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 Staff Report (ID # 14157) 

  
  
 

Report Type:  Subcommittee Items Meeting Date: 4/7/2022 

City of Palo Alto   
Planning & Development Services     
250 Hamilton Avenue      
Palo Alto, CA 94301  
(650) 329-2442 

Summary Title:  300 Pasteur Nursing Pods Extension: SUMC Ad Hoc Committee 

Title: 300 Pasteur Drive [21PLN-00235]: Ad Hoc Committee Review 
of a Recently Approved Project That was Conditioned to 
Return With Consideration to Alternate Treatment to the Base 
of the Building as it Interfaces with the Promenade to Provide 
More Visual Interest. Environmental Assessment:  Certified EIR 
for the Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal 
and Replacement Project (Council Resolution No 9168).  Zoning 
District:  HD (Hospital District). For More Information Contact 
the Project Planner Emily Foley emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org 

From: Jonathan Lait 
 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Architectural Review Board (ARB) take the following action(s): 

1. Discuss and provide direction. 
 

Background 
On March 16, 2022, the Director of Planning and Development Services approved the subject 
project. At the Board’s recommendation, a condition was imposed that required certain project 
elements return to the ARB Ad Hoc Committee. Below are the items that were requested to 
return to the committee and the applicant’s response to the ARB’s comments:  
 
Architecture Review Condition: 
 

• ARB SUBCOMMITTEE: Prior to the issuance of City of Palo Alto building permits, the 
applicant shall return to the ARB subcommittee for review of the following items, to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Development Services: 

o Provide a study to consider improvements to the visual interest and materials at 
the base of the building extensions as it relates to the promenade.  
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Applicant’s Response: 
 

• The applicant provided a response letter (Attachment B). In summary, the SUMC 
Promenade is divided into three primary nodes: the entry plaza closest to Pasteur drive, 
the mid-section where the Nursing Pods are proposed, and Wang Plaza at the northern 
terminus of the promenade. Activation including amenities, art, and seating, are 
concentrated at the two plazas, while the mid-section is an intentionally quieter space. 
Additionally, interpretive panels are expected to be added in the future (separate 
project) to add another activity and visual interest in this area. The plan sheets 
(Attachment C) show this continuum of activation and existing public art. This project is 
not subject to additional public art on an individual basis. Its associated floor area is a 
part of the SUMC plan, which included public art requirements.  

 
A video recording of the Board’s last meeting on this project is available online: Video 
The Board is encouraged to provide direction to staff and the applicant as to whether the 
proposed changes are sufficient or requires further refinement.  
 
 

Report Author & Contact Information ARB1 Liaison & Contact Information 
Emily Foley, AICP, Associate Planner Jodie Gerhardt, AICP, Planning Manager 

(650) 617-3125 (650) 329-2575 
emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org jodie.gerhardt@cityofpaloalto.org 

 
Attachments: 

• Attachment A: February 3, 2022 ARB Excerpt Minutes (PDF) 

• Attachment B: Applicant Response Letter (PDF) 

• Attachment C: Project Plans (DOCX) 

 
1 Emails may be sent directly to the ARB using the following address: arb@cityofpaloalto.org  
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Architectural Review Board Meeting 

Summary Minutes: 2/3/22 

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
EXCERPT MINUTES:  February 3, 2022 

Virtual Meeting 
8:30 AM 

Call to Order / Roll Call 

The Architectural Review Board (ARB) of the City of Palo Alto met on this date in virtual teleconference 

at 8:30 a.m. 

Participating Remotely: Chair Osma Thompson, Boardmember Peter Baltay, Boardmember David Hirsch 

Absent: None. 

Oral Communications 

None.  

Agenda Changes, Additions and Deletions 

None.  

City Official Reports 

1. Transmittal of 1) the ARB Meeting Schedule and Attendance Record, 2) Tentative Future Agenda

items and 3) Recent Project Decisions

Jodie Gerhardt, Manager of Current Planning, shared her screen with the Architectural Review Board 

(ARB) and displayed the 2022 Meeting Schedule and Assignments. February meetings will be virtual and 

future meetings may be in person or hybrid. 525 East Charleston will be discussed on February 17, 2022. 

It will have one hearing to determine if the project meets the zoning code. 

Action Items 

2. PUBLIC HEARING / QUASI-JUDICIAL. 300 Pasteur [21PLN-00235]:  Recommendation on Applicant's

Request for Approval of a Major Architectural Review to Allow an Addition of Approximately

37,000 sf to an Existing Stanford Hospital Building to Meet Seismic Standards and Enable

Renovation of Existing Patient Rooms, and Associated Landscape Changes.  Zoning District:  HD.

Environmental Assessment:  Certified EIR for the Stanford University Medical Center Facilities

Renewal and Replacement Project (Council Resolution No 9168).  For More Information Contact

Project Planner Emily Foley at Emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org

Chair Thompson introduced the item and called for disclosures. 

Boardmember Baltay disclosed he visited the site. 

Boardmember Hirsch disclosed that he visited the site and the boards at City Hall. 
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Chair Thompson disclosed that she visited the site at nighttime and the material boards at City Hall. She 

called for the staff report. 

Emily Foley, Project Planner, shared her screen and presented a PowerPoint on the first formal review for 

the Stanford University Medical Center (SUMC) Nursing Pod project at 300 Pasteur. The application is for 

a 37,116 square foot (sf) addition. The staff report incorrectly lists the square footage used for a 

preliminary application which was reviewed by the ARB on April 15, 2021. The project allows hospital uses 

to be moved to a seismically stable building. The extension will have a capacity of 72 beds and overall, the 

facility will decrease by 15 beds. The extension will be four stories and match the existing height of the 

building. The project includes landscaping upgrades to the below grade courtyards and promenade. The 

guidance documents include the Conditional Use Permit (CUP), the Development Agreement, and the 

SUMC Design Guidelines.  The relevant design guidelines are listed in the staff report. She showed slides 

contrasting the elevation presented at the preliminary review with the current proposed elevation. They 

added windows and changed the exterior panels and several materials. The next slide illustrated the 

landscaping plan and layout of the gardens. There are several benches which will line the promenade. 

Staff recommends that the ARB recommend approval of the proposed project, but they may also send 

items to subcommittee or continue to a date uncertain.  

Chair Thompson asked Ms. Foley to put up the slide of the existing site versus the proposal. 

Ms. Foley brought the slide up and explained that it did not represent the existing condition. The slide 

compares the initial proposal the ARB previously heard to the current proposal.  

Chair Thompson stated that both had the same suffix. 

Ms. Foley explained that the top picture was from the preliminary hearing and the bottom picture 

represented the current proposal.  

Chair Thompson stated she understood.  

Boardmember Hirsch asked if there were a difference between the top and bottom pictures.  

Ms. Foley said that there were no differences in terms of window location, but the windows were slightly 

different. 

Ms. Gerhardt noted that the first slide demonstrated more differences.  

Chair Thompson stated she had just wanted to clarify there were no errors. She called for the applicant’s 

presentation.   

Molly Swenson, Stanford Medicine Planning, Designing, Construction Department, thanked the ARB for 

hearing the proposed addition to Stanford Hospital’s nursing pods. The project was first presented to the 

ARB in April 2021 for preliminary review. It is part of the overarching renewal project at Stanford Medicine 

and brings them closer to compliance with State seismic safety requirements. The project fronts the 

pedestrian throughfare known as the Promenade. The ARB provided its comments, and they took the 

feedback and refined the project. A primary focus was softening the building façade. She introduced Pam 

Kurz with Perkins Eastman. 
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Pam Kurz, Perkins Eastman, stated that she was the lead on the design effort. She showed the ARB the 

proposed plan including the campus context. She showed views from the southern end of the Promenade 

which included new seating and large garden spaces. The West Elevation follows the SUMC Design 

Guidelines, and the scale is in keeping with the existing hospital buildings. She showed the previous West 

Elevation as well as the current proposed design including close ups to show the materials used. Material 

selection has been taken from the SUMC Design Guidelines and are in a neutral beige color palette. 

Signage has been changed to a lighter color. Based on ARB feedback they have created a more engaging 

façade with a variety of textures and new fenestration. Patient rooms have garden views, and the stair 

windows create movement. She showed views from Wang Plaza. With the penthouse visibility they 

rendered pedestrian views along the Promenade and determined that the penthouse is either not visible 

or only partly visible for the majority of the walk. When it is visible it is in keeping with the existing 

penthouses on the pods and the new hospital. The focus is on the gardens and the pedestrian experience 

along the activated Promenade. She introduced Adit Pal to discuss the landscape design. 

Adit Pal, BFS Landscape Architects, explained that the view down the Promenade illustrated that the 

architecture and landscaping are complimentary. It creates an urban street like dialogue between 

architectural façade and greenery to help visually activate the Promenade. The frontage of the courtyards 

is about twice as long as each façade. pedestrians walking along the Promenade get a sense of open space 

and vegetation framed by buildings. The steel fence which separates the sunken courtyards from the 

Promenade is slatted in a modern but random pattern and balances privacy with transparency. It varies 

in height and is taller near the patient room windows for privacy. Signage is still under development but 

will narrate the story of the hospital though text, graphics, and historical pictures across eight panels. The 

panels will be lit at night and integrated with other light sources. The plantings in the courtyards consist 

of a two layered approach, with the layer close to the windows featuring flowering and familiar garden 

plants and is balanced by a textured and seasonally flowering landscape behind it in the middle of the 

courtyard. The middle tier is lower water use. The flowering plants forward the habitat creation goals of 

the City Urban Forestry Master Plan. He showed a slide illustrating the side and center courtyard which 

are emergency and maintenance access only. Each is about 75 square feet (sf) in area and will contain 

small to medium sized flowering trees. The landscaping creates a buffer from the building to the 

Promenade. The F courtyard will serve psychiatric patients outdoors and is about 4,500 sf in area and will 

be surrounded by the fence with added wood paneling for acoustic privacy. He stated they welcomed 

comments and questions. 

Chair Thompson called for the public comment, but there was none. She called for ARB questions of the 

staff or the applicant. 

Boardmember Hirsch asked who would use the lower courtyard. 

Mr. Pal showed a slide of the landscape and noted that those courtyards were for patient viewing only. 

Courtyard D has a lot of utilities underneath it which require access. The gate and steps are for 

maintenance access. Courtyard E has an emergency potable water tank underneath it and must also serve 

as a fire exit, which is the reason for the ramp. Courtyard F is a user programmed courtyard and a fire exit.  

Chair Thompson inquired about the interface between the building and the public walk.  
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Ms. Kurz explained that area contained patient rooms, which is why the courtyards are private.  

Chair Thompson confirmed that in the preliminary design there were no windows that looked onto the 

Promenade, but there were in the new design. 

Ms. Kurz said that was correct. She noted that you could not see into patient rooms because of the 

treatment on the glass.  

Chair Thompson asked about the material. 

Ms. Kurz explained they referred to it as ribbed. 

Chair Thompson questioned its relationship with the adjacent material. Specifically, she wondered if the 

ribs stuck out or if they were inset and aligned with the adjacent material. 

Ms. Kurz said that the material faces would be flush. She asked Ms. Swenson to find the slide. 

Ms. Gerhardt asked if the detail was in the plan set printed for the ARB. 

Ms. Kurz confirmed it was. The material lays flush with the final panel. 

Boardmember Baltay stated that it was on Detail #1 on Sheet A4.5. 

Ms. Kurz said that on the other elevation the ribbing happens above the windows for continuity of 

materiality. She believed the ARB had a sample of the material.  

Boardmember Baltay noted that he had viewed the materials but had not felt the need to disclose that as 

it was on public display.  

Boardmember Hirsch asked for an explanation of the use of the middle window on the West Façade 

Cladding slide. 

Ms. Kurz explained it was a window to a corridor between patient rooms. At the lower level you will not 

be able to see in due to glass treatments. People inside will be able to see out and get natural light.  

Boardmember Hirsch noted that was hard to determine from the drawing.  

Chair Thompson asked if the glass in the middle was inset. 

Ms. Kurz stated it was.  

Chair Thompson called for further ARB questions, but there were none. She thanked the applicant and 

returned to the ARB for comment. 

Boardmember Baltay said he could support the project as presented. 

Boardmember Hirsch said that generally speaking the project had improved since the last hearing. He 

thought it was like a mall and asked if Ms. Klicheva had his slides available to show.  

Medina Klicheva, Administrative Assistant, indicated she had the slides and shared them with the ARB.  
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Boardmember Hirsch explained the first slide was of Chuck Close, a picture that looks like a man from far 

away but is made of a pattern close up.  

Ms. Klicheva said that the next one was on a blog and displayed a picture of a hole in the road. 

Boardmember Hirsch explained that the painting really changed the spaces.  

Ms. Klicheva put up the next link. 

Boardmember Hirsch explained it was a Peter Wagner with a constantly changing pattern that is quite 

exciting. He asked them to imagine it in the SUMC environment. Peter Wagner is doing several pieces 

throughout Palo Alto, but this piece really enlivens the space. He asked Ms. Klicheva to go to the next one. 

Ms. Klicheva said that was all that she had received from him.  

Boardmember Hirsch said that was fine, but that it was a work of art by Victor Vasarely. He asked to go 

back to the elevation of the building.  

Ms. Swenson displayed the Extension West Façade – Proposed Change slide. 

Boardmember Hirsch explained that the ARB thought the building needed work and the proposal is vastly 

improved, but there is a lost opportunity. The pod is an incredible improvement to the site planning and 

the sunken gardens are wonderful. The façade references the hospital building across the street, but he 

misses an element like he demonstrated in his examples. Right now, it is a piece of nicely designed 

architecture with some lit panels people may read once. He suggested making the panels part of the 

experience and more exciting. The building across the way has a bold cantilever and the whole of the 

Promenade goes to the Plaza where the Edward Durell Stone building lays. He asked why they could not 

put art in the bottom piece of the building to animate the public way. Having said that, he stated that he 

could accept the project, but it was not great. It is not out of scale and is detailed nicely but is not exciting. 

He suggested more glass elements from bottom to top. If they had a moving art piece from one side of 

the pod to the other and then picked up on the second pod it would provide continuity and a more exciting 

experience. If they use the framework they’ve already created it would reinforce the building as well. The 

mall is a great idea and a wonderful thing for hospital workers, and he wanted to see something there 

that is delightful and not ordinary.  

Chair Thompson said that the project has improved. The canted panels provided special depth that she 

was concerned the updated design lacked, but the updated design contains a texture that the previous 

design lacked. When she visited the site she noticed the other building’s cantilever and visual interest and 

remembered former Boardmember Lew’s concern about how the provenance would be compressed. 

Based on that she wondered if the ground level could be inset a little bit. She did not want to sacrifice 

patient rooms but wanted to differentiate the ground level from the upper levels. The other elevations 

are fine and work in the overall context. So overall something more interesting on the ground level would 

be appreciated. she asked Boardmember Baltay for further comment. 

Boardmember Baltay felt the two extensions came too close to the mall given how tall they are. The 

project is a fair compromise for the needs of the applicant. With respect to Boardmember Hirsch’s 

comments he agreed it would be wonderful to animate the space, but it might not be an appropriate place 
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to do so given the wonderful landscaping. The area provides for a lot of life and activity and sometimes it 

is good for a building to step back and let life take place. The hospital building on the other side is very 

interesting and is full of people outside living. He thought that was the sculpture for this particular area. 

He was comfortable with the building being in the background as it’s an extension of the main hospital. 

He wished the building could be further from the Promenade, but he did not want to slow the project 

down. If the ARB wanted to tweak the details around the lower level windows, they could discuss it, but 

the project is pretty good, and the landscaping is astonishing and should be supported. 

Chair Thompson thought she was ready to support the project. They could ask the applicant to consider 

in setting the ground level or adding more visual interest as an item for subcommittee.  

Boardmember Baltay said that he would support that if they put out a Motion. 

Boardmember Hirsch thought it could be done less for its showiness and more for its appropriateness. It 

would require study and he agreed it might be nice to set it in more to emphasize the form of the building. 

That area needs some architectural work, the rest is delightful. The center piece could be uniform in 

character and not divided into floors with ribbed glass. Receding the bottom would be an improvement 

in the form. The graphics could be explored separately and everything else could move ahead. The base 

of the building could be reviewed as a sign or some other minimal change so as to not hold up 

construction. He agreed with Boardmember Baltay that there was a life to the Promenade. He would 

approve the formal architecture except for the ground floor with needs more dimensional change.  

Ms. Swenson asked to respond to the comments. 

Boardmember Hirsch said she could. 

Ms. Gerhardt requested the Chair answer the question. 

Chair Thompson said that was typically not allowed but asked if she had a lot of comments. 

Ms. Swenson wanted to respond about stepping the building back. That would cause them to lose patient 

rooms and she wanted the ARB to be aware of that. Additionally, there is a robust exterior art program 

with pieces at the northern and southern ends of the Promenade. They tried to concentrate activity at 

the two ends of the promenade and under the cantilever in the middle. The stretch along the extensions 

was intended to be a more passive and contemplative space. The interpretative panels are to add interest.  

Chair Thompson thanked Ms. Swenson.  

MOTION: Chair Thompson moved, seconded by Boardmember Baltay, to approve the project subject to 

the findings and with a request that it return to subcommittee for the applicant to consider an alternate 

treatment to the base of the building as it interfaces with the Promenade to provide more visual interest.  

Boardmember Baltay stated he seconded the Motion to move it along. He asked staff if going to 

subcommittee would prevent the applicant from moving the project forward.  

Ms. Gerhardt said that the applicant could apply for building permits but would run the risk of some 

changes happening.  

Boardmember Baltay asked if they already applied for the building permits. 
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Ms. Swenson explained the building permits were with OSHPD. 

Boardmember Baltay did not want the ARB to cause more delays. He asked what would happen if it went 

to subcommittee. 

Ms. Gerhardt said that subcommittee did not have the same noticing requirements so it could be at the 

next hearing if the applicant was ready with ideas.  

Chair Thompson stated that the Motion was to consider a change.  

Ms. Gerhardt stated they would need to draw up options and present them to subcommittee. At the 

earliest that would be the 17th.  

Boardmember Hirsch said that he did not believe the changes they would like to see would change the 

interior program. 

Boardmember Baltay agreed that Chair Thompson had made that clear. 

Chair Thompson said she was clear that it would not. They are really looking for an architectural 

treatment.  

Boardmember Baltay said he seconded the Motion. 

Chair Thompson called for the vote. 

MOTION PASSED: 3-0 

Chair Thompson thanked the applicant team and went to move to the next item. 

Boardmember Baltay asked if Chair Thompson wanted to appoint the subcommittee so that the applicant 

knew who they would work with. 

Chair Thompson indicated that she would appoint herself and Boardmember Hirsch. 

Boardmember Baltay agreed with that. 

Ms. Gerhardt indicated she had the subcommittee noted.  

3. ARB Awards: Consider the Eligible 11 Projects and Associated Photographs Taken by Board 

Members, and Decide on a List of Award Categories and Award Winners 

Chair Thompson introduced the item. 

Ms. Gerhardt shared the presentation with the ARB. 

Chair Thompson noted that former Boardmember Lew was in attendance and that they would take public 

comment. 

Boardmember Hirsch inquired if Ms. Gerhardt had filled in additional photographs. 

Ms. Gerhardt explained that she tried to but had technical problems. The first slide was on 611 Cowper 

Street. The packet contains the list of eligible projects. 
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March 23, 2022 
 
Emily Foley 
Planning & Development Services 
City of Palo Alto 
250 Hamilton Avenue, 5th Floor 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 
 
 
Re: ARB Subcommittee Review for Stanford Health Care Nursing Pod Extensions  

Application No.:  21PLN-00235 
Property Location:  300 Pasteur Drive 
Zoning District:  Hospital District 
APN:  142-23-017 

 
 
Dear Emily, 
 
In response to feedback received at the February 3, 2022 Architectural Review Board meeting in 
connection with the application referenced above, we have enclosed supplemental material for 
consideration by ARB subcommittee at the April 7, 2022 Architectural Review Board meeting.  
Specifically, Stanford Health Care (“SHC”) was asked to consider improvements to the visual interest and 
materials at the base of the building extensions as it relates to the Promenade.  The request was made 
with the intent of ensuring an engaging experience at the pedestrian level, including the potential for 
incorporation of art into this experience. 

In providing the enclosed additional material, SHC seeks to place this particular scope within the larger 
context of its public space activation efforts, and to highlight the robust exterior art program already in 
place on the Medical Center campus.  Further, SHC seeks to document the intentionality in activating 
certain spaces along the Promenade and allowing others to become more passive zones. 

Levels of Activity in the Vicinity of the Promenade 
The Promenade is the primary north-south pedestrian axis for the Medical Campus, and connects the 
Hospital facilities to the School of Medicine facilities, and as such is a key thoroughfare for staff and 
medical residents. Given the Promenade’s significance as a pedestrian connector, SHC has given great 
consideration to the types of public spaces to be created along its length, and in developing the Pod 
Extensions scope has sought to reinforce existing nodes of activity, specifically at the northern end of the 
Promenade (Wang Plaza) and at the southern end of the Promenade (500 Pasteur Entry Plaza and 
vicinity).  The middle segment of the Promenade was intended to become an opportunity for relaxation 
and respite, particularly the eastern edge adjacent to the new extensions.  The levels of activity of the 
spaces along the Promenade are described in more detail in the sections to follow. 

Wang Plaza 
At Wang Plaza, SHC and Lucile Packard Children’s Hospital in recent years had undertaken a public 
space improvement effort which entailed identification of programming opportunities (including ping-pong 
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and a mobile library cart), incorporation of art into the plaza, and introduction of landscape and hardscape 
improvements including new tree plantings and replacement of existing fixed seating with loose seating 
and umbrellas.  This work is currently in progress, with SHC recently completing construction of an art 
wall in the plaza, featuring Arnaldo Pomodoro’s Three-Panel Bas-Relief.  SHC has received a building 
permit from the City of Palo Alto for the balance of improvements proposed in the plaza, but has not yet 
moved forward with implementation due to the planned upcoming construction of the Pod Extensions and 
associated site work immediately adjacent to the plaza.  Once construction of these improvements is 
complete and planned programming is implemented, Wang Plaza will become a key node of activity at 
the Medical Center. 

500 Pasteur Entry Plaza and Terrace 
At the southern end of the Promenade, the entry plaza at 500 Pasteur is a highly active space anchored 
by Leo Villareal’s dynamic Buckyball, with fixed bench seating as well as loose tables, chairs, and 
umbrellas nestled among Southern Live Oak trees.  And just north of the entry plaza, beneath the 500 
Pasteur cantilever is a covered seating area with access to the Cafeteria as well as two additional future 
food and beverage spaces1.  This area, like the 500 Pasteur entry plaza, is already well utilized by staff, 
patients, and visitors, and with the Pod Extensions project SHC intends to reinforce and expand this 
activity node by creating a new “terrace” immediately across the Promenade, as identified on Sheet A7.0.  
The Terrace will offer loose seating with umbrellas, and will be designated space for various outdoor 
programs ranging from health screenings to farmers markets to temporary art installations.  Deborah 
Butterfield’s cast bronze Butternut marks the arrival point for this future space. 

Mid-Promenade 
In contrast to the active spaces described above at the northern and southern ends of the Promenade, 
the middle segment of the Promenade, particularly the eastern edge, was intended to be a quieter 
segment which would offer opportunity for relaxation and respite.  The Sierra Dog Park, where visitors 
with pets have an opportunity for shade, water, and an enclosed recreational area, marks the transition 
between the more “active” and “passive” spaces.  Across the Promenade, trellises and bench seating 
among plantings are proposed, as well as interpretive panels which tell the story of Stanford Medicine 
and the original 1959 hospital, providing the opportunity for more contemplative activity.  The Pod 
Extensions have been designed as a quiet backdrop, offering contrast to the more active spaces to the 
north, south and west.   

Exterior Art 
As SHC has planned for a rich variety of public spaces throughout the Medical Campus to support a 
range of activities, it has also carefully considered the integration of art into the design and experience of 
the Hospital grounds with the understanding that art can support health and well-being, and that art can 
enrich the patient and visitor experience, making the hospital not only a place for healing and comfort, but 
also for inspiration.  Experience, access, and engagement were primary considerations in placement of 
the exterior pieces, which are located throughout the Medical Campus, and as noted above, included in 
some of the key areas surrounding the proposed Pod Extensions.  Sheet A7.1 identifies many of the 
exterior art pieces which have been installed on the medical campus in recent years, featuring the work of 
a diverse range of artists.  SHC’s intent has been to engage patients, visitors, and staff with the exterior 
art in ways that have enduring impact, and although additional exterior art is not proposed at this time, as 
pieces are added in the future, these same considerations and guiding principles will apply. 

 
1 Buildout of the two food and beverage spaces was delayed due to the COVID-19 pandemic, but tenant 
improvement plans have been approved by the State and construction is planned to move forward in mid-
2022. 
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We hope that this additional material helps to clarify SHC’s approach to the public spaces and the 
pedestrian experience in the vicinity of the Pod Extensions, as well as its approach to exterior art.  Please 
do not hesitate to contact me if any additional information is required. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Molly Promes Swenson 
Sr. Program Manager 
Planning Design + Construction 
Stanford Medicine 
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Attachment C 

 

 

Project Plans 

During Shelter-in-Place, project plans are only available online. 

 

Directions to review Project plans online:  

1. Go to: bit.ly/PApendingprojects  

2. Scroll down to find “300 Pasteur Dr.” and click the address link 

3. On this project specific webpage you will find a link to the project plans and 

other important information 

 

Direct Link to Project Webpage: 

https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=5137&TargetID=319 

 

Materials Boards: 

During Shelter-in-Place, color and material boards will be available to view in the display case 

outside of City Hall, on the exterior elevator near the corner of Hamilton Ave. and Bryant St. 
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