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3.3
Visual Quality (Aesthetics)

Introduction

This section discusses how development of the SUMC Project and the Shopping Center Project would affect the existing visual quality in the Project Area and its vicinity.  Visual quality pertains to how people see and experience the environment, particularly its visual character.  Visual character consists of spatial and scale relationships, and the line, form, color, and texture of an area’s natural features and man-made elements.  Natural features include landforms, street trees, rock outcrops, vegetation, and water bodies.  Man-made elements include buildings, structures, parking areas, roads, roadway interchanges and overpasses, above-ground utilities, signs, and lighting fixtures.  The Projects’ impacts on visual quality are discussed in terms of:

· Changes to the existing visual character of the SUMC and Shopping Center Sites and their immediate surroundings;

· Obstruction or alteration of views of protected resources under the Comprehensive Plan, such as the foothills, East Bay Hills, and the El Camino Real Gateway;

· Compliance with the City’s urban design policies, contained in the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code (Municipal Code), including Title 18 Zoning Ordinance (Zoning Ordinance); and the Draft El Camino Real Design Guidelines (for informational purposes); and

· Introduction of new sources of light, glare, and shadows.

To determine the baseline for this analysis, PBS&J conducted a visual survey of the Project Area and its vicinity on November 7, 2007.  PBS&J documented existing structures, landscaping, paths, streets, and open space; noticeable regional topographic features; and views from sensitive public vantage points and circulation routes of aesthetic importance.  This baseline is compared to post-development conditions anticipated at SUMC Project full buildout in 2025 and at partial buildout in 2015, and Shopping Center full buildout in 2015.  Full buildout conditions are depicted through visual simulations,1 prepared by William Kanemoto and Associates.  Post-development conditions are also depicted through a verbal description of how proposed changes would affect the baseline (existing conditions).

Visual quality issues/comments identified in response letters responding to the Notice of Preparation and oral and written comments during the Planning Commission and City Council public scoping meetings for the Projects were considered in preparing this analysis.  Comments pertained to impacts of proposed buildings on views from residential areas, from the El Camino Real corridor (the gateway into Palo Alto from Menlo Park), and from where the structures would be most visible; shadow impacts; loss of open space; and impacts on views of the Hoover Pavilion.  These comments were received from the Palo Alto Planning and Transportation Commission and City Council, City of Menlo Park, and private individuals and organizations.  Members of the City Council also requested during the scoping period that views from heavily-travelled roads be addressed.

Existing Conditions

Visual Character

Regional Character.  The City is located on the San Francisco Peninsula (Peninsula) in Santa Clara County, approximately 20 miles north of San Jose and 32 miles south of San Francisco.  The Peninsula is bounded by the Pacific Ocean on the west and San Francisco Bay (Bay) on the east.  Figure 2-1 in the Project Description shows the SUMC Sites and Shopping Center Site within this regional setting.

The San Andreas Fault Rift Zone is one of the defining physical features of the Peninsula.  The San Andreas Fault Rift Zone runs parallel to I-280 through Santa Clara County, forming the Santa Cruz Mountains.  The mountain range divides the Peninsula into two parts: the Bay side to the east and the Coast side to the west.  The Bay side of the Peninsula is warm and relatively dry, while the Coast side is cool and damp.  Most urban development occurs on the Bay side of the Peninsula, while the Coast side is principally rural.  The Santa Cruz Mountains borders Santa Clara County to the west, dividing it from neighboring Santa Cruz and San Mateo Counties.  The Project Area is located in Santa Clara County, on the Bay side of the Peninsula.  The foothills2 of the Santa Cruz Mountains are visible from the City and are afforded view protection by the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

The City is bordered by the cities of Menlo Park to the north, East Palo Alto to the east, Mountain View and Los Altos to the south, and the Town of Los Altos Hills to the southwest.  Unincorporated Santa Clara County, which includes most of the Stanford University campus, also runs along the western border of the City.  With the exception of the Town of Los Altos Hills, all of the aforementioned cities, including Palo Alto, fall within the relatively flat lowlands that extend from the Bay towards Junipero Serra Boulevard,3 which is an arterial that runs in a north-south direction 1 mile west of the SUMC Sites, in unincorporated San MateoSanta Clara County.

The slope in the lowlands is less than five percent.  West of Junipero Serra Boulevard elevations rise, peaking at, the crest of the Santa Cruz Mountains, Pulgas Ridge.  The peak elevation of this mountain range is around 700 feet above mean sea level (msl).  Across the San Francisco Bay to the east, the East Bay hills are also visible in the distance.  The average elevation of the City is 56 feet above msl.

The densest development in the region is typically located in the lowlands.  Such development includes commercial and industrial buildings, and multiple-family and single-family homes.  Breaks in this dense development pattern include open spaces along the waterfront, typically east of US 101, and large surface parking areas or large setbacks along major arterials.  Near the Project Area, the Stanford University campus and San Francisquito Creek provide additional open space areas.  Development density gradually decreases westward, as elevation increases.  While some of the nearby foothills are highly developed, other foothill areas consist of large open space areas, such as the Arastradero Open Space Preserve, Windy Hills Open Space, Foothills Park, and Wunderlich County Park, are located in the foothills.  The foothills next to the Stanford University campus are the least developed.

Project Area.  The Project Area is comprised of the SUMC Sites and the Shopping Center Site, and is in the northwestern portion of Palo Alto.  As stated in the Section 2, Project Description, true northwest is considered project north for the purposes of this analysis; as such, Sand Hill Road runs along the northern boundary of the Project Area, El Camino Real runs along the east, and the Stanford University campus is located to the south and west.  The heavily vegetated San Francisquito Creek open space runs north of Sand Hill Road and delineates the Palo Alto and Menlo Park border.  This northwestern portion of the City is relatively flat, with a west-east elevation gradient of less than one percent.  Development in the Project Area is architecturally diverse but predominantly manicured and suburban.  However, the adjacent portions of the Stanford University campus include a mix of institutional development, open fields, and undeveloped oak woodlands.

Visibility of Regional Features.  As previously described under the Regional Setting, the major natural topographical features in the region include the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west of the City, and the San Francisco Bay and East Bay hills to the east.  On clear days, the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains are visible in the distance facing west and southwest from many Project Area vantage points and from adjacent streets, residential areas, and open spaces.  The Bay and East Bay hills are not visible from the Project Area.  The flat topography and low elevation of the Project Area restrict sightlines such that that no single feature is visible throughout the entire Project Area.  The visibility of regional topographic features from local vantage points within and surrounding the Project Area, including public streets and open spaces, is discussed in more detail under the Viewsheds and View Corridors subsection below.

Development Pattern and Architectural Character.  Building heights within the Project Area range from approximately 15 to 65 feet tall, and buildings immediately east of the Main SUMC Site are as tall as 88 feet.  The 65-foot-tall Hoover Pavilion (without rooftop appurtenances) is the tallest building within the Project Area (it is 110 feet tall to the highest point of the rooftop appurtenance).  Building height at the Main SUMC Site ranges from 15 to 5150 feet (without rooftop appurtenances), and total building footprint is roughly 650,000 square feet.  The 70-acre Shopping Center Site, in the eastern portion of the Project Area, consists of large commercial buildings with heights of approximately 50 feet (without rooftop appurtenances).

Architectural details and façade treatments in the Project Area are disparate, ranging from glass and steel, terracotta, Art Deco, modern-style, and ornate concrete screen treatments.  Most of the buildings in the Project Area, however, have minimal ornamentation.  Some buildings in the Project Area, such as the LPCH and Hoover Pavilion Site sheds, feature broken massing and staggered setbacks, resulting in irregular building footprints and façades.  Other buildings in the Project Area, such as the 1959 Hospital Building complex and retail buildings in the Shopping Center Site, have box-like massing.

Vegetation and Open Space.  Vegetation in the Project Area is patchy, resulting from irregular landscaping treatments that include grassy areas, manicured lawns, formal street trees and sidewalk landscaping, and informal patches of large, mature trees.  Palo Alto regulates "street trees” which are trees commonly achieving 10 feet in height and capable of being shaped and pruned to develop a branch-free trunk at least 9 feet in height, which are located along public streets, boulevards, alleys and walks, public parks, or in public places in the City.  Street trees line the public thoroughfares in the Project Area (not including Campus Drive West, Vineyard RoadLane, and the portion of Pasteur Drive south of Blake Wilbur, all of which are private streets).  Street trees are particularly dense along Sand Hill Road. Landscaping is thicker at the SUMC Sites than at the Shopping Center Site.  While large, mature trees occur throughout the sites, along building edges and within parking lots, patches of large trees are most dense at the 1101 Welch Road propertiesproperty and at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  The Shopping Center Site contains an outdoor mall and as such features attractively designed landscaping that includes flower planters, mature trees, smaller trees, art sculptures, water features, and benches and eating areas.

Adjacent to the Project Area, landscaping is also varied.  The open space corridor along San Francisquito Creek north of the Shopping Center Site contains thick riparian vegetation and a pedestrian trail.  El Camino Park is east of the Project Area and includes a grassy playfield bordered by street trees.  Although much of the Stanford University campus to the south of the Project Area consists of wooded and grassy open space, the portion of the campus west of the Main SUMC Site contains several large structures surrounded by formal landscaping and lawns.

SUMC Sites.  The SUMC Sites comprise approximately 66 acres and include two sub-sites:  the approximately 56-acre Main SUMC Site and the approximately 9.9-acre Hoover Pavilion Site.  The Main SUMC Site is off Sand Hill Road and is primarily bounded to the north and east by Welch Road and to the south and west by Stanford University lands in unincorporated Santa Clara County.  The Hoover Pavilion Site is about 1,100 feet [NOTE:  The Project Description says the distance is 1,700 feet.  Please resolve discrepancy.] east of the Main SUMC Site, at the southeast corner of Quarry Road and Palo Road.  The SUMC Sites cumulatively feature approximately 20 acres of building footprint, 19 acres of landscaped area, and 29 acres of paved surfaces, and 2 acres of planted roof.4  Approximately 1,562 trees, including native and non-native ornamental species, have been identified on the SUMC Sites. Species are numerous and include but are not limited to coast live oaks, coast redwoods, Chinese pistache, Canary Island pine, Maidenhair tree, and Japanese flowering cherry.5  It should be noted that the occurrence of Protected Trees are addressed in Section 3.9, Biological Resources.

(Note:  SUMC comments indicated that, for the below discussion, “The focus should be on site features that are visible from the corridors specified as visually important in the Comp Plan-- here, Sand Hill Road.”  However, we have generally kept the description of on-site development below as previous since this discussion provides a description of on-site visual character/development, which is the focus of this discussion per the above heading “Visual Character.”  This description ties into the VQ-2 analysis, which discusses impacts on on-site character.  We then provide a focus on what on-site features are visible from Sand Hill Road under the discussion “Viewsheds and View Corridors.” [OK]
Main SUMC Site.  Generally, development character within the Main SUMC Site is institutional.  The Main SUMC Site is the most densely developed site in the Project Area, featuring an interconnected series of hospital buildings, generally including the Stanford Hospital, Hospital Expansion, and LPCH (see Figure 2-5 in Section 2, Project Description).  Clinic buildings and a multiple-story garage are also among this series of buildings.  As described previously, building height at the Main SUMC Site ranges from 15 to 5150 feet (up to three stories) without rooftop appurtenances, or approximately 15 to 65 feet, with rooftop appurtenances.  Also, buildings in adjacent portions of the Stanford University campus are as tall as 88 feet, without rooftop appurtenances.  Total building footprint is roughly 650,000 square feet and is most concentrated at the 1959 Hospital Building complex.  Development intensity decreases to one- and two-story structures and surface parking areas just inboard of Welch Road.  This development pattern continues just north and westeast of Welch  Road, where residences, office uses, and Sand Hill Road (a designated scenic road) are located.
Buildings at the Main SUMC Site include various architectural styles that incorporate glass and steel, and ornate concrete screen treatments.  The most visually distinctive structure in the Main SUMC Site is the 1959 Hospital Building complex (designed by Edward Durell Stone and thus also called the Stone Building complex).  The 1959 Hospital Building complex, located at the terminus of Pasteur Drive in the Main SUMC Site, features a formalist modern architectural style with a highly ornamental and geometric façade (see Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, for a further discussion of the building’s architectural style).  The complex is approximately 38 feet tall without the rooftop appurtenance (it is 55 feet tall to the highest point of the rooftop appurtenance).  It should be noted that this complex is on the southern end of Pasteur Drive and is not visible from Sand Hill Road and residences along the road, as explained later under Viewsheds and View Corridors.

The Main SUMC Site includes a number of walkways, courtyards, and entryways to hospital buildings.  Pasteur Drive is a distinctive frontage to the 1959 Hospital Building complex and features an open lawn, fountain, and a courtyard containing formal hedges, stone paths, benches, street banners, and mature trees.  Pasteur Drive is partially visible from the Sand Hill Road scenic route, as explained later under Viewsheds and View Corridors.  The open spaces within the site provide ample sky views, and streetStreet-level amenities provide a pedestrian-oriented character within the site. 

Hoover Pavilion Site.  The Hoover Pavilion Site consists of the 65-foot-tall Hoover Pavilion (without rooftop appurtenance), the Nurse’s Cottage, and several small storage sheds.  With its rooftop appurtenance, the Hoover Pavilion reaches 110 feet in height.  There is also a childcare center at the southeast corner of the site.  Total building footprint at the Hoover Pavilion Site is 37,884 square feet with a FAR of 0.26.0.24.6 

The Hoover Pavilion itself is a dominant and distinguishing structure at this site and in the Project Area.  It has a T-shaped floor plan with a five-story central block, a six-story tower, and four-story wings.  The building’s stepped pyramid shape (referred to as a “ziggurat” in architectural terms), vertical emphasis of window bays, and stylized floral and geometric panels and fixtures typify the architectural style of the Art Deco movement (see Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, for a further description of the Hoover Pavilion’s architectural style).  The Hoover Pavilion features terra cotta-colored walls and a coral-colored roof, which stand out in contrast to the lighter colored buildings and vegetation in the Project Area.  Also, as one of the taller buildings in the Project Area, the Hoover Pavilion is visible from many vantage points on the Shopping Center Site and from the LPCH.  The Nurses’ Cottage, located southwest of the Hoover Pavilion, is a one- to two-story building with an irregular footprint.

The majority of the Hoover Pavilion Site is covered by surface parking lots, although large trees and landscaped walks also surround the buildings within the Hoover Pavilion Site.

Shopping Center Site.  The 70-acre Shopping Center Site, in the eastern portion of the Project Area, features an open-air mall comprised of clustered commercial structures transected by pedestrian walkways and surrounded by surface parking lots.  Structures on the Shopping Center Site are generally large, one- to three-story buildings.  These buildings feature ground level display windows, cantilevered awnings, and other contemporary architectural details.  Façade treatments consist of light colored stucco and similar materials.  Building massing is regular, with minimal façade relief.  At present, the most visually prominent buildings on the Shopping Center property are the large department and grocery stores located on the outer corners of the site—Macy’s Men’s, Bloomingdale’s, Andronico’s, and Nordstrom’s.  The Shopping Center Site contains a number of interior landscaped pedestrian corridors, many of which are covered by awnings.

As described previously, the Shopping Center Site contains an outdoor mall and as such features attractively designed landscaping that includes flower planters, mature trees, smaller trees, art sculptures, water features, and benches and eating areas.  Also, 1,652 trees are present in the Shopping Center Site,7 along building perimeters and in parking areas.  Mature trees (including but not limited to coast live oak, coast redwood, [NOTE:  there are no redwoods on the Shopping Center Site.]cherry, hackberry, plum, and hackberry trees) as well as smaller trees are present.

Figure 2-19 in Section 2, Project Description, provides thean illustrative site plan that would most likely be built underfor the Shopping Center Project.  As shown in the figure, development would likely occur along El Camino Real and Quarry Road (although final development could potentially occur elsewhere on the 70-acre Shopping Center Site).  As shown in the figure, development would likely occur along El Camino Real and Quarry Road.  This area is comprised of surface parking lots along El Camino Real, two parking structures along Quarry Road, and a one-story restaurant at the corner of El Camino Real and Quarry Road.  Trees are incorporated into the surface parking lots, and manicured landscaping is featured along the edges of the site.

Viewsheds and View Corridors

A “viewshed” is an area of land, water, and/or other environmental and physical elements that is visible from a fixed vantage point.  Viewsheds can be expansive or relatively small depending on observer position, topography, and the presence of foreground obstructions.  The term “view corridor” refers to views along a path, roadway, or other horizontal corridor.  View corridors often have limited visibility to either side due to obstructions such as development or vegetation; a view from a view corridor that has limited lateral visibility is referred to as a channelized view.

The below descriptions of the El Camino Real Gateway, views from scenic routes, views of foothills from public roads, and view of the Projects from other sensitive vantage points are provided here to support the analysis discussions under Impact VQ-3 later in this section.  Discussions under Impact VQ-3 address whether the Projects would significantly alter public viewsheds or view corridors or scenic resources.

Appearance of El Camino Real Gateway.  A gateway is a key area of entry and exit into a city or district typically located along a major transportation route.  The El Camino Real Gateway bounds the Project Area to the east.  El Camino Real (State Route 82) is a State Historic Route and major arterial that runs north-south from San Francisco to San Jose.  The El Camino Real Gateway is a six-lane arterial with a grassy center divide.  Street trees line the edges of this gateway.  It is bordered by the San Francisquito Creek riparian corridor and the parking lots of the Shopping Center Site to the west and by the wooded and field portions of El Camino Park to the east.  The gateway features light posts and painted crosswalks.

The Comprehensive Plan calls for enhancement of this corridor.  Policy L-71 of the Comprehensive Plan states that the City should “Strengthen the identity of important community gateways, including the entrances to the City at… El Camino Real…”  The Comprehensive Plan also notes that El Camino Real has numerous design flaws, such as a lack of visual and pedestrian amenities. 

Regarding views of foothills from the El Camino Real Gateway, there are minorlimited background views of foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains from El Camino Real.  Figure 3.3-1 shows the minor background view of the foothills from El Camino Real near Sand Hill Road.

Figure 3.3-1
Existing View Looking Southwest on El Camino Gateway from Menlo Park

Views from Sand Hill Road Scenic Route.  Comprehensive Plan Program L-71 recognizes Sand Hill Road, University Avenue, Embarcadero Road, Page Mill Road,/ Oregon Expressway, I-280, Arastradero Road (west of Foothill Expressway), Junipero Serra Road/Foothill Expressway, and Skyline Boulevard as scenic routes.  The Project Area is visible from Sand Hill Road and is not visible from other recognized scenic routes due to distance, topography, or intervening structures or landscaping.
Sand Hill Road provides a linkage between El Camino Real and I-280, a California Scenic Highway.  Generally, suburban-scale development flanks Sand Hill Road to the north and open spaces within Stanford University lands flank this road to the south (except along the Project Area, where development intensifies south of Sand Hill Road).  Informal groupings of oak trees, California natives, and eucalyptus set in natural grasses and wildflowers are common landscape elements.  Trees run along most portions of Sand Hill Road.  For the purposes of this discussion, Sand Hill Road is further described in two segments:  the western segment runs between I-280 and Santa Cruz Avenue, and comprises the higher-elevation portions of the Sand Hill Road.  The eastern segment runs between Santa Cruz Avenue and El Camino Real, and comprises the lower-elevation portions of the Sand Hill Road.

Western Segment of Sand Hill Road.  This portion of Sand Road is at a higher elevation, roughly upward of 200 feet above MSL.  On clear days, the view from this western part of Sand Hill Road features distant views of the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west and the Bay to the east, although these views are intermittent and channelized.  The East Bay hills are intermittently visible.  Facing east along this road, taller structures in and around the Project Area and west and east of El Camino Real are visible.  The views of the East Bay hills are partially obstructed by these taller structures, including the Stanford University 285-foot-tall Hoover Observation Tower (within Stanford University and outside the Project Area), the 110-foot-tall rooftop appurtenance of the Hoover Pavilion, and taller office structures near Downtown Palo Alto (east of El Camino Real). Structures within the Main SUMC Site are barely visible from this portion of Sand Hill Road due to obstructions from vegetation and the one- to two-story clinic/office buildings outboard of Welch Road.  No structures within the Shopping Center Site are visible from this portion of Sand Hill Road.
Eastern Segment of Sand Hill Road.  The eastern stretch of Sand Hill Road differs from thein character from the western portion.  Due to lower and more flat topography, taller structures such as the Hoover Observation Tower are not visible.  Development intensifies and is most apparent between Vineyard RoadLane and El Camino Real.  Still, on clear days, channelized views of foothills are visible facing east (towards the East Bay hills), and background views of foothills are partially visible facing west (towards the Santa Cruz Mountains).  The Project Area occurs along the lower, eastern stretch of Sand Hill Road (from Pasteur Drive to El Camino Real).  While this lower portion of the corridor is lined with street trees, vegetation is less dense and building mass increases.

In the vicinity of the Main SUMC Site, Sand Hill Road intersects Pasteur Drive but, except for a small area adjacent to Pasteur Drive and another small area farther to the east, where a new access road (Durand Way) is proposed, Sand Hill Road is separated from the Main SUMC Site by properties outboard of Welch Road.  The Main SUMC Site is partially visible at the intersection of Pasteur Drive and Sand Hill Road, while most of the Main SUMC Site is obstructed by trees and buildings.  As shown in Figure 3.3-2, views of the Main SUMC Site include Pasteur Drive (the main driveway into the Main SUMC Site), banners, street lamps, and no views of hillsides or expansive open spaces.  Also, a minimal view of existing buildings within the Main SUMC site is visible from this intersectionlocation.

The Shopping Center Site is directly visible from Sand Hill Road, which narrows to a two-lane street with a center divide east of Arboretum Road.  Travelers along this portion of Sand Hill Road readily see parking lots, small trees, light posts, and department store buildings looking south.

As shown in Figure 3.3-3, distant views of the [foothills of the?] Santa Cruz Mountains are visible looking west from some locations along the eastern portion of Sand Hill Road, such as the Sand Hill Road/Arboretum Road intersection.  AlongAt this intersection, the top of the existing LPCH structure is visible in the background and partially obstructs those hillside views.

As shown in Figure 3.3-4, the Shopping Center’s commercial buildings and parking lots are directly visible looking southeast from the intersection of Sand Hill Road/Aboretum Road.  An approximately 1,500-foot-long segment of wooded, riparian vegetation occurs across Sand Hill Road from the Shopping Center Site.  This open space area, referred to as the San Francisquito Creek open space, is not listed on the City’s official listing of parks and preserves.8  However, because it is designated for open space uses in the Comprehensive Plan and includes a pedestrian/bike trail, it is considered to be a visually sensitive use.

Views from Public Streets.  Comprehensive Plan Policy L-3 requires that the City guide new development to respect views of the foothills and East Bay Hills from public streets.  Accordingly, this discussion is limited to a description of the views of foothills and East Bay Hills that may be affected by the Project.  Public streets in and around the Project Area include El Camino Real, a portion of Pasteur Drive, Welch Road, Arboretum Road, Quarry Road, and Sand Hill Road.  El Camino Real and Sand Hill Road are addressed above, and the remaining streets are discussed below.

· Quarry Road.  Quarry Road is a four-lane arterial that runs in an east-west direction along the southern boundary of the Shopping Center Site and the Main SUMC Site, and along the northern boundary of the Hoover Pavilion Site.  Portions of Quarry Road feature minor, channelized views to panoramic, but background, views of the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains.  The Quarry Road intersection with Vineyard RoadLane features panoramic, but background, views of these foothills, facing west.  The eastern portion of Quarry Road, from El Camino Real past the Hoover Pavilion Site, features channelized views of the foothills.  On other portions of Quarry Road, views of foothills are limited by vegetation and development on either side of the view corridor.  Figures 3.3-5 through 3.3-7, demonstrate that Quarry Road features background panoramic views of the foothills.

Figure 3.3-2
Existing View Looking South from Sand Hill Road

Figure 3.3-3
Existing View Looking Southwest from Sand Hill and Arboretum Intersection

Figure 3.3-4
Existing View Looking Southeast from Sand Hill Road and Arboretum Road

Figure 3.3-5 
Existing View Looking Northwest from Quarry and Vineyard

Figure 3.3-6
Existing View Looking West from El Camino Real and Quarry Road

Figure 3.3-7
Existing View Looking Northwest from El Camino Real and Quarry Road
· Arboretum Road.  Arboretum Road runs parallel to Vineyard RoadLane and divides the Shopping Center property in two.  Surrounding development consists of retail buildings and parking lots. There are some views of the western foothills from Arboretum Road, at its intersection with Sand Hill Road (see Figure 3.3-3).
·  Pasteur Drive.  Pasteur Drive extends south off Sand Hill Road and is the main driveway into the Main SUMC Site.  Pasteur Drive is a public road from Sand Hill Road up to its intersection with Blake -Wilbur Drive.  Beyond that, Pasteur Drive is a private loop road.  The public portions of Pasteur Drive feature open fields, grassy areas within its center divide, manicured lawns, mature trees, an art sculpture, lightposts and banners, various medical buildings, and parking garages.  Distant views of the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains can be seen facing west from portions of Pasteur Drive where there are open fields.
· Welch Road.  Welch Road bounds the Main SUMC Site to the north and west.  Views of hillsides at street level are largely obstructed by the height of existing development and by mature trees.  Therefore, there are no significant views of the foothills from Welch Road.

[NOTE:  Please confirm there are no significant views of the East Bay Hills from any of these locations.]
Views from Other Vantage Points

This EIR presents a discussion of the factors considered in determining whether impacts to views are significant, and which viewpoints, other than those derived from the Comprehensive Plan, should be used to determine whether there are any single uses that are inappropriate in size and scale to the surrounding uses, and whether the Project promotesProjects promote high quality, creative design, and site planning that is compatible with surrounding development and public spaces.

· Population addresses the number of people with views of a proposed project.  Road designations (e.g., highway, arterial street, or local roadway) provide an indication of the number of potential observers along travel corridors.  Open spaces defined by the Comprehensive Plan are assumed to have a large number of potential observers.

· Attention is an index of the amount of attention viewers may devote to scanning portions of the landscape.  A viewer may be distracted from observing a proposed project by competing elements, such as structures (e.g., stores, houses), planned attention-getters (e.g., billboards, traffic signs), transportation elements (e.g., moving traffic, parked cars, intersections), and human activities (e.g., pedestrians, bicyclists). Generally, viewers who move more quickly through a landscape have a lower attention index than stationary viewers; thus, stationary viewers are considered to be more sensitive. Most environments include a mix of stationary, slow-moving, and fast-moving viewers.

· Observer position refers to the relative location of an observer looking upon a proposed project.  The sensitivity of a vantage point depends on the observer’s position on both vertical and horizontal planes:

· Vertical plane.  When an observer is above the viewed object (viewer superior), views can be direct with little visual blockage.  When an observer is below the surrounding landscape (viewer inferior), views of project facilities are more readily blocked or partially screened by vegetation, landforms, and structures.  When a viewer is at the same level as the viewed object, some characteristics of both the inferior and superior viewer positions occur.

· Horizontal plane.  When an object is observed at a distance from a given vantage point it appears to be smaller than it actually is.  A distant object makes up a much smaller portion of the observer’s field of vision than a proximate object.  The average angle for human vertical field of vision is approximately 90 degrees, of which approximately 60 degrees is above the horizontal line of sight9 and of which 30 is below the line of sight.10  In simple terms, a 100-foot-tall object located 500 feet from a given vantage point would represent approximately 11 percent of the vertical height of the observer’s field of vision above the horizontal line of sight.11  At 1,000 feet, the same object would represent only 5.5 percent of the vertical height of the observer’s vertical field of vision above the line of sight.

· A scenic vista is a location that offers a high quality, harmonious, and visually interesting view.  A proposed project could potentially obstruct views from the vista or introduce visual elements that dominate or upset the textures, colors, lines, and overall visual quality of the view.

· The type of land use at the viewer’s location is dependent on surrounding views to appropriately maintain its function.  For example, a scenic recreational trail or scenic route is dependent on surrounding scenic views to appropriately maintain its function; therefore, trail users or travelers would be sensitive to changes in the surrounding views.  In general, public land uses are considered more likely to be visually sensitive, depending upon the existing views, while most private uses are not.  As stated in the Introduction, however, common areas within residential areaslocations are considered a visually sensitive use in this analysis.

The vantage points described below are identified as visually sensitive based on the factors above.

SUMC Site.  Sensitive vantage points that could potentially be impacted by the SUMC Project include residential uses in the vicinity of the SUMC Site.  The multiple-family apartments at 1100 Welch Road are directly across Welch Road from the Main SUMC Site.  The Stanford West Apartments on Sand Hill Road are in an inferior (lower) viewing position due to topography and are surrounded by vegetation along San Francisquito Creek.  Views of the SUMC Site from this location are partially obstructed.  Nonetheless, vantage points from both the multiple-family residences at 1100 Welch Road and at the Stanford West Apartments are considered sensitive to the SUMC Project due to proximity to the proposed modulesnew SHC hospital modules.  It should be noted, however, that both of these housing areas are located on land owned by Stanford University.  The occupants at 1100 Welch Road, in particular, primarily are associated with SHC and LPCH.
It should be noted that this analysis considered residences within Menlo Park, just north of San Francisquito Creek.  Based on PBS&J’s site reconnaissance on November 7, 2007, this residential area features minimal to no views of the Project AreaSUMC Sites due to (1) view obstruction by heavy vegetation along the San Francisquito Creek open space area; (2) view obstruction by structures between San Francisquito Creek and the Project Area, such as the two- to three-story Ronald McDonald House; and (3) the level position of this area relative to the Project Area.  Based on these observations, the ProjectsSUMC Project would have negligible potential to alter views from this area.
Also, the pedestrian and bicycle pathways along San Francisquito Creek isare not sensitive to SUMC Project development.  A public bike/pedestrian pathway runs along San Francisquito Creek.  Most of this pathway runs along the Stanford West apartmentsApartments and other development such as the Ronald McDonald House.  As such, the portion of the pathway that runs parallel to the Main SUMC Site is not sensitive to the intensified development at that site, which would occur further away than the existing aforementioned developments.  
City Hall was also considered as a possible visually sensitive vantage point; however, the SUMC Sites would not be visible from open space areas at City Hall (at the ground floor level) due to the building’s distance from the sites.  Offices on the upper stories of this building are not considered visually sensitive.

Shopping Center Site.  Sensitive vantage points that could potentially be impacted by the Shopping Center Project include:

· San Francisquito Creek open space, east of the Shopping Center Site.  This open space corridor along San Francisquito Creek, across Sand Hill Road from the Shopping Center Site, would have views of development under the Shopping Center Project.  Adjacent to the Shopping Center Site, this open space contains no structures.  Trees and vegetation partially screen visibility; however, from some vantage points, the Shopping Center Site is still directly visible.  As a publicpublicly accessible open space, San Francisquito Creek open space is considered a visually-sensitive use.  This area is designated as Streamside Open Space on the Comprehensive Plan land use map and as Community Commercial on the Zoning Map.  (Note: This area is sensitive to the SC Site but not the SUMC Site because it would have direct views of the SSC Site and not the SUMC Site.  Also, the open space area that runs along the SSC Site contains no existing structures, as opposed to the path that runs along the SUMC.)
· Residences along Sand Hill Road, north of Shopping Center Site.  As previously indicated, the site plan depicted in Figure 2-19 (see Section 2, Project Description), illustrates the most likely general configuration ifof new structures for the Shopping Center Project.  That site plan would concentrate new development along El Camino Real and Quarry Road.  However, construction could occur elsewhere on the 70-acre Shopping Center Site.  If development would occur on other portions of the Shopping Center Site, sensitive uses could include residential uses at Sand Hill Road and Arboretum DriveRoad and the Ronald McDonald House along Sand Hill Road.  These uses would have direct views of the Shopping Center Site.

Residential areas along Sand Hill Road, northwest of the Shopping Center Site (including the Hyatt Classic Residences), the 101 Alma Street residences, and the residential area across San Francisquito Creek in the City of Menlo Park were considered as additional possible sensitive vantage points.  The common open areas within the Hyatt Classic Residences along Sand Hill Road currently do not feature views of the Shopping Center Site due to obstruction by vegetation and topography.  The 101 Alma Street residences are on the opposite side of El Camino ParkReal from the Shopping Center Site.  Ground-level public portions of this residential development do not feature views of the Project Area due to obstruction by other buildings.  As previously discussed, the heavy vegetation along San Francisquito Creek plus intervening structures block views of the Project Area from the neighboring Menlo Park residential area.  Therefore, these residential areas are not considered sensitive to visual changes in the Shopping Center Site.  [NOTE:  It seems like there is an inconsistency with the following statement in the previous paragraph :  “If development would occur on other portions of the Shopping Center Site, sensitive uses could include residential uses at Sand Hill Road and Arboretum Road and the Ronald McDonald House along Sand Hill Road.  These uses would have direct views of the Shopping Center Site.”  Please resolve.]
El Camino Park, a public playfield12 across El Camino Real from the Shopping Center Site, is not visually sensitive to development on the Shopping Center Site.  El Camino Real is a busy, six-lane arterial that divides the Shopping Center Site from the park.  El Camino ParkReal would distract field users from intensified development at the Shopping Center Site.  Also, users of the sports fields within the park would be focused on the active sporting activities on the site rather than the general visual environment.  

City Hall was also considered as a possible visually sensitive vantage point; however, the Shopping Center Site would not be visible from open space areas at City Hall due to distance.  Views of the Shopping Center from offices on the upper stories of this building are not considered visually sensitive.

While views from the above roadways and other sensitive vantage points are specifically addressed in this analysis, the City acknowledges that views from a larger geographic context may be affected by the Projects.  However, the above vantage points represent those vantage points from which the Projects would most be visible given their distance from and topographic relationship with the Project Area.  The proposed structures would have the largest impact on the above sensitive vantage points, which are mostly near the Project Area, because the proposed structures would comprise a larger portion of proximate observers’ field of vision from these points.  For example, the proposed 130-foot-tall SHC modules would rise to about 29 percent of the vertical height of the observer’s field of vision at a distance of 250 feet, approximately the distance from the proposed replacement SHC hospital site to the intersection of Pasteur Drive and Welch Road.  At the intersection of Pasteur Drive and Sand Hill Road, 650 feet from the site, the modules would represent 11 percent of the vertical height of the observer’s field of vision.  At Quarry Road, near the location of the existing emergency room, 900 feet from the site, the modules would represent only eight percent of the vertical height of the observer’s field of vision.  Thus, the impacts of even the tallest proposed structures would diminish with distance from the Project Area.  However, topography is another consideration.  For example, superior (higher) vantage points would offer increased views of a site for greater distances.  As indicated above, elevation in the City generally decreases from I-280 towards US 101 and the Bay, and such topography provides opportunity for views of distant hills or tall structures.  Views from the western, higher elevation portions of Sand Hill Road (near the Santa Cruz Avenue intersection) are discussed previously relative to the Project Area.

Applicable Plans and Regulations 

There are no relevant applicable State or federal regulations governing visual quality impacts; however, applicable local regulations are listed below.  Applicable policies from the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan are listed and discussed in Section, 3.2, Land Use.

Palo Alto Architectural Review

The Palo Alto architectural review process assesses the design of all proposed construction and proposed changes and additions to commercial, industrial, and multiple-family projects.  The process requires a recommendation from the Architectural Review Board (ARB), which is composed of five members, at least three of whom are architects, landscape architects, building designers or other design professionals. Based on the recommendation of the ARB, architectural approval then is made by the Planning Director, with possible appeal to  or by the City Council.
Architectural review takes place before building permits are issued, and ensures that new development is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and environment.  The ARB weighs several design considerations when reviewing a project, including the following:13
· Integral Architectural Concept – the design should be cohesive, with a coherent composition.

· Bulk and Mass – the proposed alignment with building lines on adjoining properties, modulation of mass, and land use should create an impression of harmony.

· Circulation – entries, exits, ADA access, and pedestrian features should be appropriately placed and pedestrian friendly.

· Landscaping – landscaping should be incorporated at the beginning of the design process and should be built into the design wherever possible (at the base of freestanding signs, within recessed windows, in-ground plantings, etc.).

· Lighting – the appropriateness of the lighting plan can be determined in part through photometric diagrams.

· Quality of Materials – the project should use authentic finishes (real stone, etc.).

· Colors – colors should harmonize with adjacent buildings and should be part of a carefully selected, limited palette.

· Existing Buildings – the project should indicate any proposed improvements to existing buildings.

· Signage – the signage program should be consistent with proposed uses and the surroundings.

· Hardscape – certain locations may require special paving to enhance the pedestrian experience, or permeable surfaces to reduce surface runoff.

· Streetscape – buildings should be compatible with the entire block, including trees and streetscape; streetscape should be considered in design concept.

· Ancillary Features - Mechanical screening, downspout placement, awnings and sun shading systems should fit in with the overall design and efficiently achieve their intended function.

· Resource Management – the project should consider green building or sustainable design strategies.

· Alternatives to the Proposed Design – the design team should indicate any alternatives that were considered and why they were discarded.

The ARB also reviews projects for compliance with code requirements for building materials, signage, landscaping, setbacks, and other design elements specified in the Municipal Code (see Municipal Code policies below).

In preparation for the review of the projectproposed developments by the ARB, City staff prepares a staff report that provides project background, a summary of the project description, and a discussion of any issues related to Zoning or Comprehensive Plan compliance, and compliance with the ARBArchitectural Review Findings and Context Based Design criteria (if applicable).  Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval are also attached to the report.  The project applicant must present his/her proposed design at a public hearing.  During the hearing, ARB members, City staff, and the public may ask questions, make comments, or raise concerns about the project design.  At the conclusion of the public hearing, the ARB may make a motion and vote on a recommendation to be forwarded to either the Director of Planning and Community Environment (Director) or the City Council (depending on the type of project) to formally approve (either with or without Conditions of Approval) or deny the project.  The recommendation is forwarded to the director or City Council for final decision.  In the case of the Projects, theThe ARB recommendation concerning the SUMC Projects will be forwarded to City Council for approval.  The ARB does not have authority to approve or deny projects, so unless ARB recommendations are accepted by either the Director or City Council, the recommendations are not binding.  For the Shopping Center Project, the ARB will forward the Stanford Shopping Center Design Guidelines for Planning Commission consideration and City Council adoption.  The ARB and Planning Director approval process will occur later, guided by and subject to the Design Guidelines, when actual construction is proposed.
Architectural review approval cannot be granted unless the project meets stringent criteria.  As stated in Municipal Code Section 18.76.020, neither the directorDirector, nor the city council on appealCity Council, shall grant architectural review approval, unless it is found that:

(1)
The design is consistent and compatible with applicable elements of the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan;

(2)
The design is compatible with the immediate environment of the site;

(3)
The design is appropriate to the function of the project;

(4)
In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or historical character, the design is compatible with such character;

(5)
The design promotes harmonious transitions in scale and character in areas between different designated land uses;

(6)
The design is compatible with approved improvements both on and off the site;

(7)
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;

(8)
The amount and arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and the function of the structures;

(9)
Sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions of the project and the same are compatible with the project’s design concept;

(10)
Access to the property and circulation thereon are safe and convenient for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles;

(11)
Natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the project;

(12)
The materials, textures, colors and details of construction and plant material are an appropriate expression to the design and function and whether the same are compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structures, landscape elements and functions;

(13)
The landscape design for the site, as shown by the relationship of plant masses, open space, scale, plant form, and foliage textures and color create a desirable and functional environment whether that landscape concept depicts an appropriate unity with the various buildings on site;

(14)
 Plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety that would tend to be drought resistant and to reduce the consumption of water in its installation and maintenance;

(15)
The design inis energy efficient and incorporates renewable energy design elements; and

(16)
The design is consistent and compatible with the purpose of architectural review.

As of the preparation of this analysis, both Projects are undergoing preliminary Architectural reviewReview procedures, and have revised their originally- proposed site plans.14  Further details on the review process that both Projects will continue to undergo are provided later in the section under Environmental Analysis.

Palo Alto Municipal Code

Chapter 2.21 of the Municipal Code establishes the procedures and duties of the ARB, Planning Director and City Council discussed above. The ARB performs duties specified in Title 16 (Building Regulations), Title 18 (Zoning), and any other applicable sections of the Municipal Code.

Section 18.23.030 of the Municipal Code discusses design measures to minimize the visual impacts of lighting on abutting or nearby residential sites from adjacent roadways.  This policy requires that:15
· Exterior lighting in parking areas, pathways, and common open space shall be designed to achieve the following: (1) provide for safe and secure access on the site, (2) achieve maximum energy efficiency, and (3) reduce impacts or visual intrusions on abutting or nearby properties from spillover and architectural lighting that projects upward.

· The use of high pressure sodium and metal halide are permitted light sources. Low pressure sodium is not allowed.

· Exterior lighting fixtures shall be mounted less than or equal to 15 feet from grade to top of fixture in low -activity or residential parking lots and 20 feet in medium- or high -activity parking lots.

· Where the light source is visible from outside the property boundaries, such lighting shall not exceed 0.5 foot-candle as measured at the abutting residential property line.

· Interior lighting shall be designed to minimize nighttime glow visible from and/or intruding into nearby properties and shall be shielded to eliminate glare and light spillover beyond the perimeter property line of the development.

· Light fixtures shall not be located next to driveways or intersections, which obstruct clear sight distance triangles.

· Lighting of the building exterior, parking areas, and pedestrian ways should be of the lowest intensity and energy use adequate for its purpose, and be designed to focus illumination downward to avoid excessive illumination above the light fixture.

· Pedestrian and security lighting fixtures should be directed downward. Architectural lighting that projects upward from the ground as used in landscaping, courtyards, or building accent should be directed so as not to affect abutting land uses.

· Unnecessary continued illumination, such as illuminated signs or back-lit awnings, should be avoided. Internal illumination of signs, where allowed, should be limited to letters and graphic elements, with the surrounding background opaque.  Illumination should be by low intensity lamps.

· Timing devices should be considered for exterior and interior lights in order to minimize light glare at night without jeopardizing security of employees. At the time of project approval the project applicant must demonstrate how interior and exterior lighting sources will be reduced after operating hours or when the use of the facility is reduced.

Section 18.23.050 of the Municipal Code discusses design measures that shall be imposed on new developments in order to ensure compatibility with adjacent uses, particularly residential uses.  This policy requires that16:
· Walls facing residential properties shall incorporate architectural design features and landscaping in order to reduce apparent mass and bulk.

· Loading docks and exterior storage of materials or equipment shall be screened from view from residential properties by fencing, walls, or landscape buffers.

· All required interior yards (setbacks) abutting residential properties shall be planted and maintained as a landscaped screen.  For landscape buffers to provide a visual screen, trees and shrubs in the buffer area shall be installed in a manner that provides maximum visual separation of residential uses from the commercial or industrial use, taking into consideration topography and sight lines from residences.

· For sites abutting residential properties, a solid wall or fence between 5 and 8 feet in height shall be constructed and maintained along the residential property line where privacy or visual impacts are an issue.

· All exterior mechanical and other types of equipment, whether installed on the ground or attached to a building roof or walls, shall be screened from the public and, if visible and feasible, from overhead view.

Section 18.40.130 of the Municipal Code discusses landscaping design measures applying to new development projects.  This policy requires the following:

· Utilities (e.g., transformer cabinets, pads, fiber optic trenching and above -ground cabinets, large water check valves) and underground utilities shall not be placed within required landscaped areas, except where they will not preclude appropriate planting of trees and will be predominantly screened from public view.

· All landscaping within multi-family, commercial, and industrial zoning districts shall be equipped with automatic irrigation systems. Backflow preventers shall be located near the main structure to the maximum extent feasible, and shall be predominantly screened from public view.

· For all development within commercial and industrial zoning districts, lawn areas shall not exceed 15 percent of the planting area on a property. Required common areas, active recreation areas, and areas located within the public right-of-way between the curb and public sidewalk shall not count against such lawn area.

· Landscaping within surface parking areas shall include tree plantings designed to result in 50 percent shading of parking lot surface areas within 15 years.

· All required perimeter yards shall be landscaped. The landscaping of these yards shall, at a minimum, consist of a combination of living vegetation, such as trees, shrubs, grasses or ground covergroundcover materials. The director may, however, allow a combination of hardscape and landscape to satisfy landscape requirements where the visual quality and screening functions of the hardscape/landscape area are maintained. Landscape buffering and screening shall be designed to create compatible relationships of scale and appearance with neighboring properties.

· Plant material shall be maintained in a healthy, disease-free, growing condition at all times. All required planting areas shall be maintained free of weeds, debris, and litter.  The planning director may specify conditions of approval to assure that dead or diseased plantings are replaced in a timely manner and with adequate replacement plantings.

Title 8, Trees and Vegetation, of the Municipal Code protects two categories of Regulated Trees (Protected and Heritage Trees, Chapter 8.10, and Street Trees, Chapter 8.04) that occur on public or private property from removal or disfigurement.  Chapter 18.76.020(d) of the Municipal Code also specifies that the architectural review process includes findings on “whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the project.”  A typical amenity tree that may be designated for protection is one that possesses beneficial characteristics, such as an outstanding highly visible tree specimen contributing to the existing site, neighborhood or community.  Designated trees are established by the City when a project is subject to the discretionary design reviewArchitectural Review process by the ARB.  Regulations pertaining to Regulatedregulated and designated trees are discussed further in Section 3.9, Biological Resources.

El Camino Real Master Schematic Design Plan (2003 Draft)

The Draft El Camino Real Master Schematic Design Plan (ECR Plan) was issued by the City in March 2003 and has not yet been adopted.  Because the ECR Plan is not yet adopted, this discussion of the ECR Plan is provided for informational purposes only. While El Camino Real is a State highway under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the Caltrans Office of Community Planning fosters collaboration with local communities to ensure that highway design is sensitive to communities’ goals and interests.  Caltrans’ Demonstration Grant Program provides funding opportunities to the City and other communities to address more “context-sensitive design” for El Camino Real.  The City intends to use the ECR Plan to apply for federal, State, or other funding to construct its planning projects along El Camino Real.

Most goals and objectives in the ECR Plan cover the El Camino Real right-of-way and do not address the development within adjacent private parcels such as the Shopping Center Site.  However, some of the goals and objectives apply to development along El Camino Real and its sidewalks, which may be affected by private development.  Among these goals and objectives that pertain to visual quality are:

· Change the character of El Camino Real to an aesthetically attractive corridor that projects a positive image for Palo Alto;

· Increase the amount of land within the right-of-way for landscaping, and the number, health, and size of trees and other landscaping along the edges of the street and in the median, to achieve a shaded, tree-lined, landscape; and

· Improve the quality and condition of streetscape elements (lighting, benches, bus stops, etc.) and the paving of the roadway and sidewalks.  Public art and new landscaping must also contribute to this objective.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance

Based on significance thresholds determined by the City of Palo Alto, either of the Projects would result in a significant visual quality impact if theyit would:

· Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings;

· Significantly alter public viewsheds or view corridors or scenic resources (such as trees, outcroppings or historic buildings along a scenic roadway);

· Require substantial terrain modifications that would degrade the visual character of the site;

· Allow for new development that would violate existing Comprehensive Plan policies regarding visual resources;

· Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area; or

· Substantially shadow public open space (other than public streets and adjacent sidewalks) between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. from September 21 to March 21.

The potential for each Project to violate existing Comprehensive Plan policies regarding visual resources is addressed in Section 3.2, Land Use.  As such, this criterion is not addressed in this section because doing so would be duplicative.  Also, it should be noted that, while visual impacts from landscaping alterations are discussed in this section, the more specific issue regarding loss of Protected Trees, as defined under the City of Palo Alto’s Tree Preservation and Management Regulations, is addressed in Section 3.9, Biological Resources.

Methodology for Analysis

Significance determinations for the impact analysis are based on the extent of changes in the visual character and quality of the Project Area and surroundings, as well as the change in quality of views from key vantage points.  Changes in visual character are affected  primarily by building scale, height, and mass.  Landscaping, lighting, exterior architectural treatments and materials are also considered in determining the resulting character and its compatibility with surrounding development.  Context and expectations are also considered.  If any of the structures proposed would have a design that is contrary to the policies of the Comprehensive Plan, as implemented in the City’s Architectural Review process, it would create a significant adverse effect.  Similarly, if the scale, height, and mass of the proposed buildings would demonstrably substantially degrade existing views from key vantage points, such as roadways that are protected under the Comprehensive Plan and other sensitive viewer locations, then a significant adverse effect would result.17  A change in views is considered adverse if the resulting development pattern demonstrably contravenes the vision for the City that is expressed in the Comprehensive Plan.
To demonstrate potential impacts from implementation of the Projects, visual simulations of the proposed construction were prepared by William Kanemoto and Associates.  The visual simulations provide existing and representative post-construction (2025) views from nine selected vantage points.  While the simulations for the SUMC Project are a representation of finalcurrently proposed design, simulations for the Shopping Center Project are a massing study with some design elements illustrated.  The simulations for the Shopping Center Project do nonot represent final articulation and design.  Selection of the nine vantage points was based on the previously identified viewer locations or roadways, and on vantage points that were identified during the scoping process offor the Projects as areas of concern, such as areas where a large number of viewers could occur.  Figure 3.3-8 provides a map of the nine vantage points from which visual simulations are depicted.  The vantage points depict views from the following locations:

Vantage Point 1 –
depicts views of the Main SUMC Site from Sand Hill Road and Pasteur Drive

Vantage Point 2 –
depicts views ofacross the Shopping Center Site and beyond to the Main SUMC Site looking southwest from Sand Hill Road and Arboretum DriveRoad
Vantage Point 3 – depicts views of the Shopping Center Site looking southeast from Sand Hill Road and Arboretum DriveRoad
Figure 3.3-8
Project Area Vantage Points

Vantage Point 4–
depicts views of the Shopping Center Site looking south from the El Camino Real Gateway from the Menlo Park border
Vantage Point 5–
depicts views of the Shopping Center Site looking northwest from El Camino Real and Quarry Road

Vantage Point 6–
depict views of the Hoover Pavilion Site and Shopping Center Site looking west from El Camino Real and Quarry Road

Vantage Point 7–
depicts views of the Hoover Pavilion Site looking southwest from Quarry Road

Vantage Point 8–
depicts views of the Shopping Center Site looking north from Arboretum Road and Quarry Road

Vantage Point 9–
depicts views of the Main SUMC Site (LPCH expansion) looking westnorthwest from Quarry Road at Vineyard RoadLane
Environmental Analysis

VQ-1.
Temporary Degradation of Visual Character during Construction:

· The SUMC Project would substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of the SUMC Sites during construction.  (S)

· The Shopping Center Project would substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of the Shopping Center Site during construction.  (S) 

SUMC Project

Main SUMC Site.  The SUMC Project would substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of the Main SUMC Site during construction.  As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, construction on the Main SUMC Site wouldis anticipated to take place over a 12-year period, with estimated completion in 2021 (although full utilization and occupancy would not occur until 2025).  During the construction stage, there would be temporary but adverse visual impacts within the 56-acre site from the demolition of existing buildings, the assembly of new structures, and from equipment staging.  The landscaped area along Pasteur Drive would be used to temporarily house equipment and building materials during the construction process.

Moreover, aside from the conditions above, there would be periods where both existing and new buildings would be erect and operable, creating a cluttered, crowded appearance that could be overwhelming in comparison to existing conditions.  For example, at the 2015 point of development, the new SHC hospital building; the Hoover Pavilion clinic and garage;[NOTE:  Not relevant to the Main SUMC Site.] the LPCH hospital expansion and clinic; and FIM 1 wouldcould be erect.  However, most of the 1959 Hospital Building complex (which later would be demolished) also would still be erect.  Because a number of the existing buildings would remain standing and many new structures would be completed at this intermediate stage of construction, net building massing (existing plus new massing) would exceed both existing and final buildout conditions.  The resulting cluttered, crowded appearance would contribute to the substantial degradation of visual conditions at the Main SUMC Site during construction.   [NOTE:  Please indicate that the “crowded” area would be limited to locations at and around the 1959 Hospital Building complex, and those areas would not be visible from any scenic roadways or public streets.  The other proposed demolitions will have occurred before new buildings are constructed, so there would not be any other crowded areas, and we do not anticipate any cluttered areas.]
Hoover Pavilion Site.  Construction at the Hoover Pavilion Site wouldis anticipated to last twothree years, estimated from early 2010 to late 2012.  There would also be temporary adverse visual impacts resulting from the demolition of existing sheds, the assembly of new structures, and from equipment staging.  Construction on the Hoover Pavilion Site would be less intensive and would be completed sooner than construction at the Main SUMC Site; however, it temporarily would result in substantially degraded visual conditions at this site, amidst the distinctive Hoover Pavilion, and along the heavily travelled Quarry Road.  Impacts would be temporary but significant.

Mitigation Measure.  Mitigation Measure A.VQ-1.1 below would reduce visual impacts during  construction to less than significant.  (LTS)

A. VQ-1.1
Implement Construction Visual Improvements Plan.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall develop and implement a Construction Visual Improvements Plan that would make visual improvements to construction zones within a given construction phase and between phases if the zone is not scheduled for construction activity or would remain unused for a period greater than six months.  Construction zones subject to this mitigation measure shall be defined by the Planning Director, and shall consider the size of the area, the nature and timing of the construction activity, and the proximity or visibility of the area to public vantage points or. including public areas at residential uses.  The Construction Visual Improvements Plan shall be implemented by the project contractor(s) and must be approved by the Planning Director.  The intent of the plan iswould be designed to aesthetically improve portions of the project site that would remain unimprovedbe affected by construction activity for an extended period and, to the extent practicable, screen the construction zonestaging areas from view by passersby along the public streets and sidewalks.  Possible improvements in the plan include, but are not limited to, the following (if timelines other than six months are specified below, the shorter of six months or the time specified below shall apply):  
a.
The SUMC Project sponsors shall minimize storage of construction equipment  and vehicles on-site.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall conceal staging areas with fencing material to be approved by the Planning Director prior to commencement of use of the staging area for construction equipment and vehicles.

b.
The SUMC Project sponsors shall frequently remove construction debris and refuse from the SUMC Sites.

c.
The SUMC Project sponsors shall install all landscaping as early as feasible to decrease visual impacts of construction.  Existing landscaping within the SUMC Sites that would not be removed by the construction shall be maintained.

Shopping Center Project

As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, no detailed information about construction phasing or activities for the Shopping Center Project is available as of the preparation of this document.  However, Shopping Center Project construction wouldis assumed to be completed by 2015.

The Shopping Center Project would substantially degrade of the existing visual character and quality of the Shopping Center Site during construction.  During the construction stage, there would be temporary but adverse visual impacts resulting from demolition, the assembly of new structures, and from equipment staging within a large portion of the 70-acre site. 

If the site plan depicted on Figure 2-19 would bewere implemented, retail buildings 1 through 12 and two garages would be constructed on the eastern parking lot along the El Camino Real frontage and at its Sand Hill Road intersection.  Resulting unsightly constructionConstruction conditions would be directly visible from the El Camino Real gateway and would adversely impact the appearance of the gateway.  Degradation of the appearance of the gateway conflicts with Comprehensive Plan Policy L-71, which seeks to provide a clear and memorable gateway appearance and enhance gateway sites.  The construction would also be visible from the Sand Hill Road scenic route and would thus degrade views from this route.  This degradation of views is a conflict with Comprehensive Plan Policy L-69, which seeks to preserve scenic qualities of Palo Alto roads.     [NOTE:  This discussion assumes, without explanation, that any change in the view of the Gateway or from the scenic route constitutes “significant degradation.”  This discussion does not establish that a view of construction rises to the level of a significant environmental impact.  This is particularly unusual for such a temporary impact, and was surely not envisioned to be covered by the Comp. Plan visual policies.]
Mitigation Measure.  Mitigation Measure B.VQ-1.1 below would reduce visual impacts during  construction to less than significant. (LTS)

B.VQ-1.1
Implement Construction Visual Improvements Plan.  The Shopping Center Project sponsor shall develop and implement a Construction Visual Improvements Plan that would make visual improvements to construction zones within a given construction phase and between phases if the zone is not scheduled for construction activity or would remain unused for a period greater than six months.  Construction zones subject to this mitigation measure shall be defined by the Planning Director, and shall consider the size of the area, the nature and timing of the construction activity, and the proximity or visibility of the area to public vantage points or public areas at residential uses.  The Construction Visual Improvements Plan shall be implemented by the project contractor(s) and must be approved by the Planning Director.  The intent of the plan iswould be designed to aesthetically improve portions of the project site that would remain unimprovedbe affected by construction activity for an extended period and, to the extent practicable, screen the construction zonestaging areas from view by passersby along the public streets and sidewalks.  Possible improvements in the plan include, but are not limited to, the following (if timelines other than six months are specified below, the shorter of six months or the time specified below shall apply):

a.
The Shopping Center Project sponsor shall minimize storage of construction equipment  and vehicles on-site.  The Shopping Center Project sponsor shall conceal staging areas that are larger than [size] with fencing material to be approved by the Planning Director prior to commencement of use of the staging area for construction equipment and vehicles.
b.
The Shopping Center Project sponsor shall frequently remove construction debris and refuse from the Shopping Center Site.

c.
The Shopping Center Project sponsor shall install all landscaping as early as feasible to decrease visual impacts of construction.  Existing landscaping within the Shopping Center Site that would not be removed by the construction shall be maintained.

VQ-2.
Permanent Degradation of Visual Character Post Construction:

· Through the City’s required architectural reviewArchitectural Review process, the SUMC Project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the SUMC Site and its surroundings, and would have a less-than-significant impact.  (LTS)

· Through the City’s required architectural reviewArchitectural Review process, the Shopping Center Project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the Shopping Center Site and its surroundings, and would have a less-than-significant impact.  (LTS)

SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

On-site visual character is affected by changes in on-site massing and layout, landscaping, lighting, and exterior building treatments.  The SUMC Project would generally retain the institutional character of the SUMC Sites.  However, it would increase on-site massing by adding approximately 1.3 million square feet of building floor area and raising maximum building height on the SUMC Sites from five to seven stories, reconfigure on-site layout, alter on-site landscaping  and lighting, and incorporate new building materials and treatments. However, thisThis proposed redevelopment is subject to an architectural reviewArchitectural Review process as required by Section 18.76.020 of the Municipal Code, which states that no permit required under Title 2, Title 12, or Title 16 shall be issued for a major project (a project involving the construction of a non-residential building of over 5,000 square feet) unless an application for architectural review [by the ARB]Architectural Review is reviewed, acted upon, and approved or approved with conditions.  The ARB reviews development projects against rigorous criteria and provides its recommendations, to be acted upon by the City Council.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it provides stringent findings on the resulting visual conditions resulting from the SUMC Project, as explained previously under Applicable Plans and Regulations.

As required by Municipal Code Sections 2.21 and 18.76.020(b), the SUMC Project has undergone preliminary architectural review.  Project plans have been presented to the ARB in several public hearingsstudy sessions and hearings, including the following:  December 20, 2007 (SUMC Project introduction); January 17, 2008 (SUMC design guidelines); April 3, 2008 (SUMC design guidelines); June 12, 2008 (joint session on SUMC and SSC design guidelines); June 19, 2008 (SHC); July 3, 2008 (SUMC design guidelines); July 17, 2008 (SoM); August 7, 2008 (Hoover Pavilion Site); August 21, 2008 (LPCH); October 20, 2008 (SHC/LPCH); November 20, 2008 (SHC); and December 4, 2008 (Hoover Pavilion Site).  (Note to City: Please provide dates when ARB hearings occurred.)  Also, the SUMC Project sponsors have prepared and submitted design guidelines for the SUMC Project; these guidelines must be approved as part of the architectural review process.are proposed for approval as part of the Architectural Review process.  Additional ARB hearings on the SUMC Project are anticipated through spring and summer 2009.
(Note: We will summarize SUMC Design Guidelines here after it is provided by City to PBS&J.)  [NOTE:  We have confirmed that PBSJ has received the SUMC Design Guidelines.]
As discussed in Section 3.2, Land Use, design goals have been adoptedidentified by the SUMC Project sponsors as the primary design goals of the SUMC Project.  These goals include:18
· Reinforcement of the City character and structure.

· Establishment of a unified identity for the SUMC while maintaining the distinctiveness of the individual institutions.

· Promoting a sense of security through attentiveness to personal and public safety.

· A sense of welcome to the broad community of SUMC users.

· Planning for sustainability by accommodating all travel modes (beyond walkability) and enhancing access to transit.

· Designing for efficiency in the utilization of land and other resources.

· Planning for the flexibility necessary to adapt to the dynamic nature of research universities and urban infrastructure technologies.

As such, theThe City’s architectural reviewArchitectural Review process would ensure that the SUMC Project would have less-than-significant impacts on the visual character within and surrounding the SUMC Sites.  This conclusion is explained further below.

Building Mass and Layout.  , Height and Layout.  [NOTE:  Throughout this section, the description of site and building design is very detailed-- more than is  needed or usual in an EIR.  Some features of the design may change during the City approval process.  Accordingly, we have tried to qualify some of the statements as pertaining to the currently proposed plans.  The end result would not change because the designs would be subject to Architectural Review (and presumably would improve as a result).  But we do not want to create the impression that all of these details are locked in place.]  The SUMC Project would increase on-site massing at both the Main SUMC Site and Hoover Pavilion Site.  At the Main SUMC Site, massing would most increase at the LPCH expansion site at the corner of Welch Road and Quarry Road, and at the replacement SHC hospital site off Pasteur Drive and Welch Road.  At the Hoover Pavilion Site, increased massing would occur from the new medical office/clinic and parking garage buildings. 

The proposed maximum building height would exceed current building height limits within the City.  Maximum on-site building height at the Main SUMC Site would increase from about 50 feet to 130 feet (without rooftop appurtenances).  However, it should be noted that there exist within the City structures of comparable height; for example, City Hall is a 127-foot structure.  The Stanford University 285-foot-tall Hoover Observation Tower is also extant in the vicinity of the Project Area (within Stanford University and outside the Project Area).  The existing Hoover Pavilion is 110 feet tall at the top of its rooftop appurtenance.  Finally, structures adjacent to the Main SUMC Site (within Stanford University lands) reach a height of 88 feet.

Main SUMC Site.  Based on the vantage point map provided as Figure 3.3-8, those vantage points that depict the Main SUMC Site include Vantage Points 1, 2, and 9.  Existing and post-construction views from these vantage points are provided in Figures 3.3-9, through 3.3-11.  On the eastern portion of the Main SUMC Site, the 701 and 703 Welch Road clinicsmedical office/clinic buildings would be demolished and replaced with new wings of the LPCH, which would house expanded hospital space and new offices/clinics.  The LPCH expansion would increase bulk and massing at the corner of Welch Road and Quarry Road by replacing a cluster of small one- to three-story buildings with an articulated 85-foot-tall (without rooftop appurtenance) hospital structure.  Existing landscaped open space at the corner of Welch Road and Quarry Road would be expanded as the building setback would increase.  The LPCH expansion structure would be substantially taller than the existing LPCH complex (which would not be demolished).  The existing LPCH is 46 feet tall without rooftop appurtenances,19 and the expansion structure would be 85 feet tall, 39 feet taller.

Figures 3.3-10 and 3.3-11 depict views of the Main SUMC Site from Vantage Points 1 and 2.  On the northern portion of the Main SUMC Site, the small one-story buildings at 1101 Welch Road, the two-story Parking Structure 3, and the distinctive 1959 Hospital Building complex along Pasteur Drive would be demolished.  [NOTE:  These structures are not visible from the vantage points shown on these figures.]  In place of these structures, a series of modules with broken massing would be constructed.  The currently proposed design for the series of modules is depicted in Figure 3.3-10, which shows the modules from Pasteur Drive and Sand Hill Road.  This series of modules would range from 40 feet at the top of the podium structure to 130 feet in height.  There would be five 130-foot-tall modules alongto the east side of Pasteur drive and one 64-foot-tall module at the center/median of Pasteur Drive.  Some open space at the center and east side of Pasteur Drive would be replaced by the modules.  A but, overall, the proposed site plan would result in an increase in pervious surfaces, and associated open space.  A small surface parking lot and landscaped open space would be incorporated between the replacement hospital and the 1100 Welch Road Apartments, with an underground parking garage located beneath this area.

Figure 3.3-9
View of LPCH, Looking West from Quarry and Vineyard Intersection (Vantage Point 9)  

(former 3.3-13)

Figure 3.3-10
View of Replacement SHC Hospital, Looking South from Sand Hill Road (Vantage Point 1) 

(former Figure 3.3-14)

Figure 3.3-11
View of LPCH, Looking Southwest from Sand Hill and Arboretum Intersection (Vantage Point 2) 

(former Figure 3.3-15)

At the current location of the 1959 Hospital Building complex, which is not visible from public roadways or sensitive receptors, there would be clinic buildings.  Current site diagrams show four modules that would reach 66 to 112 feet in height; these modules would house new clinic/medical office space.  There would also be new, expansive landscaped open space atin this portion of the terminus of Pasteur Drivesite.  Along the west side of Pasteur Drive, three 66-foot-tall   School of Medicine FIM buildings, currently anticipated to be up to 66 feet tall, would replace portions of the 1959 Hospital Building complex and existing open space.  The FIM buildings would be spaced apart so that landscaped open space would be incorporated between each building.

Generally, the SUMC Project would increase on-site massing and would shift massing away from the terminus of Pasteur Drivesouthwestern corner of the Main SUMC Site, moving most of the building mass onto the east side of Pasteur Drive, near the center of the Main SUMC Site.

Hoover Pavilion Site.  Based on the vantage point map provided as Figure 3.3-8, those vantage points that depict the Hoover Pavilion Site include Vantage Points 6 and 7.  Existing and post-construction views from these vantage points are provided in Figures 3.3-12 and 3.3‑13.  A proposed 60-foot-tall medical office/clinic building would be constructed on the north side of the distinctive Hoover Pavilion and a proposed 60-foot-tall parking garage would be constructed on the west side of the Hoover Pavilion.  These proposed structures would be shorter than the Hoover Pavilion, which is 65 feet tall without rooftop appurtenances and 110 feet tall to the highest point of the rooftop appurtenance.  The medical office building would be sited between Quarry Road and the Hoover Pavilion and would partially obstruct views of the Hoover Pavilion from Quarry Road.  However, as shown in Figure 3.3-12, muchmost of the east side of the Hoover Pavilion would remain unobstructed from Quarry Road, including the building’s distinctive ziggurat feature.  As shown in Figure 3.3-13, much of the landscaped open space between the Hoover Pavilion and Quarry Road would be retained.  A substantial portion of the Hoover Pavilion would still remain visible from Quarry Road.  See Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, for a discussion of the impacts of the medical office building on the historic integrity of the Hoover Pavilion.

Architectural Review of Mass and Layout.  As described previously under the Applicable Plans and Regulations, the architectural reviewArchitectural 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, 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


Figure 3.3-12
View of Hoover Pavilion Site, Looking West from Quarry Road (Vantage Point 7) 

(former Figure 3.3-16)

Figure 3.3-13
View of Shopping Center Site and Hoover Pavilion Site, Looking West from El Camino Real and Quarry Road (Vantage Point 6) 

(former 3.3-17)
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, the increased massing and changes in site layout under the SUMC Project would have less-than-significant impacts on visual character.  This architectural reviewArchitectural Review process would ensure that the proposed structures would be compatible with other structures on the SUMC Sites and with surrounding visually distinctive buildings, such as the Stanford Barn across Welch Road from the LPCH.

Landscaping.  Overall, the SUMC Project would decrease landscaped area on the ground by about 1 acre, but would increase landscapedplanted rooftops by about 7 acres.  Approximately 1,562 trees, including native and non-native ornamental species have been identified in the SUMC Sites.20  There would be removal of mature trees on both SUMC Sites, but there would also be planting of a large number of trees on both SUMC Sites.

Main SUMC Site.  The SUMC Project would redistribute landscaped open space; remove pedestrian amenities such as the fountain, benches, and street trees along Pasteur Drive; and remove many large, mature trees on site.  The currently proposed site plan would increase landscaped open space at (1) the intersection of Welch Road and Quarry Road, next to the LPCH expansion structure; (2) at the terminus of Pasteur Drivesouthwestern corner of the Main SUMC Site, where the 1959 Hospital Building complex is currently located; and (3) at the west side of Pasteur Drive, between the proposed FIM buildings; and (4) at the intersection of Pasteur Drive and Welch Road, between the replacement hospital and 1100 Welch Road residences.  The SUMC Project would eliminate landscaped and paved open space at the southern end of the Pasteur Drive median.  The visually distinctive fountain, art sculpture, pedestrian landscaping, and open space nearat the terminussouthern end of Pasteur Drive, would also be removedredesigned under the SUMC Project to serve as the clinics courtyard. (This southern portion of Pasteur Drive is a private roadway and is not visible from Sand Hill Road.)  It is expected that new pedestrian amenities would be installed at new open space and walkway locations.  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 pursuant to its design guidelines.  As demonstrated by Figure 3.3-10, the landscaping changes would not be apparent from the Sand Hill Road scenic route.

[NOTE:  Please add a discussion of the landscape and features that would be added under the Design Guidelines once those have been reviewed.]
Hoover Pavilion Site.  Construction of the medical office/clinic building and parking garage at the Hoover Pavilion Site would require removal pavement, removal of mature trees and reduction of landscaped area at the site.  Replacement of some trees by structures would be visible from Quarry Road (see Figure 3.3‑12), although most the existing trees that are visible from Quarry Road would be maintained.  Quarry Road is not a scenic route under the Comprehensive Plan. As shown in Figure 3.3-13, much of the landscaped open space between the Hoover Pavilion and Quarry Road would be retained and enhanced.

[NOTE:  Please add a discussion of the landscape and design features that would be added under the Design Guidelines once those have been reviewed.]
Architectural Review of Landscaping.  The architectural reviewArchitectural 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 reviewArchitectural 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.
Additionally,… (Note: We will summarize landscaping elements of the Design Guidelines here after the City provides the Design Guidelines to PBS&J.) [NOTE:  The Design Guidelines discussion should go earlier, where indicated above.  We have confirmed that the City has provided the Design Guidelines to PBSJ.]
Other Regulations.  In addition, as discussed under Applicable Plans and Regulations, Section 18.40.130 of the Municipal Code requires landscaping design measures for new development projects; these measures assure incorporation and maintenance of landscape features.  Also, Title 8, Trees and Vegetation, of the Municipal Code protects designatedcertain trees from removal subject to certain exceptions, and requires replacement if such trees are removed.  The specific requirements for protection and designationreplacement of trees under Title 8 are discussed further in Section 3.9, Biological Resources.

Given the above points, the changes in landscaping under the SUMC Project would have less-than-significant impacts on visual character.

Lighting.  Additional exterior lighting features would be installed at the SUMC Sites.  The SUMC Project would be subject to Section 18.23.030 of the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code, which would preclude significant glare and off-site light spillage.  Also, the architectural reviewArchitectural Review of the Shopping CenterSUMC Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, the appropriateness of the lighting plan.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural reviewArchitectural Review unless it finds that, among other factors, the design is compatible with the immediate environment of the site, and the design promotes harmonious transitions in character in areas between different designated land uses.
Given the above points, the changes in lighting under the Shopping CenterSUMC Project would have less-than-significant impacts on visual character.

Exterior Building Treatments.  As described under Existing Conditions, building treatments at the SUMC SiteSites vary and include glass and steel, terracotta, Art Deco, modern-style, and ornate concrete screen treatments.  The two most architecturally distinctive structures in the Project Area are the Hoover Pavilion and the 1959 Hospital Building complex.  The SUMC Project would alter existing exterior treatments on-site, particularly by demolishingreplacing the distinctive 1959 Hospital Building complex and constructingwith new buildings, which are expected to incorporate exterior treatments and materials consistent with the recommendations from the architectural review process.  New exterior treatments under the SUMC Project are depicted in Figures 3.3‑9 through 3.3-13.Architectural Review process.  The 1959 Hospital Building complex is not visible from public streets. [NOTE:  Exterior treatments may differ from the materials provided to date.  This element of the design process will continue to evolve.]
The 65-foot-tall Art Deco Hoover Pavilion (110 feet tall to the top of the rooftop appurtenance) is the defining feature of the Hoover Pavilion Site and is a distinct element of the Project Area’s existing visual character.  The SUMC Project would internally renovate the Hoover Pavilion and would not demolish it.  Window replacement associated with the renovation would not substantially alter the Hoover Pavilion exterior because windows would be replaced in accordance with Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic Structures (see Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, for more information), and thus the replacement would retain the historic appearance of the structure.

The architectural reviewArchitectural 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.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural reviewArchitectural 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 reviewArchitectural Review process would ensure that the proposed structures would be compatible with buildings that will remain on the SUMC Sites and with surrounding development and natural features, including visually distinctive buildings, such as the Stanford Barn across Welch Road from the LPCH and the Hoover Pavilion.
Given the above points, introduction of new exterior treatment and building materials under the SUMC Project would have less-than-significant impacts on visual character.

While the SUMC Project would generally retain the institutional character of the SUMC Site, this project would detract from architectural character of the visually distinctive Stanford Barn, demolish the visually distinctive 1959 Hospital Building complex, and obstruct views of the visually distinctive Hoover Pavilion.  A further explanation of these impacts is provided later under the site-specific analysis of the Main SUMC Site and Hoover Pavilion Site.  In some areas, such as the current location of the 1959 Hospital Building complex, building footprint would be replaced by landscaped open space.  Total landscaped area would increase from 19 acres to 22 acres.21
[NOTE:  This paragraph seems to be a remnant from an earlier version.  It conflicts with the prior text and refers to “later” text that does not exist.]  
2015 Partial Buildout

[NOTE:  Now that the interim massing issue is handled under construction impacts, and given that there are no simulations of this interim stage, we suggest that this section need not include the 2015 Partial Buildout scenario.]
The interim building massing and layout at 2015 would include the SHC hospital structures proposed for  construction, one of the School of Medicine FIM buildings, as well as most of the existing 1959 Hospital Building complex that is proposed for demolition in later years.  As such, in comparison to full buildout conditions as 2025, there would be substantially greater massing at the Main SUMC Site because the largest structures under existing and post-construction conditions would be erect.  At the Hoover Pavilion Site, conditions at 2015 wouldare anticipated to be the same as visual conditions at 2025 because the proposed demolition of sheds and proposed construction of the parking garage and medical office building wouldis expected to be complete.

Overall landscaping would be in-progress as manysome portions of the Main SUMC Site would still be under construction.  External lighting would be in place for those structures that would be completed by 2015, but lighting for those existing structures to be demolished would be functioning since transfer of operations from existing to proposed structures wouldcould be in progress.

From the perspective of permanent impact on visual character, the impacts during 2015 would be less than significant since (1) they are temporary and (2) development of the sites (ongoing at this point) must be compliant with the requirements set forth through the architectural reviewArchitectural Review process, described above.  The severity of temporary impacts fromduring the construction activitiesperiod have been addressed under Impact VQ-1.

Shopping Center Project

On-site visual character is affected by changes in on-site massing and layout, landscaping, lighting, and building materials.  While the Shopping Center Project would increase on-site massing by adding 360,000 square feet inincluding 13 commercial buildings and a hotel, construct three fourmulti-story garages, alter on-site landscaping and lighting, and incorporate new building materials and treatments, this redevelopment isdevelopment would be subject to a rigorous architectural reviewArchitectural Review process as required by Section 18.76.020 of the Municipal Code, which states that no permit required under Title 2, Title 12, or Title 16 shall be issued for a major project (a project involving the construction of a non-residential building of over 5,000 square feet) unless an application for architectural review [by the ARB] Architectural Review  is reviewed, acted upon, and approved or approved with conditions.  The ARB reviews development projects against rigorous criteria and provides its recommendations, to be acted upon by the City Council.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural reviewArchitectural Review unless it provides stringent findings on the resulting visual conditions from the Shopping Center Project, as explained previously under Applicable Plans and Regulations.

The Shopping Center Project is undergoing a preliminary architectural review process as of the preparation of this analysis.  Illustrative plans have been presented to the ARB in several public workshops and hearings, during which the ARB recommended changes to the originally proposed plans (dated August 2007).  (Note to City: Please provide dates when ARB hearings occurred.)  These recommendations have been incorporated into revised site plans for the Shopping Center Project, submitted to the City in June 2008 and again in October 2008.  These revised plans are addressed in this EIR.  The revised plans are also reflected in the proposed Design Guidelines for the Shopping Center Project.  These Design Guidelines have been reviewed by the ARB, which has provided comments on them.  It is expected that the ARB will forward a recommendation on the Design Guidelines, for their ultimate adoption by the City Council.  The Design Guidelines are intended thereafter to guide and govern the formal Architectural Review process for development of the Shopping Center Project over time.  As previously stated, final design approval is required before any development can proceed.

(Note: A summary of the Design Guidelines will be inserted here are after City provides the Design guidelines to PBS&J.)
As such, the City’s architectural reviewArchitectural Review process would ensure that the Shopping Center Project would have less-than-significant impacts on the visual character within and surrounding the Shopping Center Site.  This conclusion is explained further below.

Building Mass and Layout.  The site plan depicted in Figure 2-19 in Section 2, Project Description, is what would most likely be built under the Shopping Center Project, although construction could occur anywhere within the 70-acre Shopping Center Site. As depicted in Figure 2-19, 13 new retail buildings, a hotel, and three parking structures would be constructed along the El Camino Real Gateway and Quarry Road frontages of the Shopping Center Site.  The retail buildings would be one and two stories tall, the parking structures would be four stories tall, and the hotel would be four stories tall.  Twelve of the retail buildings and two of the garages would be located along the El Camino Real frontage of the site.  The hotel, retail building 13, and the third garage would be located at the corner of Quarry Road and Arboretum Road.  As shown on Figure 3.3-8, those vantage points that depict views of the Shopping Center Site include Vantage Points 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8.  Existing and representative post-construction views from these vantage points (assuming Figure 2-19 would be implemented) are provided in Figures 3.3-14 through 3.3-17.

First, the Shopping Center Project would replace on-site parking lots with one- and two-story retail buildings that are expected to contribute to a pedestrian-oriented environment.  The parking lots are currently visible from the El Camino Real Gateway and the Sand Hill Road scenic route.  As shown in Figures 3.3-14 and 3.3-15, if the site plan in Figure 2-19 would be builtwere implemented, this improvement would occur along El Camino Real, including its intersection with Sand Hill Road.  As shown in Figure 3.3-16, if the site plan in Figure 2-19 would be builtwere implemented, the Shopping Center Project would replace the above-ground parking garage at the corner of the heavily-travelled Quarry Road and Arboretum Drive with a hotel.  As such, the Shopping Center Project would further Comprehensive Plan Policy L-75, which calls for minimizing negative physical impacts of parking lots.Road with a hotel.  
Figure 3.3-14
View of Shopping Center Site, Looking South on from El Camino Real Gateway (Vantage Point 4) 

(former 3.3-18)

Figure 3.3-15
View of Shopping Center Site, Looking Northwest from on El Camino Real and Quarry Road (Vantage Point 5) 

(former 3.3-19)

Figure 3.3-16 
View of Proposed Hotel, Looking North from Arboretum Road and Quarry Road (Vantage Point 8) 

(former 3.3-20)

Figure 3.3-17
View of Shopping Center Site, Looking Southeast from Sand Hill Road and Arboretum Road (Vantage Point 3) 

(former 3.3-21)
Second, as described previously under the Applicable Plan and Regulations, the architectural reviewArchitectural Review of the Shopping 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[NOTE:  Please be cautious to accurately depict the ARB process for the Shopping Center Project:  Design Guidelines now and formal Architectural Review in the future.]  Architectural Review  approval cannot approve the architectural reviewbe granted unless it findsis found 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.

[NOTE:  Fold in discussion as useful of the elements of the Design Guidelines.]
Given the above points, the increased massing and changes in site layout under the Shopping Center Project would have less-than-significant impacts on visual character.

Landscaping.2221  As described under Existing Conditions, the Stanford Shopping Center is an outdoor mall that features attractive landscaping and pedestrian amenities, including flowers, pots, sculptures, water features, and benches.  Also thereThere are 1,652 trees present inthroughout the Shopping Center Site23 that are located along building perimeters and in parking areas.22  Mature trees (including but not limited to coast live oak, coast redwood, cherry, hackberry[NOTE:  there are no redwoods at the Shopping Center]cherry, plum, and hackberry trees) as well as smaller trees are present.  While some of these on-site trees would be removed as part of the Shopping Center Project, replacement landscaping would also be incorporated.  Since the Stanford Shopping Center is promoted as an outdoor mall with attractive landscaping, the Project is expected to incorporate attractive landscape features.  The Shopping Center Project would increase the formal landscaping and green space on-site by adding pedestrian-scale trees along the perimeter of the proposed structures and incorporating a green space (village green) between retail buildings 8 and 9.9 shown in Figure 2-19.
Also, the architectural reviewArchitectural 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 findsArchitectural Review  approval cannot be granted unless it is found 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:  Fold in discussion as useful of the elements of the Design Guidelines.]
In addition, as discussed under Applicable Plans and Regulations, Section 18.40.130 of the Municipal Code requires landscaping design measures for new development projects; these measures assure incorporation and maintenance of landscape features.  Also, Title 8, Trees and Vegetation, of the Municipal Code protects designatedcertain trees from removal, subject to exceptions, and requires replacement of such trees if they are removed.  The specific requirements and designation of trees under Title 8 are discussed further in Section 3.9, Biological Resources.

Given the above points, the changes in landscaping under the Shopping Center Project would have less-than-significant impacts on visual character.

Lighting.  Additional exterior lighting features would be installed at the Shopping Center Site.  The Shopping Center Project would be subject to Section 18.23.030 of the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code, which would preclude significant glare and off-site light spillage.  Also, the architectural reviewArchitectural Review of the Shopping Center Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, the appropriateness of the lighting plan.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it findsArchitectural Review approval requires findings that, among other factors, the design is compatible with the immediate environment of the site, and the design promotes harmonious transitions in character in areas between different designated land uses.

[NOTE:  Refer to Design Guidelines as appropriate.]
Given the above points, the changes in lighting under the Shopping Center Project would have less-than-significant impacts on visual character.

Building Materials.  Building materials and exterior treatments to be incorporated into the Shopping Center Project have not been determined as of the preparation of this document. The design elements that are illustrated in the visual simulations do not represent final building articulation and design.  Nonetheless, the architectural reviewArchitectural 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.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it findsArchitectural Review approval requires findings that, among other factors, the design is compatible with the immediate environment of the 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.

Given the above points, introduction of new exterior treatment and building materials under the Shopping Center Project would have less-than-significant impacts on visual character.

[NOTE: Refer to Design Guidelines as appropriate.]
El Camino Real Master Schematic Design Plan (2003 Draft) Policies.  This analysis of Shopping Center Project consistency with the ECR Plan is provided solely for informationinformational purposes.  Applicable policies from the ECR Plan, which has not been adopted, pertain to changing El Camino Real into an attractive corridor; increasing landscaping and trees within the right-of way; and improving streetscape elements.  The Shopping Center Project would be outside the El Camino Real right-of-way but adjacent to it.  The Shopping Center Project would generally enhance streetscape elements by adding street trees and retail elements where parking lots exist.  It is not expected that the Shopping Center Project would conflict with the ECR Plan.

VQ-3.
Alteration of Public Viewsheds, View Corridors, or Scenic Resources: 

· Through the City’s required architectural reviewArchitectural Review process, the SUMC Project would not significantly alter public views from sensitive vantage points, and would have less-than-significant impacts on views.  (LTS)

· Through the City’s required architectural reviewArchitectural Review process, the Shopping Center Project would not significantly alter public views from sensitive vantage points, and would have less-than-significant impacts on views.  (LTS)

SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

As explained under Methodology for Analysis, a change in views is considered adverse if the resulting development pattern demonstrably contravenes the vision for the City that is expressed in the Comprehensive Plan.  As such, this analysis considers impacts of the SUMC Project on views of visual resources that are protected under the Comprehensive Plan, including the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains, the foothills of the East Bay hills, and the El Camino Real Gateway.  These resources are protected under Policies L-3, L-69, L-71, and Program L-71 of the Comprehensive Plan.

Also, this analysis considers views of the above resources from the perspective of key vantage points, which include those sensitive viewer locations listed earlier in this section, under Viewsheds and View Corridors.  These sensitive viewer locations include the Sand Hill Road scenic route, other public streets (Quarry Road (including its El Camino Real intersection), a portion of Pasteur Drive, and  Welch Road), and nearby residences (including those at 1100 Welch Road and the Stanford West Apartments).  As described earlier in this section, these locations represent views from which the Projects would most be visible and as such represent the worst-case impacts on views.

Lastly, because Policy L-69 and Program L-71 of the Comprehensive Plan seek to preserve the scenic qualities of Palo Alto roads and recognize Sand Hill Road as a scenic route, the impacts of the SUMC Project on the overall visual quality of Sand Hill Road is also addressed here.

Views from Sand Hill Road.  Impacts on views from the Sand Hill Road scenic route are divided into the western and eastern segments of this roadway.  As explained below, the SUMC Project would have less-than-significant impacts on views from Sand Hill Road.

Western Segment of Sand Hill Road.  As described under Viewsheds and View Corridors, the western segment of Sand Hill Road runs between I-280 and Santa Cruz Avenue.  Views of the East Bay hills can be seen from Sand Hill Road near Santa Cruz Avenue.  The views of the East Bay hills are partially obstructed by existing taller structures, including the Stanford University 285-foot-tall Hoover Observation Tower (within Stanford University and outside the Project Area), the 110-foot-tall rooftop appurtenance of the Hoover Pavilion, and taller office structures near Downtown Palo Alto, such as City Hall, a 127-foot structure.  Thus, it is likely that the 130-foot-tall replacement SHC hospital modules would also be visible and would partially obstruct views of the East Bay hills.  Policy L-3 states that the City should “guide development to respect views of the foothills.”  Because the replacement SHC hospital modules would comprise only a small portion of the views from upper Sand Hill Road, they would result in a less-than-significant obstruction of views from higher-elevation stretches of Sand Hill Road.

Additionally, as described previously under the Applicable Plan and Regulations, the architectural reviewArchitectural 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 reviewArchitectural 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.

Given the above points, impacts on views from the western segment of Sand Hill Road would be less than significant.

Eastern Segment of Sand Hill Road.  As described under Viewsheds and View Corridors, the eastern segment of Sand Hill Road runs between Santa Cruz Avenue and El Camino Real.  Impacts of the SUMC Project on views from this portion of Sand Hill Road are depicted through Vantage Points 1 and 2, per Figure 3.3-8.  The existing and resulting views are illustrated in Figures 3.3-10 and 3.3-11.

Buildings and landscaping between Sand Hill Road and Welch Road largely obstruct views of the Main SUMC Site from Sand Hill Road.  Direct views of the Main SUMC Site from Sand Hill Road can only be seen from its intersection with Pasteur Drive.  Figure 3.3-10 illustrates the existing and resulting view from this intersection.  The hospital modules would be visible in the middleground, resulting in visibly intensified development.  The line of sight from the Pasteur Drive entrance towards the new SHC modules does not face the direction of the foothills and thus no views of the foothills would be obstructed.  The channelized views of the East Bay hills facing east would not be affected.

Figure 3.3-11 shows the existing and resulting view facing southwest from Sand Hill Road and Arboretum DriveRoad.  There are minimal background views of the foothills from this vantage point; the foothills are mostly obstructed by existing landscaping and retail buildings.  Both the LPCH structure and SHC modules would be partially visible from Sand Hill Road and Arboretum Road.  As shown in Figure 3.3-11 (Vantage Point 2), the 130-foot-tall SHC modules and the 85-foot-tall LPCH structure would be largely obstructed by vegetation and intervening structures.  The structures would further obstruct views of the foothills, although this change in views would not be substantial since the views of the foothills are minimal and already largely obstructed.

Additionally, the architectural reviewArchitectural 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 City Council cannot approve the architectural reviewArchitectural 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.

Given the above points, impacts on views from the eastern segment of Sand Hill Road would be less than significant.

In terms of the resulting changes to the overall visual character of Sand Hill Road, the SUMC Project would alter some intermittent views along this road but would not substantially alter its character and visual quality.  The Main SUMC Site is removedseparated from this Sand Hill Road by properties along Welch Road and the only direct views of the Main SUMC Site are at the Pasteur Drive/Sand Hill Road intersection.  As stated in Program L-71 of the Comprehensive Plan, “This scenic route is characterized by its broad setbacks and rural, oak-dominated landscaping.”  The SUMC Project would not disturb the broad setbacks and rural, oak-dominated landscaping that characterize this route.  As such, impacts would be less than significant.

Views from Other Public Streets.  As stated previously, this analysis addresses changes in views from Quarry Road (including its El Camino Real intersection), a portion of Pasteur Drive, and Welch Road. 

Quarry Road.  Impacts of the SUMC Project on views from Quarry Road are depicted through Vantage Points 6, 7, and 9, per Figure 3.3-8.  The existing and resulting views are illustrated in Figures 3.3-13, 3.3-12, and 3.3-9, respectively.  As shown in Figure 3.3-13 (Vantage Point 6), the [foothills of the?] Santa Cruz Mountains are visible in the distance facing west from Quarry Road at El Camino Real.  The proposed medical office building at the Hoover Pavilion Site would slightly obstruct views of the mountains[foothills?] on the south side of Quarry Road, although this change in views would not be substantial.  However
Additionally, the City Council cannot approve the architectural reviewArchitectural Review for the SUMC Project 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 indicated in the Introduction to this section, public comments received duringin response to the NOP process include impacts on views of the Hoover Pavilion.  While this structure is a visually distinctive structure in the Project Area, it is not a visually protected resource under the Comprehensive Plan and obstruction of views of this building would not comprise a significant visual quality impact.  (However, it is treated in Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, as a significant historic resource and a substantial obstruction of this resource would be a significant cultural resource impact.  See Section 3.8 for a discussion of impacts from a cultural resource perspective).  Nonetheless, Figure 3.3-12 (Vantage Point 7) shows that most of the Hoover Pavilion, including its frontage and distinctive ziggurat feature, would still be visible from Quarry Road even after construction of the proposed medical office building.

As shown in Figure 3.3-9 (Vantage Point 9), the 85-foot-tall LPCH expansion structure would be prominently visible from Quarry Road at Vineyard RoadLane.  This portion of Quarry Road features distant but panoramic views of the [foothills of the?] Santa Cruz Mountains.  [NOTE:  Figure 3.3-9 does not show views of the foothills (or Mountains).]  Currently, the Stanford Barn partially obstructs views of the mountains[foothills?] looking roughly northwest from this intersection.  The addition of the LPCH structure would increase building mass from this perspective and further obstruct mountain views.  However[foothills?] views, although this change in views would not be substantial.  [NOTE:  It is difficult to review this conclusion because our copy of Figure 3.3-9 does not show panoramic views from this location and it is not clear that the LPCH structure would obstruct any foothills views.]
Additionally, the City Council cannot approve the architectural reviewArchitectural Review for the SUMC Project 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.

Given the above points, impacts on views from Quarry Road would be less than significant.

Public Portion of Pasteur Drive.  Pasteur Drive is a public street from Sand Hill Road to Blake -Wilbur Drive.  Facing west, this street features views of the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains.  Along the west side of Pasteur Drive, three 66-foot-tall FIM buildings would replace portions of the 1959 Hospital Building complex and existing open space.  However, these structures would mostly be along the private portion of Pasteur Drive, with the exception of a portion of FIM 1.  From street level, views of the foothills are obstructed by the Center for Clinical Sciences Research.  As such, construction of FIM1 would not result in new obstruction of foothills from the public portion of Pasteur Drive.  Impacts on views from the public portion of Pasteur Drive would be less than significant.

Welch Road.  Facing west from Welch Road near Pasteur Drive, views of the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains are largely obstructed by intervening trees and buildings.  As such, while  the SHC modules would be constructed offnear Welch Road, no significant further obstruction of the foothills would result as viewed from this roadway.  Near the LPCH, existing structures such as the LPCH, obstruct views of the foothills .  [NOTE:  It doesn’t seem possible for the Stanford Barn, and medical offices to obstruct views of the foothills facing east or west. from Welch Road.] As such, construction of the LPCH structures would not further obstruct the foothills.

Views from Other Vantage Points.  NearbyThe public, common areas at residences, including those at 1100 Welch Road and the Stanford West Apartments, have been determined to be visually sensitive.  The Stanford West Apartments on Sand Hill Road are roughly 600 feet from the proposed SHC modules, and the 1100 Welch Road Apartments are roughly 200 feet from the proposed SHC modules.  (Note: Per the City, these are sensitive viewers.)  There are no significant views of foothills from public, common open spacesareas within the Stanford West Apartments or 1100 Welch Road apartments.  As such, the SUMC Project would not obstruct views of foothills from these locations.
While views from the above vantage points are specifically addressed in this analysis, the City acknowledges that views from a larger geographic context may be affected, especially by the proposed 130-foot-tall replacement SHC modules.  As described under Existing Conditions, elevation in the City generally decreases from I-280 towards US 101 and the Bay, and such topography provides opportunity for views of distant hills or tall structures.  On clear days, various locations identified as visually sensitive in the Comprehensive Plan would feature views of the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west and the foothills of the East Bay hills to the east.  Proposed structures could obstruct views of these foothillsareas from other vantage points that are within the line of sight of the SUMC Site.  However, the above sensitive vantage points are those from where the SUMC Project would most be seen, and as such the maximum impact is captured through the above discussion.

Additionally, the architectural reviewArchitectural 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 City Council cannot approve the architectural reviewArchitectural 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.  Through the required architectural review process
In sum, impacts on views would be less than significant.

2015 Partial Buildout

[NOTE:  Please see earlier note.  Now that this is being covered under construction impacts, we do not recommend including a 2015 Partial Buildout Scenario in this section.]
As described under Impact VQ-1, a number of existing buildings that are proposed for later demolition would remain standing at the partial buildout stage, while several new buildings wouldcould be completed.  The SHC hospital modules, and LPCH structures, and the Hoover Pavilion Site structures would be erect.  These structures would result in some obstruction of foothill views.  As such, similar new obstructionobstructions of foothill views as 2015 would occur in 2015.  However, development of the sites  must be compliant with the requirements set forth through the architectural review process, described above.would occur in 2015 as would occur in 2025.  As such, impacts at 2015 would be less than significant. 

Shopping Center Project

As explained under Methodology for Analysis, a change in views is considered adverse if the resulting development pattern demonstrably contravenes the vision for the City that is expressed in the Comprehensive Plan.  As such, this analysis considers impacts of the Shopping Center Project on views of visual resources that are protected under the Comprehensive Plan, including the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains, the foothills of the East Bay hills [NOTE:  hills do not have foothills per footnote 2], and the El Camino Real Gateway.  These resources are protected under Policies L-3, L-69, L-71, and Program L-71 of the Comprehensive Plan.

Also, this analysis considers views of the above resources from the perspective of key vantage points, which include those sensitive viewer locations listed earlier in this section, under Viewsheds and View Corridors.  These sensitive viewer locations include the Sand Hill Road scenic route, other public streets (El Camino Real, Quarry Road, and Arboretum Road), and nearby residencessensitive vantage points (including the San Francisquito Creek open space and public, common areas at residential uses at Sand Hill Road and Arboretum DriveRoad and the Ronald McDonald House located at 520 along Sand Hill Road).  As described earlier in this section, these locations represent views from which the ProjectsProject would most be visible and as such represent the worst-case impacts on views. 

Lastly, because Policy L-69 and Program L-71 of the Comprehensive Plan seek to preserve the scenic qualities of Palo Alto roads and recognize Sand Hill Road as a scenic route, the impacts of the Shopping Center Project on the overall visual quality of Sand Hill Road is also addressed here.

Views from Sand Hill Road.  Impacts on views from the Sand Hill Road scenic route are divided into the western and eastern segments of this roadway.  As explained below, the Shopping Center Project would have less-than-significant impacts on views from Sand Hill Road.

Western Segment of Sand Hill Road.  As described under Viewsheds and View Corridors, the western segment of Sand Hill Road runs between I-280 and Santa Cruz Avenue.  Views of the East Bay hills can be seen from Sand Hill Road near Santa Cruz Avenue.  Taller structures such as the Stanford University 285-foot-tall Hoover Observation Tower (within Stanford University and outside the Project Area), the 110-foot-tall rooftop appurtenance of the Hoover Pavilion, and the 127-foot-tall City Hall in downtown Palo Alto, are visible from this portion of Sand Hill Road.  These taller structures partially obstruct views of the East Bay hills facing east.   [NOTE:  Redundant and not particularly relevant to this project.]  Existing structures in the Shopping Center Site are not visible formfrom this portion of Sand Hill Road and do not obstruct views of foothills.  Given that the maximum height of the proposed Shopping Center structures would be 56 feet, it is not expected that the Shopping Center Project would obstruct views of the East Bay hills.

Eastern Segment of Sand Hill Road.  As described under Viewsheds and View Corridors, the eastern segment of Sand Hill Road runs between Santa Cruz Avenue and El Camino Real.  Impacts of the Shopping Center Project on views from this portion of Sand Hill Road are depicted through Vantage Point 3, per Figure 3.3-8.  The existing and resulting views are illustrated in Figure 3.3-17.  This figure demonstrates that there are no views of foothills from the corner of Arboretum Road and Sand Hill Road, looking southeast towards the Neiman Marcus department store.  As shown, the proposed hotel would be a minor feature in the far background and would not obstruct views of the foothills.

Additionally, as described previously under the Applicable PlanPlans and Regulations, the architectural reviewArchitectural Review of the Shopping 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 findsArchitectural Review cannot be approved without findings 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.

Given the above points, impacts on views from Sand Hill Road would be less than significant.

In terms of the resulting changes to the overall visual character of Sand Hill Road, the Shopping Center Project would alter views along the eastern segment of this road but would not substantially alter its overall character and visual quality.  The Shopping Center Site is directly visible from Sand Hill Road, which narrows to a two-lane street with a center divide east of Arboretum Road.  Travelers along this portion of Sand Hill Road readily see parking lots, small trees, light posts, and department store buildings looking south.  The Shopping Center Project would replace the visible parking lots with retail buildings that would help provide a pedestrian-oriented character, thus enhancing developmentthe visual character along Sand Hill Road.  As stated in Program L-71 of the Comprehensive Plan, “This scenic route is characterized by its broad setbacks and rural, oak-dominated landscaping.”  The Shopping Center Project would not disturb the broad setbacks and rural, oak-dominated landscaping that characterize this route.  As such, impacts on the overall visual character of Sand Hill Road would be less than significant.

Views from Other Public Streets.  As stated previously, this analysis addresses changes in views from El Camino Real, Quarry Road, and Arboretum DriveRoad.  Impacts on views from these streets would be less than significant, as explained below.

El Camino Real.  Impacts of the Shopping Center Project on views from El Camino are depicted through Vantage Points 4, 5, and 6 per Figure 3.3-8.  The existing and resulting views are illustrated in Figures 3.3-14, 3.3-15 and 3.3-13, respectively.  Figure 3.3-14 (Vantage Point 4) shows that there are minor background views of the foothills of the [foothills of the?] Santa Cruz Mountains facing southwest from El Camino Real near Sand Hill Road.  If the site plans in Figure 2-19 would bewere constructed, views of the foothills would be obstructed.  However, the obstruction would not be substantial asbecause it is a side view, rather than a corridor view of the foothills that one would experience driving down an east-west road (and thus is neither part of the view corridor that would be focused upon by motorists nor a viewshed seen from a key fixed vantage point).  Further, the lower portion of the foothills are already largely obstructed by existing vegetation and structures.  As noted earlier, and since the foothills do not comprise a major component of the view from this vantage point.Figuresa number of factors are balanced when evaluating the significance of changes to current views.  One of those factors is attention; due to the low attention index of this view in light of the fast-moving nature of viewers  (who are also most likely to focus visually on closer rather than distant views), the change in view is deemed less than significantFigures 3.3-15 and 3.3-13 (Vantage Points 5 and 6, respectively) shows that there are minor background views of the foothills facing northwest and west from El Camino Real and Quarry Road., including a corridor view when traveling toward the foothills on Quarry Road.  [NOTE:  The corridor view looking down Quarry Road is exactly the type of view that the Comp Plan is designed to protect.  It doesn’t seem credible to call this a “minor” view.]  If the site plans in Figure 2-19 would be constructedwere implemented, retail building 12 would be visible but would partially obstruct foothill views.  The proposed hotel would minimally obstruct the views to the foothills; most of the existing foothill views from this vantage pointVantage Points 5 and 6 would be retained., including the corridor view
Quarry Road and Arboretum DriveRoad.  Resulting views from Quarry Road and Arboretum DriveRoad are depicted through Vantage Points 5, 6, and 8, per Figure 3.3-8.  The existing and resulting views are illustrated in Figures 3.3-13, 3.3-15, and 3.3-16, respectively.  Impacts from Vantage Points 5 and 6 have been addressed above; these points are located at the intersection of El Camino Real and Quarry Road.  As shown in Figure 3.3-16 (Vantage Point 8), there are no views of foothills looking northeast from Quarry Road at Arboretum Road.  As such, the proposed hotel and parking garage that could be constructed at this intersection would not obstruct views of foothills. 

Additionally, the architectural reviewArchitectural Review of the Shopping 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 City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it findsArchitectural Review approval requires findings 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.

[NOTE:  Refer to Design Guidelines as warranted.]
Given the above points, impacts on views from other public streets would be less than significant.

Views from Other Vantage Points.  The San Francisquito Creek open space and residential uses at Sand Hill Road and Arboretum DriveRoad and the Ronald McDonald House along Sand Hill Road were identified as visually sensitive.  The residential use at Sand Hill Road and Arboretum DriveRoad is an assisted care living facility.  There are no significant foothill views of foothills from common open space, public areas within these residential developments.  As such, while the Shopping Center development would be visible from these developments, not obstructionsobstruction of views of foothills would not result from these vantage points.   [NOTE:  Please analyze views from the San Francisquito Creek open space and the Ronald McDonald House.]
Additionally, the City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it findsArchitectural Review approval requires findings 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.

[NOTE:  Refer to Design Guidelines as warranted.]Given the above points, impacts on views from other public streets and sensitive vantage points would be less than significant.

VQ-4.
Terrain Modifications: 

· The SUMC Project would not require substantial terrain modifications that would degrade the visual character of the SUMC Sites.  (NI)

· The Shopping Center Project would not require substantial terrain modifications that would degrade the visual character of the Shopping Center Site. (NI) 

SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

The SUMC Sites are currently developed and are relatively flat. No substantial terrain modifications would be required for development of the SUMC Project, which would generally maintain on-site topography. As such, no impact would result.

2015 Partial Buildout

No substantial terrain modifications would occur during partial buildout of the SUMC Project for the reasons stated above.  No impact would occur.

Shopping Center Project

The Shopping Center Site is currently developed and is relatively flat. No substantial terrain modifications would be required for development of the Shopping Center Project, which would generally maintain on-site topography.  As such, no impact would result.

VQ-5.
New Sources of Light and Glare:

· Through the City’s required architectural reviewArchitectural Review process and required adherence to Section 18.23.030 of the Municipal Code, the SUMC Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare whichthat would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area; the SUMC Project would have a less-than-significant impact.  (LTS)  

· Through the City’s required architectural reviewArchitectural Review process and required adherence to Section 18.23.030 of the Municipal Code, the Shopping Center Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare whichthat would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area; the Shopping Center Project would have a less-than-significant impact.  (LTS) 

SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

Reflective Surfaces.  Incorporation of new materials could include reflective surfaces that could emitcause glare and servesserve as a nuisance or hazard in surrounding uses and roads.  However, the architectural reviewArchitectural 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.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural reviewArchitectural 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 reviewArchitectural Review process would ensure that exterior treatment to be applied would not emit substantial glare.

Exterior Lighting.  Additional exterior lighting features would be installed at the SUMC Sites.  The SUMC Project would be subject to Section 18.23.030 of the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code, which would preclude significant glare and off-site light spillage.  Also, the architectural reviewArchitectural Review of the SUMC Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, the appropriateness of the lighting plan.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural reviewArchitectural Review unless it finds that, among other factors, the design is compatible with the immediate environment of the site, and the design promotes harmonious transitions in character in areas between different designated land uses.  Therefore, exterior lighting impacts from the SUMC Project would be less than significant. 

Light and Glare from Emergency Vehicles.  Currently, there are three major ambulance access routes to and from the SHC Emergency Department: trips from the east and south (generally from El Camino Real) travel along Quarry Road and trips from the west (generally from I-280) travel along Sand Hill Road onto Pasteur Drive and then onto Welch Road.  Sensitive viewers who potentially see ambulance lights at night are located at the Stanford West Apartments on Sand Hill Road (west of Pasteur Drive) and at the 11011100 Welch Road Apartments on the corner of Welch Road and Pasteur Drive.

Under the SUMC Project, Durand Way would be extendedconstructed between Sand Hill Road and Welch Road to, which would provide a new route for ambulances coming from El Camino Real.  The new Emergency Department would be off Welch Road and all ambulance trips would converge along Welch Road.  As a result, ambulance lights are seen and would continue to be seen from residential uses along Sand Hill Road east of Pasteur Drive.  These uses include the Ronald McDonald House and assisted care housing.  However, the uses along Sand Hill Road are set back from the road and any ambulance lights would be momentary and intermittent.  Vegetation along the street frontage would also help obstruct glare from ambulance lights.  As such, impacts on residents along Sand Hill Road would be less than significant.

The residential apartments at 1100 Welch Road are already adjacent to an existing ambulance routesroute.  The SUMC Project would increase daily ambulance trips from 23 to 32.  This39.  A portion of this increase would be experienced by residents at 1100 Welch Road; however, this increase in potential exposure to ambulance glare would be less than significant because (1) this is one of three ambulance routes; therefore a fraction of the increase in ambulance trips would occur at this location; (2) not all ambulance trips involve use of lights; (3) not all ambulance trips occur at night; (4) ambulance lights would be momentary and intermittent, (25) existing landscaping obstructs street-level ambulance glare from residential uses, and (36) the common open spaces (i.e., pool area, lawns, courtyards) within the apartment complex are sufficiently distant from the ambulance route so that ambulance lights would not be seen.

2015 Partial Buildout

[NOTE:  See prior comments.  We no longer recommend including a 2015 Partial Buildout scenario in this section.  The one relevant issue is addressed under the construction period impact discussion, so there is no need for this discussion elsewhere.]
Due to the City’s architectural review process and other Municipal Code requirements, development at 2015 is not expected to emit substantial light and glare, and impacts would be less than significant.

Shopping Center Project

Reflective Surfaces.  Incorporation of new materials could include reflective surfaces that could emit glare and serve as a nuisance or hazard in surrounding uses and roads.  However, the architectural reviewArchitectural 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.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it findsArchitectural Review approval must be predicted upon findings 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 reviewArchitectural Review process would ensure that exterior treatment to be applied would not emit substantial glare.  [NOTE:  Refer to any relevant element of Design Guidelines.]
Exterior Lighting.  Additional exterior lighting features would be installed at the Shopping Center Site.  The Shopping Center Project would be subject to Section 18.23.030 of the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code, which would preclude significant glare and off-site light spillage.  Also, the architectural reviewArchitectural Review of the Shopping Center Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, the appropriateness of the lighting plan.  Upon receipt of the ARB’s recommendations, the City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it findsArchitectural Review  approval requires findings that, among other factors, the design is compatible with the immediate environment of the site, and the design promotes harmonious transitions in character in areas between different designated land uses.  [NOTE: Cite any relevant aspects of Design Guidelines.]Therefore, exterior lighting impacts from the Shopping Center Project would be less than significant.

VQ-6.
Shadowing of Public Open Space: 

· The SUMC Project would not substantially shadow public open space (other than public streets and adjacent sidewalks) between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. from September 21 to March 21.  (LTS)

· The Shopping Center Project would not substantially shadow public open space (other than public streets and adjacent sidewalks) between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. from September 21 to March 21.  (LTS) 

SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

Recreational fields, trails, plazas, and courtyards within the Project Area and adjacent Stanford University campus are considered to be private open spaces.  Nevertheless, the shadows that would be cast on these open spaces within the campus are addressed here.  Existing and projected shadows at 9:00 a.m. are depicted in Figures 3.3-18 through 3.3-20, and existing and projected shadows at 3:00 p.m. are depicted in Figures 3.3-21 through 3.3-23.  As explained in the below paragraphs, shadow impacts would be less than significant.

Morning Shadows.  As shown in Figures 3.3-18 through 3.3-20, especially on December 21, 9:00 a.m. shadows from the SHC modules and new Hoover Pavilion Site structures would be cast on nearby properties.  New shadows would not be cast on common open spaces, public areas at the 1100 Welch Road apartments.  New shadows would be cast on the private open spaces in the middle of Pasteur Drive, although this area is not a recreational field, trail, plaza, or courtyard.  Less shadowsshadow would be cast at the terminussouthern end of Pasteur Drive, where there are walkways.  The Hoover Pavilion Site medical office building would cast a new shadow onto the existing Shopping Center parking garage along Quarry Road; however, this garage use is not sensitive to shadows.  At 9:00 a.m., the SUMC Project would not cast new shadows at open spaces or trails along Sand Hill Road, El Camino Real, south of Quarry Road, or west of Pasteur Drive.

Afternoon Shadows.  As shown in Figures 3.3-21 through 3.3-23, especially on December 21, 3:00 p.m. shadows from the SHC modules, LPCH structure, and Hoover Pavilion Site structures would be cast on nearby propertiesareas within the SUMC. New shadows would not be cast on the common open spaces, public areas at the 1100 Welch Road apartments.  New shadows would be cast at the terminussouthern end of Pasteur Drive, although this area is not a recreational field, trail, plaza, or courtyard.  The LPCH structure would cast a new shadow onto the parking areas of the Stanford Barn and

Figure 3.3-18
September 21 Morning Shadows (9am), Stanford University Medical Center 

(former 3.3-22)

Figure 3.3-19
December 21 Morning Shadows (9am), Stanford University Medical Center 

(former 3.3-23)

Figure 3.3-20
March 21 Morning Shadows (9am), Stanford University Medical Center 

(former 3.3-24)

Figure 3.3-21
September 21 Late Afternoon Shadows (3pm), Stanford University Medical Center 

(former 3.3-25)

Figure 3.3-22
December 21 Late Afternoon Shadows (3pm), Stanford University Medical Center 

(former 3.3-26)

Figure 3.3-23
March 21 Late Afternoon Shadows (3pm), Stanford University Medical Center 

(former 3.3-27)
nearby medical office uses, although these parking areas are not sensitive to shadows.  The Hoover Pavilion Site medical office building and garage would cast a new shadow onto on-site parking areas and would not affect trailspathways south of the Hoover Pavilion Site.  At 3:00 p.m., the SUMC Project would not cast new shadows at open spaces or trails along Sand Hill Road, El Camino Real, south of Quarry Road, or west of Pasteur Drive.

2015 Partial Buildout

[NOTE:  See prior comments.  We no longer recommend including a 2015 Partial Buildout Scenario in this section.]
The tallest SHC hospital modules, LPCH structure, and Hoover Pavilion structures would be constructed by 2015.  As such, the shadows cast by these structures would occur at 2015.  However, impactsImpacts would be less than significant, similar to 2025.

Shopping Center Project

Recreational fields, trails, plazas, and courtyards within the Project Area and adjacent Stanford University campus are considered to be private open spaces.  Nevertheless, the shadows that would be cast on these open spaces within the campus are addressed here. [Private open spaces in general are not responsive to the statement of potential impact, which (appropriately) is focused on public open space.  Discussion of private open space on the University campus is particularly far removed from the Shopping Center Project and should be deleted.  In any event, such open spaces are not “addressed here” as stated.]  The uncovered pedestrian-only walkways and plazas within the interior of the existing Shopping Center (walkways/plazas that support seating and stationary uses) are also considered to be private open spaces.  Any Project-related shadowing of these areas, which frequently include awnings and umbrellas to protect patrons from sun exposure, are not considered adverse.  Project-related shadows on these private open spaces are less than significant.  Shopping Center shadows at 9:00 a.m. are depicted in Figure 3.3-24 and shadows at 3:00 p.m. are depicted in Figure 3.3-25.  These figures depict shadows from buildingbuildings shown in the illustrative site plan in Figure 2-19, under which construction would occur along El Camino Real and Quarry Road.  While this site plan represents mostpotential building locations under the Shopping Center Project, construction could occur elsewhere on the 70-acre Shopping Center Site.  As explained in the paragraphs below, shadow impacts would be significant potentially at the San Francisquito Creek open space.  [NOTE:  This is not in fact demonstrated.] 

Morning Shadows.  As shown in Figure 3.3-24,24 [NOTE:  The figure does not show the San Francisquito Creek open space, so there is no way to tell whether it will be shadowed or the extent to which is will be shadowed.  Please address this lack of data.], on December 21, 9:00 a.m. shadows from the proposed new Shopping Center parking garage and retail building 1 would cast new shadows on the San Francisquito Creek open space to the north and potentially the trail just along the road.  However, the shadows within the open space would not be substantial.substantially shadow the public open space in this area.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
Shadows from retail building 13 and the hotel’s garage along Quarry Road and Arboretum DriveRoad would be cast on the existing plaza in front of Neiman Marcus and the existing building N on December 21 at 9:00 a.m. (see Figure 3.3-24).  This plaza is a private open space plaza within the Shopping Center.  Like other private open space areas in the Shopping Center Site, this plaza provides eating, resting, and shopping amenities that include awnings and umbrellas to protect patrons from sun exposure.  As such, new shadows at this plaza are not considered substantially adverse.  Impacts would be less than significant.

Figure 3.3-24
Morning Shadows (9am), September 21 to March 21, Shopping Center Project

Figure 3.3-25
Afternoon Shadows (3pm), September 21 to March 21, Shopping Center Project

If construction wouldwere to occur elsewhere on site (outside the illustrative site plan area indicated in Figure 2-19), such as along Sand Hill Road, it is not anticipated that substantial shadows would be cast on residential uses along Sand Hill Road because common open spaces, public areas at the residential uses are sufficiently set back.  However, it is possible that new morning shadows would be cast on the San Francisquito Creek open space and trail therein.  However, the architectural review if development were to occur along Sand Hill Road outside the illustrative site plan area.  The Architectural Review of the Shopping Center Project by the ARB would consider, among other factors, whether the Project’s bulk and mass are harmonious with surrounding development.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural reviewArchitectural Review unless it finds that, among other things, natural features are appropriately preserved and   [NOTE:  the open space won’t be “integrated with the Project;project”] and 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 [NOTE:  whether shading may occur across the street has nothing to do with “an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for” or on-site occupants, visitors and the general community, etc..  As such, the resulting shadow impacts would be less than significant upon approval of final design. [NOTE:  If development along Sand Hill Road would demonstrably create significant shadows, that should be identified as an impact.  Mitigation could be used to avoid substantial shadow on the public open space, or the impact could be unavoidable.]Afternoon Shadows.  As shown in Figure 3.3-25, at 3:00 p.m., shadows cast by the proposed structures would not affect existing open space plazas, fields, trails, and courtyards within the Project Area or nearby.  While shadows would be cast on El Camino Real on December 21, the shadows would not extend to El Camino Park.  Thus, afternoon shadows would be less than significant.  [NOTE:  Please analyze briefly potential shadow impacts of other site plans, which should be LTS since shadows go the other way.]
Cumulative Analysis

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative visual quality impacts includes the Project Area plus adjacent development on the Stanford University campus and other adjacent portions of Palo Alto that would be visible to an observer who could also see the Projects.  (Portions of Menlo Park on the other side of the San Francisquito Creek open space are not included since the heavily vegetated open space serves as a visual barrier between Palo Alto and Menlo Park.  As explained earlier in this section, the Projects would not be visible from those portions of Menlo Park due to the flat topography in the area and heavy vegetation along the creek.  The geographic context also includes scenic routes from which the Project plus other existing and reasonably foreseeable probable future development could be visible, including Sand Hill Road, El Camino Real, and nearby public streets.

The above project-specific analysis found that the Projects would have no visual impact from terrain modifications.  As a result, the Projects would have no potential to contribute to cumulative impacts from terrain modifications, and this topic is not addressed below.

VQ-7.
Cumulative Impacts on Visual Character: The Projects, in combination with each other and other reasonably foreseeable probable future development in the area, would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on visual character in the vicinity of the Project Area. (LTS)

2025 Cumulative Impact

The geographic context for changes in visual character includes the Project Area and adjacent areas that would be visible to an observer who could also see the Projects.  Other reasonably foreseeable probable developments in this context include (1) approved but unconstructed development under the Stanford University Community Plan and General Use Permit (CP/GUP), which would include additional academic facilities, housing units, parking, and associated utilities, roadways and bikeways in the adjacent Stanford University property; and (2) demolition of existing structures and construction of a three-story medical office building at 777 Welch Road.; and (3) demolition of existing structures and construction of a possible School of Medicine building at 800 Welch Road.  [NOTE:  Please see SUMC Project application Tab 3 page 9 for a description of possible future development at 800 Welch Road.  Also, please  include this in Appendix B.]
Any major development within the City, including the Project and other adjacent projects, such as the construction of a three-story replacement medical office building at 777 Welch Road and a replacement building at 800 Welch Road, would be subject to the City’s architectural reviewArchitectural Review process.  Section 18.76.020 of the Municipal Code states that no permit required under Title 2, Title 12, or Title 16 shall be issued for a major project (a project involving the construction of a non-residential building of over 5,000 square feet) unless an application for architectural review [by the ARB]Architectural Review is reviewed, acted upon, and approved or approved with conditions.  The ARB reviews development projects against rigorous criteria and provides its recommendations, to be acted upon by the Planning Director or City Council.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it provides stringent findings onArchitectural Review approval requires findings concerning the resulting visual character of each subject project (see Applicable Plans and Regulations).

Development under the CP/GUP includes potential housing at El Camino Real and Quarry Road and at Quarry Road and Arboretum DriveRoad, within County lands.  This development would not be subject to the City’s architectural reviewArchitectural Review process.  However, the County requires implementation of mitigation identified in the Stanford University CP/GUP Application EIR; this mitigation involves incorporation of landscaping and setbacks pursuant to Palo Alto requirements, as well as coordination with the Palo Alto Planning Division.  The required mitigation reduces theArchitectural and Site Approval for new construction of multiple-family housing, including student housing and attached single-family housing and the County requires design review for construction of single-family homes.  GUP Condition L.1 also requires that, for development along El Camino Real, Stanford must submit a streetscape descring that includes but is not limited to height and setback requirements that are, at a minimum, at least of those of the City of Palo Alto.  The streetscape design must be prepared in consultation with the City of Palo Alto.  GUP Condition L.3 also requires that Stanford must submit a lighting plan for approval by the County as part of Architectural and Site Assessment review for each development project that would include exterior light sources.  The plan must show the extent of illumination that would be projected from proposed outdoor lighting.  State of the art luminaries must be used where necessary, with high beam efficiency, sharp cut-off, and glare and spill control.  Upward glow is not allowed in residential or academic uses.  The resulting visual impacts from the housing construction towould be less than significant, according to the CP/GUP EIR.2423
In light of the required architectural reviewArchitectural Review for projects within City limits and in light of the required mitigationrequirements for CP/GUP development, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Combined Projects

The combined Projects analysis is provided for informational purposes.  Assuming both Projects would be constructed, the resulting development in the Project Area would be consistent with the  goals of the City for the visual character of the area, in part due to the City’s architectural review process.  Any major development within the City, including the Project 


and other adjacent projects, such as the construction of a three-story medical office building at 777 Welch Road, would be subject to the City’s architectural review process.  Section 18.76.020 of the Municipal Code states that no permit required under Title 2, Title 12, or Title 16 shall be issued for a major project (a project involving the construction of a non-residential building of over 5,000 square feet) unless an application for architectural review [by the ARB] is reviewed, acted upon, and approved or approved with conditions.  The ARB reviews development projects against rigorous criteria and provides its recommendations, to be acted upon by the City Council.  The City Council cannot approve the architectural review unless it provides stringent findings on the resulting visual character of each project (see Applicable Plans and Regulations).Architectural Review process.    [NOTE:  The stricken language just repeated the prior text.]
VQ-8.
Cumulative Impacts on Sensitive Views: The Projects, in combination with each other and other reasonably foreseeable future development in the area, would have less-than-significant cumulative impacts on sensitive views. (LTS)

2025 Cumulative Impact

The geographic context for cumulative impacts on views includes existing and reasonably foreseeable probable future development projects visible from the Sand Hill Road scenic route, El Camino Real, other public streets in the vicinity of the Project Area (Quarry Road, Welch Road, Arboretum DriveRoad, and the public portion of Pasteur Drive).  Consideration is given to whether the same views of scenic resources (foothills) that would be affected by the Projects would also be affected by other foreseeable development.

Views from Sand Hill Road. According to the analysis in Impact VQ-3, neither of the Projects would substantially obstruct foothill views from the western segment of Sand Hill Road (facing east from higher elevations), the eastern segment of Sand Hill Road (see Figure 3.3-11, Vantage Point 2), El Camino Real at Sand Hill Road (see Figure 3.3-14, Vantage Point 4), andor El Camino Real and Quarry Road (see Figure 3.3-13, Vantage Point 6 and Figure 3.3-15, Vantage Point 5).

Facing east from Sand Hill Road near Santa Cruz Avenue, other reasonably foreseeable probable future development that would be visible would be within Palo Alto and lower portions of Stanford University.  All major development within the City would be subject to architectural reviewArchitectural Review, through which the City cannot approve each project unless it is found that 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.  Development under the CP/GUP would be required to comply with height limits per the Santa Clara County Zoning Ordinance; the height limits for Stanford University lands (which are mostly in the County’s A1 zoning district) is subject to discretionary review by the County’s Architecture and Site Approval (ASA) Committee.  Section 5.40.010 of the County Municipal Code states that the purpose of the ASA “is to maintain the character and integrity of zoning districts by promoting quality development in harmony with the surrounding area, …”  As such, itIt is expected that development under the CP/GUP would not substantially obstruct views of the East Bay hills due to the ASA review.  Cumulative impacts on views of the East Bay hills from the western segment of Sand Hill Road near Santa Cruz Avenue would be less than significant.

Obstruction of foothillNeither of the Projects would substantially obstruct foothills views from the eastern segment of Sand Hill Road would occur, facing southwest from Sand Hill Road near Arboretum DriveRoad (see Figure 3.3-11, Vantage Point 2).  The onlyNo other reasonably foreseeable probable future developments that could cumulatively affect views from this vantage point are the Projects.  The Projects would be subject to the City’s architectural review and as such would not combine to have a significant impact on views of the foothills from the eastern segment of Sand Hill Road.

In terms of overall visual character of Sand Hill Road, the only development projected along this corridor within the City are the Projects, which are subject to the City’s design reviewArchitectural Review process.  Development under the CP/GUP would not substantially alter the character along Sand Hill Road since under the StanfordSand Hill Road Development Agreement, development of uses other than recreation, fields and support use, is precluded within identified areas north of the Stanford golf course and stable site area (along Sand Hill Road).25.24  Any potential development further west along Sand Hill Road would not visually cumulatecombine with the Projects due to distance.

Views from El Camino Real and Quarry Road.  Facing west from El Camino Real near Sand Hill Road, the Shopping Center Project would obstruct some views of the foothills.  However, such obstruction would be less than significant.  No other foreseeable developments, including the SUMC Project, would be visible from this vantage point. As such, there would be no cumulative impacts from this vantage point.  From El Camino Real at Quarry Road, cumulative obstruction of the Santa Cruz Mountain foothills would occur from both Projects.  However, given that the ProjectNo other foreseeable developments would be visible from this vantage point.  However, given the cumulative obstruction would not be substantial.  Additionally, the Projects would be subject to the City’s architectural reviewArchitectural Review process.  Based on these points, the cumulative impact on views from this vantage point would be less than significant.

Views from Welch Road.  Cumulative development visible from Welch Road would include the SUMC Project and the reasonably foreseeable probable future development at 777 Welch Road and 800 Welch Road.  The Shopping Center Project would not be visible from this vantage point.  As stated earlier in this section, there are no foothillfoothills views from this road due to intervening structures.  As such, there would be no cumulative impact on views of foothills from Welch Road.

Views from Arboretum DriveRoad.  Impacts from the intersection of Arboretum DriveRoad and Sand Hill Road are addressed above.  From the remainder of Arboretum Road, there are no views of foothills that would be cumulatively obstructed by reasonably foreseeable probable future projects; therefore, no cumulative impact would occur.

Views from the Public Portion of Pasteur Drive.  As stated under Impact VQ-3, the SUMC Project would not obstruct views of foothills from the public portion of Pasteur Drive.  The Shopping center Center Project  would not be visible from this roadvantage point. As such, the Projects would not contribute to a cumulative impact on views from the public portion of Pasteur Drive.  [NOTE:  Use of the word “a’ instead of any in the preceding sentence seems to suggest that a cumulative impact exists to which the projects might contribute.]
Views from Other Sensitive Vantage Points. Other sensitive vantage points that would have views of the Projects include residences along Welch Road, Sand Hill Road, and the San Francisquito Creek open space.  However, none of these areas feature significant views of foothills within the line of sight of the Projects.  Also, based on the cumulative project list in Appendix B, no other reasonably foreseeable development would be visible from these areasprobable future development could, when considered together with the Projects, have a considerable impact or compound or increase other environmental impacts on views of the foothills.  As such, there would be no cumulative impacts on views form these vantage points.

Combined Projects

The combined Projects analysis is provided for informational purposes.  The combined Projects would not substantially obstruct views of foothills from the Sand Hill Road scenic route, El Camino Real, and Quarry Road.  HoweverAdditionally, the architectural reviewArchitectural Review of the Project by the ARBProjects would consider, among other factors, whether each of the Projects havehas a coherent composition, and whether theirits 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 CouncilCity cannot approve the architectural reviewsArchitectural Reviews unless it finds that, among other things, natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with each of the Projects; 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 sites create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, visitors and the general community.  As such, the Projects would not substantially adverselyhave a cumulatively considerable impact on views of foothills from within the Cityscenic resources .

VQ-9.
Cumulative Light and Glare:  The Projects, in combination with each other and other reasonably foreseeable probable future development in the area, would be subject to architectural review andArchitectural Review, Municipal Code, and County requirements pertaining to light and glare.  Impacts would therefore be less than significant. (LTS)

2025 Cumulative Impact

CumulativeReasonably foreseeable probable future projects within City limits, including the Project Area and other project sites along Sand Hill Road, Welch Road, and El Camino Real, would be subject to Section 18.23.030 of the Municipal Code, which requires design measures that would preclude significant light spillage.  Development under the GUP is required to prepareIn the County, Architectural and Site Approval for new construction of multiple-family housing, including student housing and attached single-family housing and the County requires design review for construction of single-family homes.  GUP Condition L.3 also requires that Stanford must submit a lighting plan for approval by the County as part of Architectural and Site Assessment review for each development that would prevent significant glare from lighting.26project that would include exterior light sources.  The plan must show the extent of illumination that would be projected from proposed outdoor lighting.  State of the art luminaries must be used where necessary, with high beam efficiency, sharp cut-off, and glare and spill control.  Upward glow is not allowed in residential or academic uses..25
Potential glare from reflective surfaces associated with the Projects is not likely to cumulatecombine with glare from reflective surfaces from other reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.  Other reasonably foreseeable probable future projects that could potentially have cumulative glare impacts in combination with the Projects are the potential future development at 777 Welch Road, the potential future development at 800 Welch Road, and development under the CP/GUP.  Due to Architectural Review requirements, distance, intervening landscaping, and varying orientation of cumulative structures, cumulative glare impacts are not reasonably expected to occur. Impacts are thus considered less than significant.

VQ-10.
Cumulative Shadows: Shadows from the Projects are not expected to cumulatecombine with shadows from other nearby reasonably foreseeable probable future development. There would be no cumulative impacts.  (NI)

2025 Cumulative Impact

Because shadows from the Projects extend over a relatively small geographic area, the only other projects that could result in cumulative shadows in combination with the Projects are in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area.  Shadows from the two Projects also do not combine with one another.  The only foreseeable project that would occur within the immediate vicinity of the Project Area is the potential three-story medical clinic development proposed at 777 Welch Road, the potential replacement building at 800 Welch Road, and CP/GUP development adjacent to the Hoover Pavilion Site.  777 Welch Road isand 800 Welch Road are already developed and is are  not adjacent to or in close proximity to public open space.  Therefore, this developmentthese developments would not have the potential to contribute to cumulative shading of an open space.  Development under the CP/GUP would eliminate the open space at Quarry Road and El Camino Real rather than cast shadows on that open space; as such, development under the CP/GUP would not result in cumulative shadow impacts relative to the Projects.

The Shopping Center Project would result in shading of private open spaces on the Shopping Center Site. If development occurredwere to occur along Sand Hill Road, the Shopping Center Projectproject could also result in shading of the San Francisquito Creek open space.  The SUMC Project would result in shading within the interior of the SUMC Sites; however, the SUMC Project would not cast new shadows at open spaces or trails along Sand Hill Road, El Camino Real, south of Quarry Road, or west of Pasteur Drive. Shading from the Projects would not cumulatecombine at any public open space areas. Overall, there would be no cumulative shadow impacts with respect to the Projects.
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1 	The visual simulations depict full buildout conditions in 2025 and not partial buildout conditions in 2015.


2	Foothills are hills near or at the base of a mountain or mountain range.


3 	Junipero Serra Boulevard is known as Alameda de las Pulgas to the north of Palo Alto and Foothill Expressway inside City limits.


4 	Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Replacement and Renewal Project Application, August 2007, and the Supplement to the Application, September 2007; April 2008; October 2008; and December 2008, Figure 4-8a.


5 	Ray Morneau, Certified Arborist, Certified Arborist’s Tree Inventory for Stanford Medical Center Area Project, September 2007.


6 	Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Replacement and Renewal Project Application, August 2007, and the Supplement to the Application, September 2007; April 2008; October 2008; and December 2008. Table 1-1.


7	Ray Morneau, Arborist, Certified Arborist’s Tree Inventory for Stanford Shopping Center Area Project, Autumn 2008.


8 	The City of Palo Alto’s inventory of parks and preserves can be found on the City’s website at http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=8560.


9 	The normal human line of sight is at a 15 degree downward incline. The horizontal line of sight is parallel with the ground.


10 	Guastello, Stephen J., 2006. Human Factors Engineering and Ergonomics. New Jersey: Routledge, 302 pages.


11 	This estimate assumes flat terrain and a lack of obstructions in the visual foreground.  The calculation is based on simple trigonometry that does not fully account for the complex optics of the human eye, but is nonetheless commonly used in engineering and ergonomics fields.  The perceived height of an object relative to the height of the total field of vision, A, is calculated as: (H-L)/X, where H is the height of object being viewed, L is the height of viewer’s line of sight, and X is the height of the vertical plane of the observer’s field of vision as measured at D, the distance from the observer to the object. X is calculated as: D(tangent 60), which accounts for the 60 degree angle of the human field of vision above the line of sight.  Therefore, A1=(100-5)/(500(tangent60))=0.1097, and  A2=(100-5)/(1000(tangent60))=0.0548.





12 	El Camino Park is on land owned by Stanford University butthat is leased by the City.  As such, El Camino Park is considered public open space.


13 	City of Palo Alto, 2001. Architectural Review Board Frequently Asked Questions.


14 	The original applications and site plans for both Projects were submitted to the City in August 2007.  As a result of refinement of functional adjacencies, the SUMC Project sponsors submitted revised site plans onin April and October 2008.  As a result of architectural review, the Shopping Center Project sponsor submitted revised illustrative site plans in June 2008.  This EIR addresses the revised site plans.


15 	Paraphrased for brevity.


16 	Paraphrased for brevity.


17 	Note that buildingBuilding height and development compatibility issues are also discussed in Section 3.2, Land Use.  The land use discussion considers the potential impacts ofsection discusses modifying the existing 50 -foot height limit in the zoning code, which is also recognized in the Comprehensive Plan.


18 	This summary of the Draft SUMC Area Plan goals is taken from the SUMC Project application.Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Replacement and Renewal Project Application, August 2007, and the Supplement to the Application, September 2007; April 2008; October 2008; and December 2008.


19 	With rooftop appurtenances, the existing LPCH is about 63 feet tall.


20 	September 2007, Certified Arborist’s Tree Inventory for Stanford Medical Center Area Project, Ray Morneau, Certified Arborist.


21 	SUMC Facilities Renewal and Replacement Project Application, Figures 4-8a and b, August 2007, revised April 2008.


2221	Removal of Protected Trees, as defined under the City of Palo Alto’s Tree Preservation and Management Regulations, is addressed in Section 3.9, Biological Resources.


23	Ray Morneau, Arborist, Certified Arborist’s Tree Inventory for Stanford Shopping Center Area Project, Autumn 2008.


22	Ray Morneau, Arborist, Certified Arborist’s Tree Inventory for Stanford Shopping Center Area Project, Autumn 2008.


2423	County of Santa Clara, Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit Application Draft Environmental Impact Report, Volume 1, December 18, 2000. [NOTE:  Citation should be to the GUP, which is the vehicle for imposing the mitigation requirement and contains the specific conditions.]


2524	County of Santa Clara, Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit Application Draft Environmental Impact Report, Volume 1, December 18, 2000.  [NOTE:  Citation should be to the Community Plan, GUP and Development Agreement, not to the Draft EIR.]


2625 	Santa Clara County, Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit Application, Draft EIR, June 2000.  [NOTE:  The citation should be to the GUP, which is the vehicle for imposing the requirements.]
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