7:  Mobility for people with special needs.

	Policy T-42:  Address the needs of people with disabilities and comply with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) during the planning and implementation of transportation and parking improvement projects.
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would be required to conform to ADA standards specified in the Palo Alto Municipal Code.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project is not a transportation project or a parking improvement project.  Nonetheless, the Project would be required to conform to ADA standards specified in the Palo Alto Municipal Code.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.  [NOTE:  The Project would be subject to applicable federal laws, including ADA standards, whether or not they were reiterated in the municipal code.]

	Goal T-8:  Attractive, convenient public and private parking facilities.

	Policy T-48:  Encourage parking strategies in the Stanford Medical Center area that maximize the efficient use of parking and, in the long term, consider the possible use of remote parking lots with shuttle bus service.


	NO CONFLICT.  Parking would be provided under the SUMC Project for the calculated increased demand, which takes into account minimization of parking needs through implementation of a comprehensive TDM program.  Existing TDM programs, such as operation of the Marguerite Shuttle, would be continued to continue to minimize the need for additional parking.  This program also includes provision of free use of the Line U Stanford Express, which connects Stanford to BART and the ACE train.  The Line U express bus enables employees to park remotely, and travel to the SUMC via this service.  In addition, the proposed parking structure at the Hoover Pavilion Site would be used by SUMC staff, who would take a shuttle to the Main SUMC site.   Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	Not applicable; development proposed under the Shopping Center Project is independent of development proposed at the SUMC Site.

	Goal N-1:  A citywide open space system that protects and conserves Palo Alto’s natural resources and provides a source of beauty and enjoyment for Palo Alto residents.

	Policy N-3:  Protect sensitive plant species resources from the impacts of development.
	NO CONFLICT.  Per Section 3.9, Biological Resources, there is no habitat capable of supporting sensitive plant species at the SUMC Sites, and there would be no impacts on sensitive plant species. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  Per Section 3.9, Biological Resources, there is no habitat capable of supporting sensitive plant species at the Shopping Center Site, and there would be no impacts on sensitive plant species. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-6:  Through implementation of the Site and Design process and the Open Space zone district regulations, minimize impacts of any new development on views of the hillsides, on the open space character, and the natural ecology of the hillsides.  
	NO CONFLICT.  As explained further in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, the SUMC Project is subject to the City’s architectural review process.  The architectural review of the SUMC Project by the City’s ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project has a coherent composition, and whether its bulk and mass are harmonious with surrounding development.  The ARB’s recommendations regarding these factors will be forwarded to the City Council for approval.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other things, natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the Project; the design promotes harmonious transitions in scale and character in areas between different designated land uses; and the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors and the general community.  As suchThus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  As described in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, the Shopping Center Project is subject to the City’s architectural review process.  The architectural review of the SUMC Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project has a coherent composition, and whether its bulk and mass are harmonious with surrounding development.  The ARB’s recommendations regarding these factors will be forwarded to the City Council for approval.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other things, natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the Project; the design promotes harmonious transitions in scale and character in areas between different designated land uses; and the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors and the general community.  As suchThus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal N-2:  Conservation of creeks and riparian areas as open space amenities, natural habitat areas, and elements of community design.

	Policy N-11: Preserve the integrity of riparian corridors.
	NO CONFLICT.  Construction associated with the SUMC Project could contribute to bed and bank erosion along the San Francisquito Creek riparian corridor.  Although erosion-control and hydromodification BMPs would be required for a NPDES permit, it is not clear that these measures would avoid impacts to the creek.  Mitigation Measure A.HW-4.1, provided in Section 3.10, Hydrology, would address riparian integrity and bank erosion in San Francisquito Creek, reducing the significance of the environmental impact. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.  [NOTE:  Please see comment in Hydrology section.] 
	NO CONFLICT. Construction associated withof the Shopping Center Project could contribute to bed and bankwould comply with all applicable requirements including laws governing the protection of surface water quality and implementation of erosion  control measures along the San Francisquito Creek riparian corridor.  Although erosion-control and hydromodification BMPs would be required for a NPDES permit, it is not clear that these measures would avoid impacts to the creek.  Mitigation Measure B.HW-4.1, provided in Section 3.10, Hydrology, would address riparian integrity and bank erosion in San Francisquito Creek, reducing the significance of the environmental impact. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-13:  Discourage creek bank instability, erosion, downstream sedimentation, and flooding by minimizing site disturbance and vegetation removal on or near creeks and carefully reviewing grading and drainage plans for development near creeks and elsewhere in the watersheds of creeks.
	NO CONFLICT.  See discussion for Policy N-11.


	NO CONFLICT.  See discussion for Policy N-11.

 

	Goal N-3:  A thriving “urban forest” that provides ecological, economic, and aesthetic benefits for Palo Alto.

	Policy N-14:  Protect, revitalize, and expand Palo Alto’s urban forest through public education, sensitive regulation, and a long-term financial commitment that is adequate to protect this resource. 
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would replace trees removed during construction and would supply new street trees.  However, the Project would remove Protected Trees, an important resource to the City.  Mitigation Measures A.BR-4.1, A.BR-4.2, and A.BR-4.3, provided in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, require preparation of a site ‑specific tree survey, tree appraisal, and tree preservation report, avoidance of the removal of protected trees to the extent feasible, and authorization for Protected Tree Removal from the City of Palo Alto.  While complete preservation of Protected Trees cannot be guaranteedwould not occur, this mitigation fulfills the City’s responsibility to protect, revitalize and expand Palo Alto’s urban forest. 

Also, the architectural review of the SUMC Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project adequately incorporates landscaping.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other factors, the amount and arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and the function of the structures, and the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors, and the general community. 

(Note: PBS&J did not receive Design Guidelines in time for ADEIR2, but those will be applied here in the next iteration.
Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would preserve existing trees when possible.  The Project would replace trees removed during construction and would supply new street trees.trees, including street trees.  Smaller healthy coast live oak trees within areas to be redeveloped would likely be suitable for transplanting to other areas of the Shopping Center Site. Project parking lots would be shaded by new and existing canopy trees.  Tree varieties would vary, creating biodiversity of species for healthier trees. [NOTE:  Proposed new text is from the Project Design Guidelines.]  If the likely site plan for this Project would be constructed (see Figure 2-19), there would be no impacts on Protected Trees, an important resource to the City.  However, the Project could remove Protected Trees if construction occurred outside the site plan area depicted in Figure 2-19. Mitigation Measures B.BR-4.1, B.BR-4.2, and B.BR-4.3, provided in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, require preparation of a site specific tree survey, tree appraisal, and tree preservation report, avoidance of the removal of protected trees, and authorization for Protected Tree Removal from the City of Palo Alto.  While complete preservation of Protected Trees cannot be guaranteed, this mitigation fulfillsHowever, regardless of the ultimate development pattern within the Shopping Center Site, the Project sponsor’s compliance with the City’s Trees and Vegetation Ordinance, including Municipal Code Chapter 8.10 (Tree Preservation and Management Regulations), and tree preservation and management regulations (the “Tree Technical Manual”) would be consistent with the City’s responsibility to protect, revitalize and expand Palo Alto’s urban forest. 

Also, the architectural review of the Shopping Center Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project adequately incorporates landscaping.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City CouncilThe City cannot approve the architectural review unless it finds that, among other factors, the amount and arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and the function of the structures, and the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors, and the general community. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
(Note: PBS&J did not receive Design Guidelines in time for ADEIR2, but those will be applied here in the next iteration.

Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-15:  Require new commercial, multi-unit, and single-family housing projects to provide street trees and related irrigation systems.
	Not applicable; the SUMC Project does not include commercial, multi-unit, andor single-family housing land uses. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  It is anticipated that new trees and landscaping would be provided at the Shopping Center Site similar to existing conditions. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal N-4:  Water resources that are prudently managed to sustain plant and animal life, support urban activities, and protect public health and safety.

	Policy N-18:  Protect Palo Alto’s groundwater from the adverse impacts of urban uses.
	NO CONFLICT.  During construction, impervious surfaces (e.g., parking lots and buildings) would be removed and pervious surfaces exposed to rainfall and runoff waters.  Without controls, infiltrating rainfall could pick up existing pollutants in the underlying soils or pollutants associated with construction activities (e.g., spills and leaks) and carry these materials to the local groundwater table.  Mitigation Measures A.HW-3.1 and A.HW-4.1, provided in Section 3.10, Hydrology, require the SUMC Project sponsors to implement control measures during construction to prevent infiltration of pollutants into groundwater and polluted surface water runoff.  These measures would address environmental impacts associated with groundwater and surface water quality impacts.  

[NOTE:  Please see comments on Hydrology section and revise accordingly.]Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  During construction, impervious surfaces (e.g., parking lots and buildings) would be removed and pervious surfaces exposed to rainfall and runoff waters.  Without controls, infiltrating rainfall could pick up existing pollutants in the underlying soils or pollutants associated with construction activities (e.g., spills and leaks) and carry these materials to the local groundwater table.  Mitigation Measures B.HW-3.1 and B.HW-4.1, provided in Section 3.10, Hydrology, require the SUMC Project sponsors to implement control measures during construction to prevent infiltration of pollutant into groundwater and polluted surface water runoff.  These measures would address environmental impacts associated with groundwater and surface water quality impacts.  Although historical contamination (e.g., from asbestos, leaks from former gas station uses, minor material storage, etc.) has occurred on or next to the Shopping Center Site, each such case has been remediated and has received regulatory site closure from the Santa Clara Valley Water District, the oversight agency for contamination clean-up efforts.  No other known contamination exists on site.  As such, the Project’s potential for disturbing contaminated materials that could lead to groundwater contamination is less than significant.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.    
  [NOTE:  As indicated in the Hydrology section, the Shopping Center Project would have a LTS impact on groundwater quality.]

	Policy N-19:  Secure a reliable, long-term supply of water for Palo Alto.
	NO CONFLICT. A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was prepared for the Projects to determine that the City would have sufficient supply to meet projected demand.  The WSA found that in years of average and above-average water supply, the City has adequate supplies to serve 100 percent of normal-year demands, inclusive of the project, and that Inin dry-year and multiple-dry-year events, when SFPUC imposes reductions in its normal supply to the City, the City has in place a Water Shortage Contingency Plan sufficient to maintain a balance of supplies and demands. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT. A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was prepared for the Projects to determine that the City would have sufficient supply to meet projected demand.  The WSA found that in years of average and above-average water supply, the City has adequate supplies to serve 100 percent of normal-year demands, inclusive of the project, and that Inin dry-year and multiple-dry-year events, when SFPUC imposes reductions in its normal supply to the City, the City has in place a Water Shortage Contingency Plan sufficient to maintain a balance of supplies and demands. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-20:  Maximize the conservation and efficient use of water in new and existing residences, businesses and industries.
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would be required to conform to landscaping water conservation practices specified in the Municipal Code (see policy summary in Section 3.14, Utilities).  Moreover, the SHC and LPCH have committed to several water conservation measures including daily and seasonal adjustment of irrigation, drought tolerant landscaping, and water and moisture-retaining mulches.10 The SUMC Project also proposes to apply water efficient fixtures, sterilizers, and kitchen equipment, and would continue its current use of microfiber mops for cleaning.11 Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would also be required to conform to water conservation practices specified in the Municipal Code (see policy summary in Section 3.14, Utilities).  The Shopping Center Project also incorporates a number of sustainable design strategies, such as irrigation management techniques, use of recycled water for irrigation, use of drought tolerant plants, design of fountains to reduce water loss, and greywater treatment and reuse.12 Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-21:  Reduce non-point source pollution in urban runoff from residential, commercial, industrial, municipal, and transportation land uses and activities.


	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.11, Hydrology, the SUMC Sites’ stormwater runoff could increase during construction and contribute to bed and bank erosion in San Francisquito Creek.  Because construction would occur over approximately 12 years, the construction-period runoff would be longer term and Hydromodification Management Plan control requirements would not necessarily apply.  Mitigation Measures A.HW-3.1 and A.HW-4.1, provided in Section 3.10, Hydrology, require the SUMC Project sponsors to implement control measures during construction to prevent infiltration of pollutant into groundwater and polluted surface water runoff.  These measures would address environmental impacts associated with groundwater and surface water quality impacts. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.   Construction of the Shopping Center Project could occur anywhere on the 70-acre Shopping center site.  As discussed in Section 3.11, Hydrology, because the Shopping Center Project development would occur over approximately six years and the HMP requirements do not necessarily apply to interim conditions, the construction-period runoff could have a significant impact on off-site erosion and sediment transport in San Francisquito Creek.  Mitigation Measures B.HW-3.1 and B.HW-4.1, provided in Section 3.10, Hydrology, requireCenter Site.   The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program (Clean Water Act Section 402) protects surface waters from non-point source pollution in storm water and other urban run-off.  Measures proposed as part of the Shopping Center Project sponsor to implement control measures during construction to prevent infiltration of pollutant into groundwater and polluted surface water runoff.  These measures would address environmental impacts associated with groundwater and surface water quality impacts, including compliance with the Clean Water Act and other applicable laws, will reduce NPS pollution.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-22:  Limit the amount of impervious surface in new development or public improvement projects to reduce urban runoff into storm drains, creeks, and San Francisco Bay.
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project, at full buildout, would decrease stormwater runoff by increasing the pervious area on the site, including roof area that contains plant material.13 Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would decrease the impervious area on the site by approximately 1 acre.14 Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-23:  Reduce the discharge of toxic materials into the City’s sanitary sewer collection system by promoting the use of Best Management Practices.


	NO CONFLICT.  Demolition of the existing structures on the SUMC Project Sites would disturb hazardous building materials such as asbestos, PCBs, lead, and mercury. In addition, hazardous materials, such as paints, solvents, cements, glues and fuels, would also be used in varying amounts during construction.  Operation of the SUMC Project would also increase the use and amount of hazardous materials on the SUMC Sites.  Examples of hazardous materials include chemical waste, medical waste, and radio active waste. The SUMC Project sponsors would be required to comply with existing federal, State and local laws and regulations to protect the community and the environment from exposure to hazardous materials, including the discharge of toxic materials into the City’s sanitary sewer collection system.   Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT. Demolition of the existing structures on the Shopping Center Site would disturb hazardous building materials such as asbestos, PCBs, lead, and mercury.  In addition, hazardous materials, such as paints, solvents, cements, glues and fuels, would also be used in varying amounts during construction.  Operation of the Shopping Center Project would also increase the use and amount of hazardous materials on the site. Examples of hazardous materials include petroleum products used for back up generators for various retail stores, restaurants, and the hotel, as well as cleaning products used for store and facility maintenance. The Shopping Center would be required to comply with existing federal, State and local laws and regulations to protect the community and the environment from exposure to hazardous materials, including the discharge of toxic materials into the City’s sanitary sewer collection system. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-24:  Improve storm drainage performance by constructing new system improvements where necessary and replacing undersized or otherwise inadequate lines with larger lines or parallel lines.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities, the SUMC Project would not require expansion of existing stormwater infrastructure. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities, the Shopping Center Project would not require expansion of existing stormwater infrastructure. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal N-5:  Clean, healthful air for Palo Alto and the San Francisco Bay Area. 

	Policy N-26:  Support regional, State, and federal programs that improve air quality in the Bay Area.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.5, Air Quality, construction and operation of the SUMC Project would exceed BAAQMD standards for criteria pollutants.  The project includes continued implementation of the SUMC Project sponsors’ transportation demand management (TDM) programs.  Mitigation Measures A.AQ-1.1 and A.AQ-1.2, provided in Section 3.5, Air Quality, would address environmental impacts associated with particulate emissions by controlling construction dust and reducing diesel emissions.  By requiring these mitigations, the City would fulfill its responsibility to support applicable air quality programs. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur. 

(Note:  Per Stanford comments, we have deleted the reference to the Caltrain Go Pass mitigation measure here.  It is nonetheless still a mitigation measure identified in the Traffic, Climate Change, and Air Quality sections.  Per Stanford comments, the Go Pass is a DA item that is subject to negotiation, it is being proposed voluntarily by Stanford, and the EIR should not assume it would be implemented.  Based on our understanding from previous meetings, the EIR sections currently phrase it as a mitigation measure; as such, the GoPass is captured as something being imposed by the City.  We need clarification on this issue.) [See Bingham memo dated 2/24.]
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.5, Air Quality, construction of the Shopping Center Project would exceed BAAQMD standards for criteria pollutants during construction activities.  Mitigation Measure B.TR-2.1, provided in Section 3.4, Transportation, requiredThe Project includes a TDM program for the Shopping Center Project that would reduce vehicle triptrips and, thus, emissions.   Mitigation Measures B.AQ-1.1 and B.AQ-1.2, provided in Section 3.5, Air Quality, would address environmental impacts associated with particulate emissions by controlling construction dust and controllingreducing diesel emissions.  By requiring these mitigations, the City would fulfill its responsibility to support applicable air quality programs. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-27:  Reduce emission of particulates from wood burning stoves, construction activity, automobiles, and other sources.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.5, Air Quality, heavy construction activity on dry soil exposed during construction phases would cause emissions of dust (usually monitored as PM10), which could be annoying to persons near the construction area or otherwise unhealthy.  The SUMC Project would implement existing TDM programs, which would minimize  mobile source emissions during operation of the SUMC Project.  Nevertheless, those emissions would exceed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) significance threshold of 80 pounds/day15 tons/year of PM10.  Emissions would result in a substantial contribution to an existing regional particulate air quality problem. Mitigation Measures A.AQ-1.1 and A.AQ-1.2, provided in Section 3.5, Air Quality, would address environmental impacts associated with particulate emissions by controlling construction dust and controlling diesel emissions.  These mitigation measures would reduce emissions of particulates from construction and continued implementation of the ongoing TDM programs would minimize emissions from  operation of the project.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

(Note:  Per Stanford comments, we have deleted the reference to the Caltrain Go Pass mitigation measure here.  It is nonetheless still a mitigation measure identified in the Traffic, Climate Change, and Air Quality sections.  Per Stanford comments, the Go Pass is a DA item that is subject to negotiation, it is being proposed voluntarily by Stanford, and the EIR should not assume it would be implemented.  Based on our understanding from previous meetings, the EIR sections currently phrase it as a mitigation measure; as such, the GoPass is captured as something being imposed by the City.  We need clarification on this issue.)
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.5, Air Quality, the Shopping Center Project would not exceed the BAAQMD threshold as a result of increased mobile source emissions.    The Shopping Center Project’s TDM Program would reduce trip generation and mobile source emissions. However, heavy construction activity on dry soil exposed during construction phases would cause emissions of dust (usually monitored as PM10), which could be annoying to persons near the construction area or otherwise unhealthy.  Mitigation Measure B.TR-2.1, identified in Section 3.4, Transportation, and involving a TDM Program, would reduce trip generation and mobile source emissions.  Mitigation Measures B.AQ-1.1 and B.AQ-1.2, provided in Section 3.5, Air Quality, would address environmental impacts associated with particulate emissions by controlling construction dust and controllingreducing diesel emissions.  These mitigation measures would reduce emissions of particulates from construction and operation of the project.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-28:  Encourage developers of new projects in Palo Alto, including City projects, to provide improvements that reduce the necessity of driving alone.


	NO CONFLICT.  See Policies L-42, L-43, and N-27. 
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would increase development near an existing transit station.  Moreover, the Shopping Center Project would provide retail and restaurant services that would help to meet demand from nearby employment centers and neighborhoods, reducing the need for employees to seek such services outside of the Project Area. Finally, Mitigation Measure B.TR-2.1, identified in Section 3.4, Transportation, and involving athe Project proposesa TDM Program, which would reduce trip generation and mobile source emissions. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-29:  All potential sources of odor and/or toxic air contaminants should be adequately buffered, or mechanically or otherwise mitigated to avoid odor and toxic impacts that violate relevant human health standards.
	NO CONFLICT.  Odor impacts were identified in Section 3.5, Air Quality, as less than significant. (Note: This issue will be revisited following completion of Environ Health Risk Assessment.)
	NO CONFLICT.  No impacts from odors were identified in Section 3.5, Air Quality. (Note: This issue will be revisited following completion of Environ Health Risk Assessment.)

	Goal N-6: An environment free of the damaging effects of biological and chemical hazardous materials.

	Policy N-30:  Minimize the use of toxic and hazardous materials. Encourage the use of alternative materials and practices that are environmentally benign.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.11, Hazardous Materials, the SUMC Project would be required to conform to all Municipal Code, State and federal policies regarding the use of hazardous materials.  Development proposed under the SUMC Project would comply with existing hazardous materials management plans.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.11, Hazardous Materials, the Shopping Center Project would be required to conform to all Municipal Code, State and federal policies regarding the use of hazardous materials.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal N-7:  Reduced volumes of solid waste; solid waste disposed in an environmentally safe, efficient, manner.

	Policy N-34:  Reduce the amount of solid waste disposed in the City’s landfill by reducing the amount of waste generated and promoting the cost-effective reuse of materials that would otherwise be placed in a landfill.


	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities, the SUMC Project would be subject to Palo Alto Municipal Code 5.24 Requirement to Divert Construction and Demolition Waste from Landfill Ordinance.  In addition to complying with Stanford University’s general waste reduction initiatives, which cover paper, cardboard, cans, glass, and plastics, compostable goods, batteries, and other items, the hospitals would implement a number of specialized recycling programs for items such as electronic wastes, fluorescent lamps, toner and inkjet cartridges, surplus chemicals and waste anesthetics.  Instrumentation and automation upgrades would also help to reduce the production of wastes.  The SUMC Project would not generate wastes that would exceed the capacity of the solid waste facilities that serve the City, and would take measures to reduce, reuse and recycle wastes.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities, the Shopping Center Project would be subject to Palo Alto Municipal Code Chapter 5.24 (Requirement to Divert Construction and Demolition Waste from Landfill Ordinance), including Section 5.24.030 (Waste Diversion) and Section 5.24.040 (Salvage).  In addition, the Shopping Center Project’s Sustainable Development Principles encourage recycling, require the use of durable, quality materials with recycled content for new construction, and require preparation of a construction waste management plan for each phase of the proposed expansion.  The Shopping Center Project would not generate wastes that would exceed the capacity of the solid waste facilities that serve the City, and would take measures to reduce, reuse and recycle wastes.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.



	Policy N-35:  Reduce solid waste generation through salvage and reuse of building materials, including architecturally and historically significant materials.
	NO CONFLICT.   See Policy N-34.[NOTE:  N‑34 discussion doesn’t address salvage and reuse of building materials.]  The SUMC Project would reuse concrete from demolition to the extent feasible and would recycle a minimum of 75% of demolition and construction waste.
	NO CONFLICT.   See Policy N-34.  

	Policy N-37:  Ensure the environmentally sound disposal of solid waste.
	NO CONFLICT.   See Policy N-34.  


	NO CONFLICT.   See Policy N-34.  

	Goal N-8:  An environment that minimizes the adverse impacts of noise.

	Policy N-39:  Encourage the location of land uses in areas with compatible noise environments.  Use the guidelines in the table “Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environment” to determine compatibility.


	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project would not introduce a new land use but would expand and reconfigure the established medical office and hospital land uses at the SUMC Sites.  This analysis looks at the relationship of the SUMC Sites with surrounding uses.  As discussed in Section 3.7, Noise, the mechanical noise generated by the SHC emergency generators off Welch Road could have a significant impact on nearby residential uses.  However, Mitigation Measure NO-4.1 requiredrequires shielding of the generators, which would reduce noise to less-than-significant levels.  Therefore, with mitigation, the SUMC Project would not create noise that would be incompatible with the existing land use environment in the vicinity of the Project Area. 
	NO CONFLICT.  Ambient noise increases associated with the Shopping Center Project would be less than significant, as described in Section 3.7, Noise.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-41:  When a proposed project is subject to CEQA, the noise impact of the project on existing residential land uses should be evaluated in terms of the increase in existing noise levels and potential for adverse community impact, regardless of existing background noise levels. If an area is below the applicable maximum noise guideline, an increase in noise up to the maximum should not necessarily be allowed. A project should be considered to cause a significant degradation of the noise environment if it meets any of the following criteria:

· The project would cause the average 24-hour noise level (Ldn) to increase by 5.0 dB or more in an existing residential area, even if the Ldn would remain below 60 dB;

· The project would cause the Ldn to increase by 3.0 dB or more in an existing residential area, thereby causing the Ldn in the area to exceed 60 dB;

· The project would cause an increase of 3.0 dB or more in an existing residential area where the Ldn currently exceeds 60 dB.
	NO CONFLICT.  See Policy N-39.


	NO CONFLICT.  See Policy N-39.



	Policy N-43:  Protect the community and especially sensitive noise receptors, including schools, hospitals, and senior care facilities, from excessive noise.


	NO CONFLICT.  Section 3.7, Noise, states that construction of the SUMC Project could result in a significant noise level with respect to on-site hospital uses.  Mitigation Measure A.NO-1.1, identified in Section 3.7, Noise, and involving best management practices for construction noise, would reduce ambient noise levels during SUMC Project construction.  [NOTE:  Please see comments on Noise section.]  Also, the mechanical noise generated by the SHC emergency generators off Welch Road could have a significant impact on nearby residential uses.  However, Mitigation Measure NO-4.1 requiredrequires shielding of the generators, which would reduce noise to less-than-significant levels.  By requiring these mitigation measures, the City would fulfill its responsibility to protect the community from excessive noise, and.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  Per Section 3.7, Noise, construction and operational noise increases from the Shopping Center Project on sensitive receptors would be less than significant per the City’s significance criteria.   Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.



	Goal N-9:  A clean, efficient, competitively-priced energy supply that makes use of cost-effective renewable resources.

	Policy N-47:  Optimize energy conservation and efficiency in new and existing residences, businesses, and industries in Palo Alto.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.6, Climate Change, the SUMC Project includes a number of energy conservation strategies.  As shown in Section 2, Project Description, Climate Change, the hospital and clinic buildings would be designed to achieve EnergyStar scores of 90-95, which means they would perform better than 90-95 percent of similar hospitals.  The buildings would use 35 percent less energy than typical hospitals (based on a comparison to DOE’s Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey) and 20 percent less energy than a hospital designed to meet ASHRAE 90.1 standards.  The new SoM buildings would meet Stanford University’s 2008 Building Performance Guidelines, which set a target energy efficiency in new buildings of 30 percent below California Title 24/ASHRAE 90.1 (2004).  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur. 
	(Note: This discussion will be provided after receipt of the SSC’s Climate Change measures.)


	Policy N-48:  Encourage the appropriate use of alternative energy technologies.  
	NO CONFLICT.  The City provides electricity and natural gas to the SUMC Site and is currently replacing a significant portion of its energy supply with renewable energy resources. Although no on-site renewable energy technologies are planned, the SUMC Project would support alternative energy technologies through purchase of energy throughfrom the City.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The City provides electricity and natural gas to the Shopping Center Site and is currently replacing a significant portion of its energy supply with renewable energy resources. Although no on-site renewable energy technologies are planned, the Shopping Center Project would support alternative energy technologies through purchase of energy throughfrom the City.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal N‑10: Protection of life and property from natural hazards, including earthquake, landslide, flooding, and fire.

	Policy N-51:  Minimize exposure to geologic hazards, including slope stability, subsidence, and expansive soils, and to seismic hazards including groundshaking, fault rupture, liquefaction, and landsliding.


	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.10, Geology, non-hospital structures would be required to comply with the California Building Code while hospital structures would be required to comply with heightened OSHPD requirements, both of which would reduce exposures to geologic hazards to a less-than-significant level.  The SUMC Project was initially triggered by SB 1953, which requires the all hospital facilities meet current seismic standards to prevent disruption of hospital operations during an earthquake. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.10, Geology, the Shopping Center Project would be required to comply with the California Building Code, which would reduce exposures to geologic hazards to a less-than-significant level. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-52:  Minimize exposure to flood hazards by adequately reviewing proposed development in flood prone areas.
	NO CONFLICT.  This EIR reviews potential flooding impacts at the SUMC Site in Section 3.11, Hydrology.  Flooding impacts were determined to be less than significant. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  This EIR reviews potential flooding impacts at the Shopping Center Site in Section 3.11, Hydrology. Flooding impacts were determined to be less than significant. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy N-54:  Provide emergency fire and medical services consistent with the response time standards set forth in the Fire Department’s annual budget. 

 
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.14, Public Services, the SUMC Project must construct its proposed structures to current OSHPD and City Code standards for fire safety and would install the latest fire control measures.  As a part of the City’s development review process, the State Fire Marshall would review the plans for the SUMC Project (including construction, fire service water main, and Automatic Fire Alarm System plans) to determine conformance with the Fire Code prior to issuance of a building permit.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would conform to Palo Alto Fire Department and Building Code requirements for fire access and safety.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal C-4:  Attractive, well-maintained community facilities that serve Palo Alto residents.

	Policy C-26:  Maintain and enhance existing park facilities.  
	NO CONFLICT.  There are no City park facilities on the SUMC Site.  Per Section 3.14, Public Services, the SUMC Project would have a less-than-significant impact on City parks.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  There are no park facilities on the Shopping Center Site.  Per Section 3.14, Public Services, the Shopping Center Project would have a less-than-significant impact on City parks.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Policy C-27:  Seek opportunities to develop new parks and recreation facilities to meet the growing needs of residents and employees of Palo Alto.  
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.14, Public Service, as required by Palo Alto Municipal Code 16.58, the SUMC Project would be required to pay a “Community Facility Fee”,” which has a line item for parks that would fund acquisition of land and improvements for neighborhood and district parks.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  As discussed in Section 3.14, Public Service, as required by Palo Alto Municipal Code 16.58, the SUMCShopping Center Project would be required to pay a “Community Facility Fee”,” which has a line item for parks that would fund acquisition of land and improvements for neighborhood and district parks.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal C-5:  Equal access to educational, recreational, and cultural services for all residents.

	Policy C-30:  Facilitate access to parks and community facilities by a variety of transportation needsmodes.  


	NO CONFLICT.  See Policies L-42, L-43, and L-45.  The Marguerite Shuttle, one of the TDM measures discussed above, would provide access between the SUMC Sites and other community facilities. Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project is enhancing community and region-serving retail development near the Intermodal Transit Station, bicycle and pedestrian trails and other alternative transit options.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal B-3:  New businesses that provide needed local services and municipal revenues, contribute to economic vitality, and enhance the City’s physical environment.

	Policy B-9:  Encourage new businesses that meet the City’s business and economic goals to locate in Palo Alto.  


	Not applicable; this policy relates to commercial districts but not the public facilities zoning district.   SHC, LPCH and SoM are not new businesses.  They have long been located in Palo Alto and currently provide employment, services and economic vitality.

	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project would allow for the addition of new retail stores at the Shopping Center Site.  This economic opportunity would comply with the City’s economic policies encouraging the City to sustain the distinctive, competitive, high quality character of the Shopping Center (Comprehensive Plan Policy B-22).  Therefore, the Shopping Center Project would help fulfill this policy and no conflict with this policy would occur.

	Goal B-5:  Attractive, vibrant business centers, each with a mix of uses and a distinctive character.

	Policy B-22:  Work with Stanford University to ensure that the Stanford Shopping Center is sustained as a distinctive, competitive, high quality regional shopping center.  
	Not applicable; development proposed under the SUMC Project is independent of development proposed at the Shopping Center Site. 
	NO CONFLICT.  The Shopping Center Project proposes additional development at the Shopping Center Site in accordance with the project objectives stated in Chapter 2, Project Description.  The Shopping Center Project is being proposed to ensure that the Stanford Shopping Center remains competitive as a regional shopping destination.  Therefore, the Shopping Center Project would help implement this policy.

	Goal B-6:  Thriving employment districts at Stanford Research Park, Stanford Medical Center, East Bayshore/San Antonio Road Area and Bayshore Corridor that complement the City’s business and neighborhood centers.

	Policy B-32:  Assist Stanford Medical Center in responding to changes in the delivery of health care services.  Work with the Center to plan for changing facility needs, but within the context of City of Palo Alto planning goals and policies, as well as the goals and policies of other relevant jurisdictions.  
	NO CONFLICT.  The SUMC Project addresses changing demand for health care services and facilities.  The City is working with the SUMC Project sponsors to determine the most appropriate plan for future development as part of the review of the SUMC Project application.  This EIR has been prepared to inform the City’s decisions with respect to applicable planning goals and policies.  Thus, no conflict with this policy would occur.
	Not applicable; development proposed under the Shopping Center Project is independent of development proposed under the SUMC Project. 

	Sources:
  Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, 1998; PBS&J, 2008.




Consistency with the Palo Alto Zoning Ordinance.  The SUMC Project would conflict with existing development restrictions in the PF district, such as FAR and height limits.  The existing maximum FAR is 1.0, while the FAR proposed under the SUMC Project would be up to 1.5.  Maximum heights proposed under the SUMC Project would be approximately 130 feet, which would exceed the existing maximum allowable height of 50 feet.  However, as part of the SUMC Project, the SUMC Project sponsors propose creation of a new zoning district that could be applied by the City to land used specifically for hospitals and clinics, associated medical research, medical office, and support uses.  The new zoning district would have its own name, such as “Hospital District,” and would include development standards that accommodate the SUMC Project as proposed.  Specifically, the SUMC Project sponsors have identified the following standards for this new Hospital District:15 
· Permitted uses would include: private educational facilities; private universities; hospitals; outpatient medical facilities; medical research; medical offices; medical support services; retail services in conjunction with a permitted use; eating and drinking services in conjunction with a permitted use; and accessory facilities and activities customarily associated with or essential to permitted uses, and operated incidental to the principal use.

· As long as proposed uses are consistent with the zoning requirements, projects developed on these sites would be subject to architectural review and approval, but would not require a conditional use permit.

· The maximum FAR for the area for the inboard Welch Road areaMain SUMC Site would be 1.5 to 1.  FAR would be calculated based on the total contiguous area within this zone, rather than on a parcel by parcel basis.  The maximum FAR for the Hoover Pavilion Site would be 0.5 to 1.

· Rooftop, basement, interstitial space, and interior areas used to enclose mechanical equipment shallwould be excluded from floor area calculations. 

· The maximum site coverage (GAC)16 for the inboard Welch Road areaMain SUMC Site would be 40 percent of the site area.  The GAC for the Hoover Pavilion site would remain at 30 percent.  Parking facilities would not be counted in determining site coverage.  Site coverage would be calculated based on the total contiguous area within this zone, rather than on a parcel-by-parcel basis.

· The maximum height on the mainMain SUMC site would be 130 feet and the maximum height on the Hoover Pavilion site would be 60 feet (for new structures).  Helicopter pads on top of buildings would be excluded from height calculations. 

· No yard adjoining a street would be less than 10 feet, measured from the curb to the base of the buildings and not including any awnings or other projections.  This setback requirement would not apply to below-grade parking facilities or portions of buildings that bridge a street.

· No standards would be specified for site area, site width, or site depth.

· Regulations governing accessory facilities and uses, and governing the application of site development regulations in specific instances would be established by Chapter 18.88.18.42.
· Parking requirements would be performance-based, as established during review of project design.  Parking would be provided to meet projected needs, with consideration given to the potential for reduced parking demand due to the proximity of the Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Center. 

The proposed boundaries of the new district are depicted in Figure 2-9 in Section 2, Project Description.  The proposed zoning changes would resolve potential zoning inconsistencies associated with the Project. With the adoption of the new Hospital District, the SUMC Project would be consistent with the Palo Alto Zoning Ordinance.   Impacts would be less than significant with respect to zoning regulations.

Shopping Center Project 

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan Policies.   As shown in Table 3.2-2, above, the Shopping Center Project would not conflict with any Comprehensive Plan policies. There would be no impact with respect to policy consistency. 

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations.   The Shopping Center Site is designated for Community Commercial uses in the Comprehensive Plan.  This land use designation does not allow hotels.  Therefore, a Commercial Hotel overlay district is proposed for the Shopping Center Site as part of the Shopping Center Project.  The proposed Commercial Hotel overlay district would require a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA).   The Community Commercial land use designation was adopted for the City’s development planning purposes rather than for the purposes of mitigating an environmental impact, therefore, modification of this designation would not result in a significant impact.  

Other text modifications to the Comprehensive Plan are proposed to modify the Shopping Center Site development cap.  Specifically, the Shopping Center Project sponsor proposes to modify Program L-24, as follows (underlined text would be added and strikethrough text would be deleted):17 (Note to Reviewer: There is some discrepancy between the numbers provided by the Shopping Center Applicant, the Zoning Ordinance, and the Comprehensive Plan. These numbers should be reviewed carefully.)  [Simon amended its application by letter of December 11, 2007 to correct this.]
Stanford Shopping Center shall maintain an overall development cap of 1,762,3621,772,362 square feet, comprised of no more than 1,652,362 square feet of commercial uses and no more than 120,000 square feet of hotel and associated uses.  Although primarily characterized by one- and two-story buildings, taller structures are appropriate for parking and hotel uses. Maintain a Stanford Shopping Center development cap of 80,000 square feet of additional development beyond that existing on June 14, 1996.
Following adoption of the CPA, no conflicts with land use designations would exist.  Impacts would be less than significant with respect to land use designations.  

Consistency with the Palo Alto Zoning Ordinance.  The Shopping Center Site is zoned for Community Commercial uses in the Palo Alto 2007 Zoning Map.  While most aspects of the Shopping Center Project would be consistent with this zoning, development at the Shopping Center Site is capped at 1,412,362 square feet, which the proposed development under the Shopping Center Project would exceed by 224,503 square feet.  Moreover, current zoning does not allow hotel uses.  (Note to Reviewer: There is some discrepancy between the numbers provided by the Shopping Center Applicant, the Zoning Ordinance, and the Comprehensive Plan. These numbers should be reviewed carefully.)  [This discrepancy has been corrected as noted above.]
Under the Shopping Center Project, the Shopping Center Site would be rezoned to allow proposed uses.   The City would rezone the Shopping Center Site prior as part of the approval process for the Shopping Center Project.  The new development cap would allow no more than 1,652,362 square feet of commercial uses and no more than 120,000 square feet of hotel and associated uses.  

The height of the proposed hotel would be 56 feet.  This would exceed the City’s 50-foot height limit; however, a design enhancement exception has been requested per Section 18.76.050 of the Zoning Ordinance.  Design enhancement exceptions that permit minor exceptions to zoning regulations may be granted when the exception would enhance the design of a proposed project without altering the function or use of the site, or its impact on surrounding properties.  The design enhancement exception would be applied to the hotel only.  Parking structures and retail building would be below the 50-foot height limit.  Following approval of a design enhancement exception, the Shopping Center Project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to zoning regulations.  

LU-2.
Conflicts with Established Residential, Recreational, Educational, Religious, or Scientific Uses in the Area: 

· The SUMC Project would not conflict with residential, recreational, educational, religious or scientific uses.  (NI) 

· The Shopping Center Project would not conflict with residential, recreational, educational, religious or scientific uses.  (NI)

SUMC Project

Several of the uses identified under this criterion occur within the Project Area vicinity. There are residences at 1100 Welch Road, across Welch Road from the Main SUMC Site, and there are residences and living facilities (such as the Stanford West Apartments, Ronald McDonald House and the Hyatt Classic Residences [an independent and assisted-care facility]) located along Sand Hill Road.  There are recreational fields adjacent to the SUMC Site within Stanford University. The nearest scientific and educational facilities are Stanford University buildings, the closest of which is less than 50 feet from the Main SUMC Site.  The closest schools to the Project Area are Packard Children’s Hospital School at the LPCH hospital, Palo Alto High School, approximately 0.7 miles east of the SUMC Sites, and Addison Elementary School, approximately 1.2 miles northeast.  The nearest private schools are Castilleja School, 1.1 miles northeast, and Montessori School, approximately 1.0 miles northeast.  Finally, there is a church (Memorial Church) on the Stanford University Campus, approximately 0.4 miles from the SUMC Sites, and a chapel in the SHC hospital. 
A land use conflict would occur if a project would significantly impede the function of surrounding uses.  The function of surrounding uses would be impeded if localized noise, air emissions, or hazardous materials exposure produced by the project would disrupt surrounding operational activities.  For example, constructionoperation of a heavy industrial plant next to a school could produce hazardous emissions and noise, resulting in potential health risk and disturbances that would make the school site unfit for occupation by students and faculty.  The industrial plant would severely disrupt the function of the school and would thus create a land use conflict.  Use restrictions within Municipal Code zoning districts are generally intended to prevent incompatible uses from being located next to each other.  However, in the event that an existing use would be intensified and reconfigured, such as under the SUMC Project, an examination of the changes in development against a site’s relationship with surrounding uses is warranted.  It should be noted that construction-period impacts occur prior to operation/implementation of a proposed land use and thus do not contribute to land use incompatibilities.  (Note: This approach differs from our discussions during the EIR Team meeting on December 18, during which we discussed that this analysis would focus on the fact that there is no change in land use.  However, given that there is a noise issue from the generators along Welch Road, we felt that this approach would better cover that issue.  This approach is still generally consistent with the concept that a conflict would occur if the function of an adjacent land use is impeded.  Please see next paragraph.)  [OK]
The SUMC Project would not introduce a new land use but would intensify and reconfigure the established hospital, clinic/medical office, and research/laboratory uses on the SUMC Sites.  The nearest sensitive use, per the subject significance criteria, are the residences at 1100 Welch Road (across Welch Road from the Main SUMC Site).  Noise and air emissions from the SUMC Project are addressed in Sections 3.5, and 3.7 of this EIR, respectively.  Hazards and hazardous materials impacts are addressed in Section 3.12.  Section 3.7, Noise, indicates that location ofthe proposed seven new emergency generators between SHC and Welch Road could be heard at the residences in exceedance of City standards.  However, the Noise section also states that the proposed emergency generators would operate under a very restrictive testing schedule (which most likely would occur during weekday daytime hours).  Each generator would be tested once per week for 30 minutes.  As such, even if during these testing periods noise could exceed City standards at the residences, these occurrences would be sporadic and during times when residents would typically be out of their homes.  As such, the noise from the generators would not impede the function of the nearest residences.  Additionally, no significant impacts related to hazardous materials would occur, due to the federal, State, and local regulations that the SUMC Project must comply with.  Lastly, while operational emission of the SUMC Project would exceed regional standards (see Section 3.5, Air Quality), the emissions would contribute to an existing condition, would be significant on a regional rather than a local level, and would not impede the function of any existing nearby land use.  As such, the SUMC Project would not conflict with nearby residential, recreational, educational, religious or scientific uses.  

Shopping Center Project

As discussed above, many of the uses identified under this criterion are found within the vicinity of the Project Area.  With respect to the Shopping Center Site, the residences most likely to be affected by development would be those along Sand Hill Road.  Residences in the City of Menlo Park are separated from the Project Area by Sand Hill Road and the San Francisquito Creek corridor.  The closest park, El Camino Park, is across El Camino Real from the Shopping Center Site.  The nearest scientific facilities are Stanford University and the medical office buildings south of the Shopping Center Site, along Welch Road.  These buildings are 1,500 feet or more from the Shopping Center Site.  Palo Alto High School is on El Camino, approximately 0.6 mile east of the Shopping Center Site.  The nearest religious use is a Jehovah’’s Witness Kingdom Hall, located north of the Intermodal Transit Center and approximately 1,000 feet from the Shopping Center Site. ‎ 

As described under the SUMC Project analysis, aA land use conflict would occur if a project would significantly impede the function of surrounding uses.  The function of surrounding uses would be impeded if localized noise, air emissions, or hazardous materials exposure produced by the project would disrupt existing operational activities.  Use restrictions within Municipal Code zoning districts are generally intended to prevent incompatible uses from being located next to each other.  Construction-period impacts occur prior to operation/implementation of a proposed land use and thus do not contribute to land use incompatibilities.      

The Shopping Center Project would expand established retail shopping center uses at the Shopping Center Site.  In addition, the Shopping Center Project would introduce a new hotel use.  Noise and air emissions from the Shopping Center Project are addressed in Sections 3.5, and 3.6 of this EIR.  Hazards and hazardous materials impacts are addressed in Section 3.12.  No localized operational impacts were found in these sections that suggest that the uses proposed under the Shopping Center Project, including the new hotel use, would impede the function of established uses.  Therefore, no conflict with residential, recreational, educational, religious or scientific uses would occur.  

LU-3.
Physical Division of an Established Community:  

· The SUMC Project would not physically divide an established community. (NI)

·  The Shopping Center Project would not physically divide an established community. (NI)

SUMC Project

While the SUMC Sites are located along boundary of Palo Alto and Santa Clara County, the SUMC Project would be an urban infill project at sites that currently support hospital, medical office/clinic and research/laboratory facilities.  No physical barriers would be added that would physically separate the SUMC Sites from their surroundings.  Existing land use connectivity and circulation routes within the bounds of the SUMC Sites and between the SUMC Sites and their environs would be maintained, and enhanced in some locations.  No impact would be expected to occur.  

Shopping Center Project

The Shopping Center Project would involve urban infill within the bounds of an existing retail shopping center.  No physical barriers would be added and no abrupt changes in land use would result from development of the Shopping Center Project.  Existing land use connectivity and circulation routes within the bounds of the Shopping Center Site and between the Shopping Center Site and its environs would be maintained.  No impact would be expected to occur.  

LU-4.
Farmland Conversion:  

· The SUMC Project would have no impact on conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. (NI)

· The Shopping Center Project would have no impact on conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. (NI) 

SUMC Project

The SUMC Project would require the annexation of a small (approximately half0.75-acre) area from Santa Clara County. This area is designated for Major Educational and Institutional Uses in the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan. The parcel retains an A1 agricultural district zoning in the Santa Clara County Zoning Map. However, the A1 zoning allows university uses if a conditional use permit is obtained, and Stanford has a use permit that allows academic and support uses on this site.  No agricultural uses actually occur within the area, which contains an ancillary landscaped area for existing medical buildings.  Thus, development of the area for academic uses would constitute a less-than-significantresult in no impact on farmland.  

Shopping Center Project

The Shopping Center Project would involve commercial infill on an urbanized property that does not support farmland.  No impact on farmland would occur. 

LU-5.
Adverse Changes to Overall Existing or Planned Land Uses in the Area:  

· While the SUMC Project would intensify the planned uses within the SUMC Sites, the SUMC Project would not change the overall type or intensity of existing or planned land use patterns in the area surrounding the SUMC Sites.  Changes to overall development intensity in the area would be less than significant No impact would occur.  (NI)

· While the Shopping Center Project would intensify and change the existing uses within the Shopping Center Site, the Shopping Center Project would not change the overall type or intensity of existing or planned land use patterns in the area surrounding the Shopping Center Site.  Changes to overall development intensity in the area would be less than significant.   (LTS)

SUMC Project

While the SUMC Project would intensify the planned uses within the SUMC Sites, the SUMC Project does not propose to change the overall existing or planned land use patterns in the area surrounding the SUMC Sites.  Surrounding land uses in the area include medical office uses outboard (primarily) of Welch Road; permanent and temporary residential and assisted care uses along Sand Hill Road; and the San Francisquito Open Space along Sand Hill RoadCreek open space beyond; the Shopping Center Site; El Camino Park to the east of El Camino Real; and portions of the Stanford University campus.  The SUMC Project would not directly or indirectly change the type or intensity of these uses; intensification of land use would be isolated to the SUMC Sites.  No impact would occur. 
Shopping Center Project

While the Shopping Center Project would intensify and change the plannedsupplement existing uses within the Shopping Center Site, the Shopping Center Project does not propose to change the overall existing or planned land use patterns in the area surrounding the Shopping Center Site.  Surrounding land uses in the area include medical office uses outboard ofalong Welch Road; permanent and temporary residential and assisted care uses along Sand Hill Road; the San Francisquito Open SpaceCreek open space along Sand Hill Road; El Camino Park and the Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Station to the east of El Camino Real; the SUMC Sites; and portions of the Stanford University campus.  The Shopping Center Project would not directly or indirectly change the type or intensity of these uses.  Intensification of land use would be isolated to the Shopping Center Site.  

(Note to Reader: This discussion has been added per the applicants’ comments on the Alternatives section.) Alteration of the existing and planned Shopping Center Site land use plan would not result in a significant impact.  Although the proposed hotel would be constructed at a location that is currently planned for retail development, retail intensities would be shifted to another location of the Shopping Center Site to accommodate the hotel’s building footprint.  A large portion of the Shopping Center Site is covered with surface parking lots, which could be reconfigured for a new site plan.  New parking garages are proposed under the Shopping Center Project to consolidate existing parking and accommodate parking spaces that would be displaced by the footprints of new buildings proposed under the Project.  Further parking adequacy impacts are discussed in Section 3.4, Transportation.  

The above notwithstanding, there is potential, examined below, for the Shopping Center Project to affect off-site land uses within the City.  That is, the expansion of the Shopping Center could capture demand for retail and hotel services within Palo Alto and the surrounding region that is currently satisfied by existing businesses.  Although social and economic impacts are generally not considered significant under CEQA, under certain circumstances, the geographic shift in demand for services can result in physical impacts, primarily the deterioration of existing retail shopping areas and downtown cores.  If it is projected that existing uses could go out of business as competition from a proposed project increases, resulting in vacant storefronts, decreased maintenance, and a decrease in pedestrian traffic, such changes are referred to as “urban decay,” an adverse impact on existing land uses. 

(Note to Reader: This discussion has been added per the applicants’ comments on the Alternatives section.) Economic effects associated with the proposed hotel were analyzed in two market demand reports and can be used to predict potential urban decay effects.  Prior to submittal of the Shopping Center Project application, the Shopping Center Project sponsors retained PKF Consulting to conduct a hotel market potential study.18  At the request of the City, Economic Research Associates (ERA) conducted a peer review of this study19 to verify that the market assumptions and conclusions of the PKF study were correct and that the Shopping Center Site could support the proposed hotel.  ERA identified a total of 2,710 hotel rooms within an approximate 15-minute drive time of the Stanford Shopping Center, which constitute the primary and secondary hotel market area.  At an average annual occupancy of 70 percent, these hotels collectively generate about 1.4 million room-nights.20  Total hotel room-nights experienced strong growth over the last four years.  ERA concluded that, adjusting for an annual decline in room-nights in the market area by five percent over the next three years due to the current national financial uncertainties, a market share capture for the proposed hotel of 10 percent and a target annual occupancy of 75 percent would translate into market support for a 275-room hotel at the Shopping Center Site.  The proposed hotel would have approximately 120 rooms.  Therefore, the size of the hotel proposed under the Shopping Center Site would not exceed market demand and would not be expected to generate excessive competition with existing hotel uses.  Economic competition with existing hotel uses would not be expected to generate urban decay or other physical impacts on existing or planned land uses.  No urban decay impact would occur as a result of the proposed hotel. 

Additional urbanUrban decay effects associated with proposed retail development were assessed in an Urban Decay Analysis prepared by CBRE Consulting,21 which is available at the City Department of Planning and Community Environment upon request.  This analysis modeled economic and physical effects that expansion of the Shopping Center would likely have on local retailers in the Stanford Shopping Center’s market areas.  The City conducted a peer review of the analysis to assure the residents and businesses of Palo Alto that the results of the analysis conducted on the Stanford Shopping Center’s behalf is accurate and that all impacts have been adequately evaluated.  

(Note to Reader: The findings in the following paragraphs may change somewhat following incorporation of the City’s edits to the CBRE Urban Decay Analysis.  Current text does not reflect the recommendations of the peer review.) [What is the status of this peer review and when will we see it?] For the purposes of this study, the primary market area is defined as the cities and towns of Palo Alto, Menlo Park, Redwood City, Woodside, Atherton, Mountain View, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, and Portola Valley.  The secondary market area was defined as eight cities outside of the primary market area: San Carlos, Belmont, Foster City, San Mateo, Hillsborough, Burlingame, Cupertino, and Saratoga.

In general, the primary and secondary market areas’ retail markets are strong with low vacancy. The San Francisco Peninsula continues to be a region with diverse retail markets.  Most retailers are in smaller centers or in primarily suburban areas such as Downtown Palo Alto and Downtown Menlo Park and would not be likely to experience negative impacts from the Stanford Shopping Center Expansion as many of the stores in these areas would not compete directly with the types of stores planned for the Shopping Center Project.  However, the analysis indicated that the Shopping Center Project could result in impacts on existing retailers within two categories: home furnishings/appliances sales and apparel sales.  No other categories of retailers were projected to be impacted.  

The analysis indicated that the Stanford Shopping Center Expansion could divert a maximum of $36.1 million in apparel sales and $8.1 million in home furnishings/appliances sales from existing primary and secondary market area retailers.  Retail sales markets experience a typical variation of approximately 3 percent annually. In the home furnishings/appliances category, the economic impact was estimated at less than the typical 3 percent variation.  Consequently, the impact on home furnishings/appliances retailers associated with expansion of the Shopping Center would be within the standard range of variation, and the Shopping Center Project would not significantly contribute to urban decay within this retail category.  Beyond the typical 3 percent variation in retail sales, the impacts in the apparel category were estimated at $22.9 million.  This translates to approximately 53,100 square feet of apparel store space that could be at risk for closure with implementation of the Shopping Center Project.  

Although less competitive apparel businesses could close as a result of the Shopping Center Project, existing shopping centers in the primary and secondary market areas have low vacancy rates, which is an indication of the combined market area’s stable performance and ability for commercial landlords to fill vacancies as they occur.  This market strength suggests that vacated retail spaces have the potential to be successfully re-tenanted.  This potential for re-tenanting extends to all segments of the market areas and remains strong even in side-street locations such as the streets crossing and parallel to University Avenue in Downtown Palo Alto.

The study findings concluded that while some existing retailers could be negatively impacted by the Stanford Shopping Center Expansion, any resulting store closures that would occur would likely be re-tenanted within a reasonable timeframe, especially by retail categories that are not served by the stores at the Stanford Shopping Center. Moreover, re-leasing activity can be beneficial to a market area by expanding opportunities for strong retailers and providing opportunities for retailers new to the market.  Based upon these findings, CBRE Consulting concluded that the development of the Shopping Center Project would not contribute to urban decay in the primary or secondary market areas, resulting in a less-than-significant impact on those commercial land uses.

Cumulative Analysis

The Projects would have no impacts regarding land use compatibility or conflict, division of an established community, or farmland conversion.  As such, the Projects would have no potential to contribute to cumulative impacts regarding these issues, and these issues are not discussed below.  Also, conflictsconflict with adopted land use plans and policies is a project-specific rather than cumulative issue, and as such this issue is not discussed here.  Cumulative retail urban decay impacts associated only with the Shopping Center Project are discussed below.   No urban decay effects associated with the proposed hotel uses (Shopping Center Project only) were determined at the project level of analysis; therefore, the hotel is not considered in the discussion of urban decay impacts.  For cumulative retail urban decay issues, the geographic context is the Stanford Shopping Center’s regional market area, as defined previously under Impact LU-5.  

LU-6.
Cumulative Adverse Changes to Overall Existing or Planned Land Uses:  The Projects, in combination with other foreseeable development, would result in less-than-significant changes to the overall existing or planned land use pattern in Northwestern Palo Alto.  (LTS)

· The SUMC Project would not contribute to the cumulative impact. (NI) 

· The Shopping Center Project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. (LTS)

2025 Cumulative Impact

Cumulative retail development would result in competition for retail sales throughout a larger regional area, which could cause less competitive retail businesses to close.  Impacts would be felt directly in a primary market area or in a more diffuse way in a secondary market area.  For the purposes of this study, the primary market area is defined as the cities and towns of Palo Alto, Menlo Park, Redwood City, Woodside, Atherton, Mountain View, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, and Portola Valley.  The secondary market area was defined as eight cities outside of the primary market area, :  San Carlos, Belmont, Foster City, San Mateo, Hillsborough, Burlingame, Cupertino, and Saratoga. 

The Urban Decay Analysis22 indicated that cumulative retail development in the Shopping Center’s primary and secondary market areas could displace existing retail apparel business.  No other retail categories would be affected by cumulative retail development. 

Cumulative economic impacts in the apparel category (notwithstanding a 3 percent annual variation in retail sales) would be $32.3 million in displaced apparel sales, which translates to 74,900 square feet of apparel store space at risk for closure.  However, as indicated in the project-level analysis and in the CBRE Consulting report, the market area has a low vacancy rate, and it is anticipated that any storefronts that would be vacated as the result of cumulative retail expansions would be re-tenanted within a short amount of time.  Therefore, cumulative impacts on urban decay associated with retail expansion would be less than significant. 

Combined Projects Contribution

This Combined Project anlaysis is provided for informational purposes.  Since the SUMC Project would not result in urban blight, the combined impact is the same as the impact from the Shopping Center Project.
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