City of Palo Alto

(ID # 6077)

Architectural Review Board ARB Staff Report
Report Type: New Business

Meeting Date: 9/17/2015

Summary Title: 429 University Avenue
Title: 429 University Avenue [14PLN-00222] To Consider an Appeal of the
Director of Planning and Community Environment’s Architectural Review
Approval of a 31,407 Square-Foot, Four Story, Mixed Use Building With
Parking Facilities on Two Subterranean Levels on an 11,000 Square-Foot Site
in the Downtown Commercial (CD-C (GF)(P)) Zone District located at 425-429
University Avenue; and the Approval of a Mitigated Negative Declaration.
Environmental Assessment: A Mitigated Negative Declaration has been
prepared.
From: Jonathan Lait
Lead Department: Architectural Review Board
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Architectural Review Board (ARB) review the revised project,
evaluate the additional studies, and make a recommendation to City Council based on their
specific direction.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The proposed redevelopment project is located at 425-447 University Avenue on a 11,000
square feet (sf) parcel in the Downtown Commercial (CD-C (GF)(P)) zone district, which involves
the construction of a new 31,407 square foot (sf), four story, mixed-use building with two levels
of subterranean parking replacing two existing one-story commercial buildings (Attachment B –
Project Location Map). Retail is proposed on the ground floor, office on the second floor, three
residential units on the third floor, and office and one residential unit on the fourth floor.
The ARB recommended approval of the project after three public hearings. The Director of
Planning and Community Environment tentatively approved the project and the environmental
document with conditions on February 25, 2015.
An appeal was filed and the City Council considered the matter at the public hearing on May 4,
2015. Following testimony and deliberation, City Council voted to continue the appeal and
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requested the applicant to redesign the project and that the ARB and Historic Resources Board
(HRB) address a list of issues outlined in the following section.
Since the May 4, 2015 meeting, additional studies on the project’s traffic circulation and
shadow patterns have been prepared as per the Council motions (Attachment D and E). A
supplemental Historic Resources Memorandum was also prepared to analyze the potential
project impacts on existing offsite historic resources and their settings (Attachment C). The
results of these additional studies reveal no new environmental impacts. The current project
plans and studies were reviewed by the HRB on September 10, 20151.
The applicant has made some design modifications to address Council’s comments. In today’s
ARB meeting, staff requests the ARB review the revised project, evaluate the additional studies,
and consider the applicant’s response to Council comments.

BACKGROUND
The ARB conducted a preliminary review of the proposed project on November 7, 2013.
Following the submission of a formal application on June 19, 2014, the ARB conducted three
public hearings on November 20, 2014, January 15, 2015 and February 19, 2015 to review the
application. At the February 19 meeting, the ARB recommended approval of the application to
the Director of Planning and Community Environment. The Director issued a letter of approval
on February 25, 2015 (Attachment A)2.
An appeal was received with concerns pertaining to the project’s compatibility with the
neighborhood, including its historic character, safety, traffic and parking conflicts, and the loss
of ground floor retail. At the May 4, 2015 public hearing, the City Council voted 5-4 to continue

1

The relevant HRB report, with all attachments, is viewable on the City’s website.
 HRB September 10, 2015 report:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/48887
2
The relevant ARB reports, with all attachments, initial study and appendices thereto, and project plans are
viewable on the City’s website at the links provided below:
 ARB November 7, 2013 Preliminary Review report:
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/37588
 ARB November 20, 2014 report:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/44755
 ARB January 15, 2015 report:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/45512
 ARB February 19, 2015 report:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/45974
 Project plans recommended by the ARB and approved by the Director of Planning and
Community Environment:
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/37684
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the appeal requesting the applicant redesign the project and that the ARB address the following
issues in relation to the redesigned project3:
Council Direction to the Architectural Review Board
The project [shall] be re-submitted to the Architectural Review Board to address the following
Council concerns regarding the required findings:
a. The design shall be compatible with the immediate environment of the site– the
building will be designed with articulation and setbacks that minimize massing.
b. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or historical
character, the design is compatible with such character
c. The design is compatible with approved improvements both on and off the site.
d. The design of roof lines, entries, setbacks, mass and scale with context based criteria.
e. Street building facades – building to return with greater reinforcement of the
relationship of the street with building mass. The upper floors need to have set backs to
fit in with the context of the neighborhood. Specifically, the look and feel from the
street should be of a look and feel compatible with adjacent buildings, with the option
of a third or fourth floor provided they are visually compatible from the streets,
requiring articulation or set-backs.
f. To study shadow patterns.
g. Study circulation analysis including on Lane 30.
h. Direction that the project shall share design linkages with the overall pattern of
buildings so that the visual unity of the streets are maintained.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Current Proposal
The proposed project replaces two existing one-story commercial buildings with a new 31,407
sf four-story mixed-use building that contains 20,407 sf of commercial floor area and 11,000 sf
of residential floor area with two levels of subterranean parking of 40 parking spaces on an
11,000 sf parcel at 425-447 University Avenue. The revised project will maintain the same land
use and parking program in conformance to the development standards of the CD-C (GF)(P)
zoning district, but does include some project modifications.

DISCUSSION
The Council articulated its challenge in meeting all of the ARB findings to approve the project. In
particular, the Council was concerned with the project’s compatibility to nearby buildings and
3

The relevant Council reports, with all attachments, including the appeal letter, are viewable on the City’s website
at the links provided below:
 Council April 6, 2015 report:
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/46619
 Council May 4, 2015 report:
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/47015
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its relationship to the historic character and lower profile buildings in the area. In remanding
the project back to the ARB, the Council directed the applicant to make changes to the project
to make the project more compatible to the immediate environment, the streetscape and
historic buildings in the area (see complete motion above in Background section).The Council’s
discussion is viewable at this link: http://midpenmedia.org/city-council-35/.
In response to these comments the applicant made a variety of changes, which are detailed in
Attachment F4. The ARB is asked to review these changes in response to the Council’s motion
and to make a recommendation as to whether the revisions achieve the stated goal.
Some of the more notable revisions include the elimination of the overhang above the third
floor and removal of vertical stone walls supporting that cantilevered terrace above. The
applicant has also adjusted the setbacks along the University Avenue and Kipling Street
frontages. Previously, the project included a modulated setback5 from University Avenue that
ranged from 4.5 feet to 18 feet and 28 to 41.5 feet at the third and fourth levels, respectively.
The revised project from University Avenue is now a consistent 9 feet at the third level and 30
feet to 39.58 feet at the fourth floor. It is noted that some portions of the fourth floor near the
adjacent building on University Avenue have moved closer to the street while the larger
balance of that level has been pushed back in part to achieve a greater setback as viewed from
Kipling Street.
From Kipling Street, the structure previously included a modulated setback from zero to 21 feet
and 12 feet on the third and fourth floors, respectively. The new setbacks from Kipling Street
range from zero to a consistent 7.5 feet setback and 12.75 feet on the third and fourth floors,
respectively.
As viewed from Lane 30, the structure previously included a setback of 4 feet to 4.5 feet on the
ground floor and the new setback is 4 feet. The setback also decreased slightly from 10.92 feet
to 10 feet at the upper levels.
These and other modifications result in changes to the proposed building envelope and
represent the applicant’s efforts to address Council comments. The ARB in its review will want
to consider whether the proposed changes achieve the expressed intent from Council and
whether the modifications enhance the project generally. While greater setbacks are provided
in some areas, some of these changes result in less building articulation. Additionally, it is
unclear to staff how the proposed revisions respond to Council comments about the transition
in scale or compatibility to adjacent structures as viewed from Kipling Street. In discussions with

4

The Attachment numerically lists changes made in response to the Council’s comments. However, changes
indicated with a reference to Rev. 5 in the Change No. column were changes that the City Council previously
reviewed and are not additional changes in response to Council comments.
5
The setback dimensions referenced in this section are measured from property lines to exterior walls of
interior space. It does not include setbacks to outdoor spaces.
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the applicant, modifications to the stair and elevator tower near Kipling Street were rejected
due to the overall impact to their programmatic objectives and design planning efforts to date.
With respect to the project’s compliance with the historic character, staff continues to support
its initial conclusion that the project would not result in an environmental impact generally, and
more specifically, would not negatively impact nearby historic structures under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). However, the Historic Resources Board (HRB) in its review of
the project on September 10th concluded that the proposed building was not compatible with
nearby historic resources. The project was described as overwhelming and dominating nearby
structures. The HRB comments will be forwarded to the City Council. The ARB is not being
asked to comment on the historic compatibility as it relates to CEQA, but may consider the
project as it relates to any perceived unified design character or historical character and
comment on the proposed project’s design compatibility with such character.
Shadow Study
A shadow study was prepared for the proposed project by jt Architecture + Design to evaluate
the projected changes in shadow lines relative to existing conditions. Shadow profiles are
evaluated in four critical dates of the year: March 21, June 21, September 21, and December
21. As shown in the shadow study (Attachment E), the shadows at winter solstice (worst-case
shadow) would cover a similar range under existing and proposed conditions when accounting
for the shadows cast by existing trees along Kipling Street, which the project would replace. The
shadows would cast mostly on utility areas, such as Lane 30, parking stalls at the alley, abutting
buildings by the alley, streets, and rooftops. Most buildings abutting Lane 30 do not have
windows to the alley that would be impacted by these shadows. The adjacent residential
buildings would not be adversely impacted by shadows from the project. Due to the similarity
of shadows from the existing building and the proposed building, shading from the project
would differ minimally from existing conditions.
Circulation Study
The City Council expressed concern about the increase in vehicular traffic on Lane 30 and
turning movements from Lane 30 to Kipling Street. While a previous Transportation Impact
Analysis was prepared and found no impacts under CEQA, a supplemental study was
commissioned in response to Council comments. The updated report is provided as Attachment
D. There are recommendations included in the report to help facilitate improved traffic flow,
but these conclusions do not impact the project.
The project is expected to generate as many as 166 net new daily trips, with 17 inbound and 4
outbound net new trips occurring during the AM peak hour and 4 inbound and 17 outbound
net new trips occurring during the PM peak hour. The project site is also located downtown
with transit, bicycle and pedestrian access; the actual vehicle trip will likely be lower.
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Lane 30 runs between Waverley Street and Kipling Street and is designed for one-way traffic,
with vehicles entering from Waverley Street and driving eastbound to exit onto Kipling Street.
Observations of traffic activity in the alley were conducted by Hexagon. Both pedestrians and
vehicles used the alley to travel from one end to the other, as well as to access businesses
located off of the alley for loading zones.
The entrance to the alley at Waverley Street has good visibility for vehicles turning off from
Waverley. Parked cars along the southbound side of Kipling Street were the main factor limiting
the visibility of vehicles exiting the alley. Two large street trees adjacent to the curb cut further
obstructed drivers’ views onto Kipling Street. The project includes the removal of the southern
tree, to be replaced by a tree approximately 15 feet back from the property line and curb cut,
eliminating the visual obstruction for drivers looking to their right as they exit the alley. The
corner of the proposed building would improve the sight lines onto Kipling Street, as the
building would obstruct less than the existing parking and street trees, and visibility of
approaching vehicles would be very similar on both the driver’s left and right. Drivers exiting
the alley would be likely to be driving down the center of the alley, which gives them about 7
feet of clearance on each side. This clear space allows view of pedestrians on the sidewalk.
Despite the sight distance challenges, under existing conditions, drivers appeared to have no
difficulty turning out of the alley onto Kipling Street.
Vehicles entering right-angled parking spaces along the alley have ample space to turn, even
with the dumpsters lining some portions of the alley. The proposed project would similarly have
sufficient space for drivers to enter and exit the underground parking garage. The alley would
be used by future building tenants accessing the underground parking garage in the same way
that it is currently used. There is no potential impact from the proposed building on the
operation of the alley, as it would continue to operate as it does currently.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) (Attachment G) has been updated
to include the findings of additional analyses, including the historic resources memorandum,
shadow study and the traffic operations study. The plan revisions did not result in any
additional impacts nor require any additional mitigation measures. The original mitigation
monitoring program is provided in Attachment H.

CORRESPONDENCE
Comment letters received since the May 4, 2015 Council Meeting are included as Attachment I.
COURTSEY COPY:
Elizabeth Wong, applicant
Prepared by: Christy Fong, Planner
Reviewed by: Jodie Gerhardt, AICP, Interim Current Planning Manager
City of Palo Alto
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Amy French, AICP, Chief Planning Official
Jonathan Lait, Assistant Director
Attachments:
 Attachment A: Director's Tentative Decision Letter dated February 25, 2015
(PDF)
 Attachment B: Project Location Map (PDF)
 Attachment C: Historic Resources Memorandum dated August 14, 2015 (PDF)
 Attachment D: Traffic Operations Study dated August 5, 2015
(PDF)
 Attachment E: Shadow Study Report dated July 30, 2015 (PDF)
 Attachment F: Revised Project Description Letter dated August 21, 2015 (PDF)
 Attachment G: Revised Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration dated August
2015 (PDF)
 Attachment H: Mitigation Monitoring Program
(PDF)
 Attachment I: Public Comment Letters
(PDF)
 Attachment J: Project Plans (ARB Members Only) (DOCX)
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Attachment C

August 14, 2015
Historic Resource Analysis
429 University Avenue Mixed-Use Project
Palo Alto, California
HISTORIC RESOURCES MEMORANDUM

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY
The City Council introduced the five items below for the historic resources analysis as part of the CEQA
environmental review of a proposed project at the northwest corner of University Avenue and Kipling
Street. Carey & Co. has reviewed the Initial Study for the project and the historic resources evaluation
reports for 425 University Avenue and 429-447 University Avenue prepared by Preservation
Architecture. We also reviewed the Evaluation Table associated with a historic resources survey
undertaken by Dames & Moore, Palo Alto’s Historic Inventory1 and Downtown Urban Design guidelines.
We also reviewed a plan set for the project.2
On July 10, 2015, Carey & Co. conducted a walking tour of University Avenue between Cowper Street
and Waverley Street, and Kipling Street between University Avenue and Lytton Avenue. During the
walking tour, Carey & Co. observed the project site, its relationship to surrounding properties, noted the
types of buildings and their architecture, and verified the integrity of historic resources on University
Avenue and Kipling Street. Please note that the walking tour took in an area greater than the proposed
Area of Potential Effects (see Item B below).
The following memorandum addresses the Historic Resources Board (HRB) action items presented in the
final City Council motion. Those five items are listed below.
A. The Preservation Architecture report focuses on whether there are criteria for a historic district.
There is no need for existence of a district for there to be historic considerations. The HRB should
determine whether there are other factors that should be considered.
B. What is the applicable “area of potential effect” under CEQA analysis?
C. There are a number of historic structures near (e.g. on Kipling), one next to the proposed project and
several across the street. How will the project impact these structures?

1

The inventory also identifies properties that are California Registered Historical Landmarks and those listed in the National
Register of Historic Places.
2
The plan set is dated August 3, 2015.

Carey & Co., Inc.
August 14, 2015

429 University Avenue Mixed-Use Project
Historic Resources Memorandum P2

D. Whether the mass, scale, and compatibility of the proposed project has an impact on the existing
historic properties should be analyzed.
E. Whether the proposed building would change the setting under CEQA has an impact on the historic
properties on Kipling or University.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 Carey and Co. agrees with the Initial Study prepared by the City of Palo Alto (January 2015) which
analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts on 425 and 429-447 University Avenue and
concluded that no impacts to historic resources would occur since both properties were not eligible for
listing on local, state or national registers.
 Carey and Co. recommends that a study area larger than the project site may be analyzed in order to
evaluate potential direct and indirect impacts to nearby historic resources that are not part of the project
site. A total of eight properties are included in the study area.
 Carey & Co. agrees that the proposed project would not have any direct impacts on three historic
resources within the study area with the application of standard code regulations. The properties are 423
University Avenue, 436-452 University Avenue and 443 Kipling Street.
 Carey & Co. finds that through an evaluation of six of the seven aspects of integrity, the proposed
project’s design, mass, scale, and use of materials could not have an indirect impact on the integrity of
historic resources. The seventh aspect, setting, is evaluated separately.
 Carey & Co. finds that the proposed project would not change the setting of historic properties on
Kipling Street or University Avenue.

ITEM A. THE PRESERVATION ARCHITECTURE REPORT FOCUSES ON WHETHER THERE ARE CRITERIA
FOR A HISTORIC DISTRICT. THERE IS NO NEED FOR EXISTENCE OF A DISTRICT FOR THERE TO BE
HISTORIC CONSIDERATIONS. THE HRB SHOULD DETERMINE WHETHER THERE ARE OTHER FACTORS
THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.
University Avenue between Alma Street and Cowper Street is the center and retail core of downtown Palo
Alto. Although a number of individual historical resources are located on the avenue, they do not form a
historic district.3 Buildings are typically two- to four-story high and have a 25-50 foot wide pattern of
storefronts or similar sized structural bays. Most buildings do not have setbacks and rise to a parapet wall
without a distinct roof. The architectural style of the buildings and retail fronts are mixed but recessed
doors, window displays, and outdoor seating is typical of the Avenue. Presumably to accommodate
outdoor seating, some storefronts have been recessed. This more recent feature contrasts with the smaller,

3

Preservation Architecture, 425 University Avenue, Palo Alto, Historic Architectural Evaluation, September 22, 2014, 5-6 and
429-447 University Avenue, Palo Alto, Historic Architectural Evaluation, September 22, 2014, 5-6.
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recessed entries typically found on historic buildings. The Palo Alto Office Center, the Varsity Theater
and the Stanford Theater are among the local landmarks.4
The blocks around the proposed project at 425 and 429-447 University Avenue have similar features as
described above. Across University Avenue from the project site, the southern two-thirds of University
Avenue between Cowper and Waverly Streets have Spanish Revival style buildings with ground floor
retail uses. These buildings, including the Varsity Theater, are listed in the Palo Alto Historic Inventory.5
The remaining one-third of the south side has two contemporary buildings: the four-story 428-432
University Avenue and the one-story 400 University Avenue, neither of which complements the
architectural style and/or material use of the adjacent buildings. Most of the buildings on the northern 400
block of University Avenue (including the project site) are one or two stories high and have stucco
cladding. On the north side, only 415-419 University Avenue and 423 University Avenue are listed on the
Palo Alto Inventory as “contributing resources.” Although the buildings on the north side share some
features, they are not exemplary of an architectural style and do not relate to the character of the historic
buildings in the area. We feel that the overall historic character of these two blocks has been
compromised by intrusions including incompatible materials, height, massing, and architectural features.
Kipling Street between University Avenue and Lytton Avenue is a more of a transitional area between the
commercial downtown and the residential neighborhoods north of it. Directly east of the proposed
building at the corner of University Avenue and Kipling Street is a two-story commercial building with
no distinguishing style. Further north, the block has six single family houses, five of which are used for
office and retail. These detached one and two-story buildings are set back from the street and have
landscaped front yards. Five are listed in the Palo Alto Historic Inventory as “contributing buildings.”6
The western side of the street is a mix of architectural styles and uses: a one-story contemporary
commercial building (440 and 444 Kipling), a two-story vernacular building (430 Kipling, listed in the
Inventory and converted to offices) and a parking lot at the western corner.
Kipling Street was defined as one of the “secondary districts” in the Palo Alto Downtown Urban Design
document for having its own distinct characteristics: the development of the block was suggested to be
promoted by retaining the single family houses and the architectural character they provide.7 The
redevelopment of the parking lot at the corner of Kipling and Lytton was also encouraged in the 1993
document, but has not happened at this time.

4

This paragraph was summarized from City of Palo Alto, “Historic Inventory Category Information,” last updated June 16, 2007,
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=539&TargetID=127 (accessed on July 13, 2015).
5
Buildings on the Palo Alto Historic Inventory are 436- 452 University Avenue (Category 2), Varsity Theater at 456 University
Avenue (Category 1), 460,-476 University Avenue (Category 2), and 480-498 University Avenue (Category 2).
6
405 Kipling Street, 411 Kipling Street, 421-423 Kipling Street, 430 Kipling Street, 431-433 Kipling Street, and 443 Kipling
Street (City of Palo Alto, Master List of Structures on the Historic Inventory, 2012). 437 Kipling is listed on the Dames and
Moore Survey as “NRHP eligible under criteria A and C” (City of Palo Alto, email correspondence, July 16, 2015).
7
City of Palo Alto, Downtown Urban Design, October 1993, http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/6514
(accessed on July 14, 2015).
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Lane 30E, the service alley that runs Kipling to Waverly Street, is used for parking and serves the
buildings that front onto it. The Urban Design Guide defines these alleys as “shortcut alleys which should
be encouraged to use by pedestrians on a regular basis while maintaining their service functions.”8
We see this block of Kipling Street as a transitional area with mixed uses, building types, and different
architectural styles. It does not have the density or total commercial character of University Avenue, but
neither does it present itself as an intact residential street.
ITEM B. WHAT IS THE APPLICABLE “AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT” UNDER CEQA ANALYSIS?
Item B calls for defining an “area of potential effect.” An Area of Potential Effects (APE) is a term used
in Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act to define a geographic area within which a
proposed project may cause changes to the character of historic properties9. For purposes of this
memorandum, we will use the term “study area” instead of APE to avoid confusion between the two
historic resource review processes.
The CEQA analysis prepared for the Initial Study considered the study area to be the site of the proposed
project. Preservation Architecture evaluated the potential historic significance of the two properties that
form the site of the proposed project and concluded that the properties did not possess historic
significance. The Initial Study used those conclusions to determine that the project had a less than
significant impact on the environment.
The City Council has asked what an appropriate study area would be for CEQA purposes. The study area
is influenced by the scale and nature of a proposed project and its surroundings. In our opinion, an area
larger than the project site may be analyzed in order to analyze potential direct and indirect impacts to
nearby historic resources that are not part of the project site. Although a study area can be just the site of a
project, say a farm property in a rural area, the proposed project is in a dense urban area with immediately
adjacent buildings that could be affected by the proposed project. In this case, there are several historical
resources adjacent to the proposed project, but no historic districts. We recommend that the study area
may consist of the proposed project site and immediately adjacent properties which are 423 University
Avenue, 428-432 University Avenue, 436-452 University Avenue, 451 University Avenue, 443 Kipling
Street and 440-444 Kipling Street (See Figure 1). Only one of these properties is immediately adjacent to
the proposed project, 423 University Avenue, and could be directly affected by the proposed project. The
others are across University Avenue, Kipling Street and Lane 30E. These latter properties are included
due the potential of indirect impacts. Since a study area is defined early in the CEQA review process,
potential impacts are only speculative as no impact analysis has been undertaken at that point. Therefore
properties are included that may or may not be affected by the proposed project.

8

City of Palo Alto, Downtown Urban Design, October 1993, page 16,
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/6514 (accessed on July 14, 2015).
9
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of projects they
carry out, approve or fund on historic properties. Since there is no federal involvement in the proposed project, a Section 106
review is not required.
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Figure 1. The recommended study area; the project site is outlined in yellow.

ITEM C. THERE ARE A NUMBER OF HISTORIC STRUCTURES NEAR (E.G. ON KIPLING), ONE NEXT TO
THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND SEVERAL ACROSS THE STREET. HOW WILL THE PROJECT IMPACT
THESE STRUCTURES?
Item C refers to historic resources on Kipling Street and University Avenue. Using the study area
recommended in Item B, the previously identified historic resources within the boundaries of the study
area include the following:
 423 University Avenue: Palo Alto Inventory, Category 3 (contributing building); State Historic
Preservation Office, Category 5S2 (individual property that is eligible for local listing or designation),
 436-452 University Avenue: Palo Alto Inventory, Category 2 (major building); State Historic
Preservation Office, Category 3S (appears eligible for the National Register as an individual property
through survey evaluation),
 443 Kipling Street: Palo Alto Inventory, Category 3 (contributing building); State Historic Preservation
Office, Category 5S2 (individual property that is eligible for local listing or designation).10

10

City of Palo Alto, Master List of Structures on the Historic Inventory, revised July 24, 2012,
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/3504 (accessed on July 13, 2015); Office of Historic Preservation,
Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File for Santa Clara County, August 15, 2011; California State of Historic
Preservation, “California Historical Resource Status Codes,” updated December 8, 2003,
http://www.ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1069/files/chrstatus%20codes.pdf (accessed on July 15, 2015).
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None of these properties are listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register
of Historical Resources.
The evaluation of historical resources prepared for the Initial Study by Preservation Architecture found
“no identified historical or cultural district, and no apparent collection of resources, thematically or
architecturally, that may constitute an identifiable, future historic district or area.” 11
The proposed project is not located in a designated historic district recognized by local, state or national
historic registers. Based on our survey of the study area and beyond, Carey & Co. agrees with the
Preservation Architecture’s conclusion above. This statement is also supported by the City Council Staff
Report (dated April 6, 2015) and the City of Palo Alto’s historic inventory (which only includes National
Register-listed Professorville Historic District and Ramona Street Architectural District).12
Potential Impacts of the Proposed Project
The Initial Study found a Less than Significant Impact to local cultural resources that are recognized by
City Council resolution. However, Item C asks for an analysis of the proposed project and its potential
impact on historic resources.13
The Initial Study by the City of Palo Alto (January 2015) analyzed the proposed project’s potential
impacts on 425 and 429-447 University Avenue and concluded that no impacts to historic resources
would occur since both properties were not eligible for listing on local, state or national registers.14 Carey
& Co. agrees with this conclusion. We considered a total of eight properties located within the study area.
Three are historical resources and were analyzed for potential impacts: 423 University Avenue, 436-452
University Avenue and 443 Kipling Street.
423 University Avenue (Palo Alto Inventory, Category 3) is adjacent to the project site and 436-452
University Avenue (Palo Alto Inventory, Category 2) is located across University Avenue. 443 Kipling
Street (Palo Alto Inventory, Category 3) is located across Kipling diagonally from the proposed project
site. The City Council Staff Report, dated April 6, 2015, states that:
“The proposed work, which is limited to the project site, would not have any physical or
material effect on nearby individual historic structures, including the adjacent Category 3
structure. Standard conditions for construction activities would be applied to help ensure
the project would not adversely affect the historical and architectural integrity of existing
individual historic structures in the vicinity of the project site.”

11

Preservation Architecture, 425 University Avenue, Palo Alto, Historic Architectural Evaluation, September 22, 2014, 5-6 and
429-447 University Avenue, Palo Alto, Historic Architectural Evaluation, September 22, 2014, 5-6.
12
City of Palo Alto, Master List of Structures on the Historic Inventory, revised July 24, 2012,
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/3504 (accessed on July 13, 2015).
13
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(1) states: “Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance
of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” A project that demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those
physical characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register is one that may have a significant effect of the
environment.
14
City of Palo Alto, 429University Avenue Project, Initial Study, draft released November 2014, updated January 2015, 17.
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Carey & Co. agrees that the proposed project would not have any impacts on 423 University Avenue with
the application of standard code regulations. We also believe that the proposed project would not have
any direct impacts on 436-452 University Avenue and 443 Kipling Street since the construction site is
separated by the streets and all construction activity would take place on the north and west side of the
streets.
Indirect impacts could affect these three properties. Although the method of construction is not identified
in the project plans, we assume that vibration will not be an environmental impact such that it could affect
the stability of either property.
ITEM D. WHETHER THE MASS, SCALE, AND COMPATIBILITY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT HAS AN
IMPACT ON THE EXISTING HISTORIC PROPERTIES SHOULD BE ANALYZED.
The proposed project’s design, mass, scale, and use of materials could have an indirect impact on the
integrity of historic resources. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its historic significance
through the retention of physical characteristics that justify its inclusion in local, state or national
registers. There are seven aspects of integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling
and association.
Location
Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic event
occurred. The relationship between the property and its location is often important to understanding why
the property was created or why something happened. The actual location of a historic property,
complemented by its setting, is particularly important in recapturing the sense of historic events and
persons.
423 University Avenue, 436-452 University Avenue and 443 Kipling Street would remain where they are.
The proposed project would not have an impact on the location of these properties.
Design
Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a property.
It results from conscious decisions made during the original conception and planning of a property (or its
significant alteration) and applies to activities as diverse as community planning, engineering,
architecture, and landscape architecture. Design includes such elements as organization of space,
proportion, scale, technology, ornamentation, and materials.
The design of each property would remain and not be affected by the proposed project.
Setting
See Item E.
Materials
Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time
and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property. The choice and combination of

Carey & Co., Inc.
August 14, 2015

429 University Avenue Mixed-Use Project
Historic Resources Memorandum P8

materials reveal the preferences of those who created the property and indicate the availability of
particular types of materials and technologies. Indigenous materials are often the focus of regional
building traditions and thereby help define an area's sense of time and place. A property must retain the
key exterior materials dating from the period of its historic significance.
The materials associated with each property would not change or be affected by the proposed project.
Workmanship
Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any given
period in history or prehistory. It is the evidence of artisans' labor and skill in constructing or altering a
building, structure, object, or site. Workmanship can apply to the property as a whole or to its individual
components. It can be expressed in vernacular methods of construction and plain finishes or in highly
sophisticated configurations and ornamental detailing. It can be based on common traditions or innovative
period techniques. Workmanship is important because it can furnish evidence of the technology of a craft,
illustrate the aesthetic principles of a historic or prehistoric period, and reveal individual, local, regional,
or national applications of both technological practices and aesthetic principles.
The workmanship evidenced in the buildings at 423 University Avenue, 436-452 University Avenue and
443 Kipling Street would remain embodied in the architectural elements and features of these buildings.
The proposed project would not have an impact on the workmanship of the buildings.
Feeling
Feeling is a property's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. It results
from the presence of physical features that, taken together, convey the property's historic character.
The proposed project would not affect the physical features that convey the historic character of 423
University Avenue and 436-452 University Avenue. The same can be said of 443 Kipling Street. In both
cases, the properties would continue to express their “aesthetic and historic sense.”
Association
Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic property. A
property retains association if it is the place where the event or activity occurred and is sufficiently intact
to convey that relationship to an observer. Like feeling, association requires the presence of physical
features that convey a property's historic character.
The historic significance of 423 University Avenue and 436-452 University Avenue is related to the
commercial development of downtown Palo Alto, especially along University Avenue. The proposed
project will not affect this relationship. 443 Kipling Street maintains a different relationship – that to the
development of a residential neighborhood backing up to the commercial properties on University.
Although the setting of Kipling Street (see Item E) has changed over time with fewer residential buildings
on the street, 443 Kipling Street would continue to retain its residential character and relationship to the
earlier residential development that took place on Kipling Street.
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ITEM E. WHETHER THE PROPOSED BUILDING WOULD CHANGE THE SETTING UNDER CEQA HAS AN
IMPACT ON THE HISTORIC PROPERTIES ON KIPLING OR UNIVERSITY.
Item E asks whether the proposed building would change the setting of historic properties on Kipling
Street and University Avenue under CEQA. Setting is one of the seven aspects of integrity (see above). In
the evaluating the historic significance of a property, the property must retain enough integrity in order
for it to convey its historic significance.
Setting is defined as the physical environment of a historic property:
“Whereas location refers to the specific place where a property was built or an event occurred,
setting refers to the character of the place in which the property played its historical role. It involves
how, not just where, the property is situated and its relationship to surrounding features and open
space. Setting often reflects the basic physical conditions under which a property was built and the
functions it was intended to serve. (…) The physical features that constitute the setting of a historic
property can be either natural or manmade, including such elements as:





Topographic features;
Vegetation;
Simple manmade features; and
Relationships between buildings and other features or open space.”15

Several historic resources are located in and around the study area. These resources are listed in the City’s
Inventory and some of them appear eligible for the National Register. However, there are not any
previously designated or identified historic districts or there is no apparent collection of resources that
may constitute an identifiable historic district. The 400 block of University Avenue has changed over
time, including previous demolitions and alterations to older buildings, such that the demolition of the
subject properties and addition of the proposed project would not change the existing character of the
block.
Kipling Street serves as a transition between commercial University Avenue and northern residential
neighborhoods of Palo Alto. The proposed project would not impact historic resources on Kipling Street
directly since they are not immediately adjacent to the project site. However, potential indirect impacts to
the setting of the historic properties on Kipling Street may be considered.
The overall setting of Kipling Street is defined by the properties on both sides of the street from the rear
of the commercial buildings on University Avenue to Lytton Avenue. The setting of the historic
properties has already been compromised in several ways. First, assuming that the street was once lined
with residential structures on both the east and west sides of the street, only one altered residential
structure remains on the west side.16 Second, the existing parking lot is a major intrusion on the setting of
the block having removed buildings and eliminated relationships that buildings on one side of the street
15

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_8.htm (accessed on July 15, 2015).
16
Carey & Co. was not tasked with conducting research on the history of Kipling Street.
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had to others on the opposite side. Therefore, the larger setting of the Kipling Street properties has been
previously compromised. Third, while the group of buildings on Kipling Street may impart character to
the street, as described in the Downtown Urban Design Plan, they do not appear to constitute a potential
historic district whose resource setting may be affected.
The proposed project will replace a commercial building and although larger in scale and height, it will
not adversely impact the setting of the existing individual resources on Kipling, including 443 Kipling
Street. Additionally, the proposed project will maintain the relationship between the commercial uses on
University Avenue and the transitional state of Kipling Street.
As previously discussed in Item A University Avenue between Alma Street and Cowper Street is the
center and retail core of downtown Palo Alto. Although a number of individual historical resources are
located on the avenue, they do not form a historic district. Similar to Kipling Street, the proposed project
will not substantially alter the physical environment of the individual historic resources on University
such that their integrity would be compromised to the degree that they would lose their historic
significance.
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Memorandum
Date:

August 05, 2015

To:

Ms. Elizabeth Wong, Kipling Post LP, and Mr. Rafael Rius, City of Palo Alto

From:

Gary Black

Subject:

Traffic Operations Study for 429 University Mixed-Use Development in Palo Alto,
California

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. has completed a review of traffic operations into and out
of the alley adjacent to your proposed mixed-use project at 429 University Avenue in Palo Alto. At
the request of the City of Palo Alto, we have conducted additional analysis of the circulation in the
alley and the interface of the alley with Waverley Street and with Kipling Street. This analysis
includes a discussion of the potential impacts of the proposed project on operations in the alley.

Alley Configuration
The alley adjacent to the project site runs between Waverley Street and Kipling Street. The alley is
designated for one-way traffic, with vehicles entering from Waverley Street and driving eastbound to
exit onto Kipling Street. There is a loading zone along a portion of the northern side of the alley near
Waverley Street and 18 total parking spaces along the southern side, of which the two spaces for
425 University Avenue are gated. There are also two parking spaces on the northern side of the
alley that had been blocked by the yoga studio, Yoga Works, and were not available for parking.
Just recently the parking spaces have been reopened. The available parking is used primarily by
employees at the businesses with doors onto the alley. In addition to the marked loading zone, the
northern side of the alley has a few dumpsters for the adjacent businesses. The dumpsters still
leave at least 15 feet for a traveled way. The alley has a marked no parking zone near Kipling
Street. The total clear space in the alley varies in width from 20 feet building to building near
Waverley, to approximately 40 feet along 415-423 University Avenue. The alley is 20 feet wide from
the property line of the proposed project to the existing building on the northern side of the alley.
Figure 1 shows the location of all major features and the surrounding streets.

Project Description
The proposed project consists of a 4-story mixed use building, which will replace the existing
buildings. Two levels of underground parking, accessed via the alley, would provide 40 parking
spaces, replacing the eight open parking spaces behind the existing 429-447 University Avenue
building and two gated parking spaces at 425 University Avenue. A site plan dated August 27, 2015
is shown in Figure 2. As discussed in more detail in our previously completed traffic impact
analysis, the project is expected to generate as many as 166 net new daily trips, with 17 inbound
and 4 outbound net new trips occurring during the AM peak hour and 4 inbound and 17 outbound
net new trips occurring during the PM peak hour. Due to the downtown location and robust transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian access, the actual vehicle trips will likely be lower. As previously stated in
the Hexagon Transportation Impact Analysis Report, the traffic at signalized and unsignalized
intersections would continue to operate adequately with the proposed project.
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Traffic Counts and Observations
Observations of alley activity were conducted on Thursday, June 11, 2015, and traffic counts were
conducted on Thursday, June 18, 2015. The counts showed that the alley carried 68 cars and light
trucks, 7 heavy trucks, 16 bicycles, and 108 total pedestrian trips between the hours of 6 AM and 8
PM (daylight hours). Field observations looked at the makeup and operations of traffic in the alley
during a typical day. Observations showed that between the hours of 9 AM and 4 PM, pedestrians
accounted for 56% of trips into and out of the alley, passenger vehicles accounted for 31%, and
delivery vehicles accounted for 10%, including both delivery vans and large trucks. 20% of
pedestrians and 11% of passenger vehicles used the alley as a shortcut, i.e., traveled from one end
to the other. The single largest portion of pedestrian trips were people walking to or from Yoga
Works, accounting for 28% of pedestrians walking in and out of the alley. Although Yoga Works has
an entrance on Kipling Avenue, many customers currently use the alley entrance where two parking
spaces have been blocked and made unavailable for parking. The single largest portion of vehicle
trips were people parking behind the building that contains 429-447 University Avenue, accounting
for 30% of vehicles driving in and out, most of which performed at least one illegal operation as
described below.
As expected, the alley experienced a significant amount of loading activity. The florist on Waverley
Street did most of their loading and deliveries during the morning hours, utilizing the nearby loading
zone. This involved workers repeatedly moving back and forth across the alley entrance, between
delivery vehicles in the loading zone and the florist shop. During the rest of the observation period,
several delivery trucks and vans entered the alley and double parked to make their deliveries. A
significant proportion of these vehicles stopped in the No Parking zone near Kipling Street, or
blocked other traffic by stopping next to 425 University Avenue. Vehicles parked in the No Parking
zone generally cut the available width of the alley in half, from 20 feet to 10 feet.
There were also numerous pedestrians entering and exiting the alley, with at least 20% walking
through the length of the alley rather than entering or leaving alley buildings. As noted above, 28%
of the total pedestrian activity observed was related to the yoga studio.
As shown in Figure 1, the alley contains 18 usable parking spaces, plus two spaces adjacent to the
yoga studio. Most of the vehicles using these spaces entered from Waverley Street and left via
Kipling Street. However, all but two of the vehicles parking behind the 429-447 University Avenue
building entered the alley from Kipling Street, against a One Way sign. Most of the vehicles entering
the wrong direction approached the alley from southbound Kipling Street (coming from Lytton
Avenue). Coming from that direction, the signage indicating that the alley is one way is not
prominent. Among the vehicles that stopped or parked in the No Parking zone near Kipling, one
was a delivery van that was simply parked there for over an hour, and another was a passenger
vehicle that was later re-parked behind 429 University Avenue.

Discussion
Kipling Street Operations
Kipling Street is approximately 30 feet wide, curb to curb, with two-way traffic and on-street parking
along both sides of the street. Although left turns off of eastbound University Avenue are not
allowed, right turns off of westbound University Avenue are allowed. Northbound vehicles on Kipling
Street that had turned off of University Avenue were observed to weave around and between
southbound vehicles and parked cars, indicating that the street is only marginally wide enough to
theoretically support two-way traffic. In practice, vehicles travelling in opposite directions appeared
to experience significant difficulty negotiating the narrow street and avoiding parked cars. The
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recommendation below to remove one or two parking spaces would help with maneuverability on
Kipling Street.
Parked cars along the southbound side of Kipling Street were also the main factor limiting the
visibility of vehicles exiting the alley. Two large street trees adjacent to the curb cut added to the
visual obstructions drivers experienced. The proposed project includes removal of the southern
tree, to be replaced by a narrower tree approximately 15 feet back from the property line and curb
cut, eliminating the visual obstruction for drivers looking to their right as they exit the alley.
However, the northern tree in front of the neighboring property is expected to remain. From a traffic
safety standpoint, it would be desirable to remove the northern tree and eliminate one parking
space along the southbound side of Kipling Avenue. This recommendation is independent of the
proposed project at 429 University Avenue. There are currently 9 parking spaces on the
southbound side of Kipling Street, between the public parking lot and University Avenue. Hexagon
understands that parking is valuable in downtown Palo Alto and that the loss of parking must be
weighed against the traffic safety concerns.

Sight Lines and Turning Radii
Unlike the exit onto Kipling Street, the alley entrance at Waverley Street has good visibility for
vehicles turning off of Waverley, and the street is wide enough to allow drivers to turn more easily.
Waverley Street is approximately 47 feet curb to curb, with parallel street parking on the
southbound side and angled street parking on the northbound side near the alley. Sight lines for
both northbound and southbound vehicles on Waverly Street turning off of Waverley Street into the
alley are excellent.
As discussed above, vehicles turning out of the alley onto Kipling Street have marginally adequate
sight lines, restricted primarily by vehicles parked very close to the curb cut and by the presence of
very wide street trees near both sides of the curb cut. The corner of the proposed building would
improve the sight lines onto Kipling Street as it obstructs less than the existing street parking and
street trees, and visibility of approaching vehicles would be very similar on both the driver’s left and
right. Drivers exiting the alley would be likely to be driving down the center of the alley, which gives
them about 7 feet of clearance on each side. This clear space allows a view of pedestrians on the
sidewalk. Despite the sight distance challenges, under existing conditions drivers appeared to have
no difficulty safely turning out of the alley onto Kipling Street.
Vehicles entering right-angled parking spaces along the alley have ample space to turn, even with
the dumpsters lining some portions of the alley. The proposed project would similarly have ample
space for drivers to enter and exit the underground parking garage. The project already proposes to
add mirrors at this exit to increase visibility. The proposed project would minimize the vehicle
conflicts caused by backing of parked vehicles into alley by allowing vehicles to pull forward on to
the alley from the proposed parking garage.

Hazards and Conflicts
Potential operational hazards in the alley include both conflicts with pedestrians and the number of
illegal operations observed. A significant number of pedestrians walked into, out of, or through the
alley during the observation period, including a large proportion walking to or from the yoga studio.
The florist on Waverley Street did a large amount of loading and delivery during the morning hours,
with workers repeatedly moving back and forth across the alley entrance. The City should consider
relocating the loading zone adjacent to the florist building, in order to reduce the number of
pedestrian conflicts during their morning delivery period. This recommendation is independent of
the proposed project at 429 University Avenue. This would not significantly affect the visibility of
vehicles turning into the alley from Waverley Street.
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During the observation period, several delivery vehicles and at least one passenger vehicle were
observed to park in the marked “No Parking” zone on the north side of the alley near Kipling Street,
or to double park in the middle of the block where they obstructed at least one parking space at a
time and prevented traffic from moving through the alley. In addition, all but two of the vehicles
parking behind 429 University Avenue entered the alley from Kipling Street (possibly because the
One Way signage is not sufficiently prominent for drivers on southbound Kipling as they approach
the alley), and one of the remaining two was initially illegally parked in the marked “No Parking”
zone nearby and later moved into an available space.

Recommendations and Conclusions
Hexagon’s field observations and the traffic counts conducted for this study indicate that the alley
has a low volume of traffic travelling at low speeds and that drivers appear to have no difficulty
safely turning out of the alley onto Kipling Street. Hexagon has the following recommendations
regarding the alley as it is currently used. These recommendations are independent of the
proposed building at 429 University Avenue.


Hexagon recommends adding arrows on the pavement at the entrance and exit of the alley
to clarify the permitted one-way traffic flow, and altering the signage that exists at Kipling
Avenue to be clearly visible to drivers approaching the alley from either direction.



The City should consider removing the one on-street parking space and nearest street tree
on southbound Kipling Street just north of the alley in order to improve sight lines for exiting
drivers.



The City should consider relocating the loading zone near Waverley Street to the opposite
side of the alley, in order to reduce pedestrian conflicts at the alley entrance.

The alley would be used by future building tenants accessing the underground parking garage in
the same way that it is currently used. There is no potential impact from the proposed building on
the operation of the alley as it will continue to operate as it currently does. The project applicant
should make it clear to future building tenants that the alley may not be entered from Kipling Street.
The project applicant should also make an effort to ensure that tenants and visitors do not park in
the marked “No Parking” zone in the alley.
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PREFACE TO THE INITIAL STUDY
This Initial Study is an informational document intended to disclose the environmental consequences of
approving and implementing the proposed 429 University Avenue Project. The draft Initial Study was
circulated for public review beginning on November 17, 2015 and ending on December 12, 2014. The
draft Initial Study was considered at a public hearing by the Architectural Review Board on November
2014 to solicit public comments during the public review period. The Architectural Review Board and the
public provided input on the proposed project and the project applicant subsequently made revisions to
the project plans to address comments received. The Initial Study was also updated to reflect the revised
project plans and was brought back to the Architectural Review Board on January 15, 2015. The
Architectural Review Board recommended approval of the project and the Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration on February 19, 2015. The project was tentatively approved on February 25, 2015;
however, it was appealed to the City Council prior to formal approval and filing of the Notice of
Determination. The project was presented at the May 4, 2015 City Council hearing and the City Council
requested additional changes to the project plans, as well as clarification to be added to the Initial Study.
This Initial Study includes revisions to the text based on comments received from City Council on May 4,
2015. These changes are identified in strikethrough (indicating a deletion) or underlined text (indicating
an addition). The City of Palo Alto determined that based on the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15073.5, that the Initial Study need not be recirculated for public review
because no substantial revisions were made to the Initial Study. This conclusion is based on the fact that
no new, avoidable significant effects have been identified as a result of the text and project changes, no
new mitigation measures were added, and revisions to the Initial Study do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment.
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I.
1.

PROJECT SUMMARY
PROJECT TITLE
429 University Avenue

2.

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS
City of Palo Alto
Department of Planning and Community Environment
250 Hamilton Avenue
Palo Alto, California 94303

3.

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER
Christy Fong, Planner
City of Palo Alto
650.838.2996

4.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND ADDRESS
Kipling Post LP
Contact: Elizabeth Wong
PO Box 204
Palo Alto, California 94302
650.323.5295

5.

APPLICATION NUMBER
14PLN-00222

6.

PROJECT LOCATION
429 University Avenue
Palo Alto, California
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs): 120-15-029 and 120-15-028
The 0.25-acre project site is located in the northern section of the City of Palo Alto (City), in the northern
part of Santa Clara County, east of State Route 82 (El Camino Real) and west of U.S. Highway 101
(Figure 1, Regional Map). The project site is located on the northwestern corner of University Avenue
and Kipling Street, as shown on Figure 2, Vicinity Map, and Figure 3, Aerial Map. All figures are
provided at the end of this document.
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7.

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION
The General Plan designation of the project site is Regional/Community Commercial, per the Palo Alto
1998–2010 Comprehensive Plan (Comprehensive Plan; City of Palo Alto 2007). This land use
designation includes larger shopping centers and districts that have a wider variety of goods and services
than the neighborhood shopping areas. They rely on larger trade areas and include such uses as
department stores, bookstores, furniture stores, toy stores, apparel shops, restaurants, theaters, and nonretail services such as offices and banks. Non-residential floor area ratios (FAR) range from 0.35 to 2.0.
The project site is part of a Regional/Community Commercial district that extends from Alma Avenue on
the south to Webster Street on the north and between Lytton Avenue on the west and Hamilton and Forest
Avenues on the east.

8.

ZONING
The Zoning designation of the project site is Downtown Commercial (CD-C(P)(GF)). This zone’s regulations
are set forth in the Palo Alto Municipal Code (PAMC) Chapter 18.18. The CD district provides for a wide
range of commercial uses serving city-wide and regional business and service needs, as well as residential uses
and neighborhood service needs. The CD-C (community) subdistrict is intended to modify the site
development regulations to allow specific variations to the uses and development requirements of the CD
district. The project site is also within the pedestrian shopping (P) and ground floor (GF) combining districts.
The pedestrian shopping combining district is intended to modify the regulations of the CD in locations where
it is deemed essential to foster the continuity of retail stores and display windows and to avoid a monotonous
pedestrian environment in order to establish and maintain an economically healthy retail district. The ground
floor combining district is intended to modify the uses allowed in the CD district to allow only retail, eating
and drinking, and other service-oriented commercial development uses on the ground floor.

9.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
This Initial Study has been modified subsequent to public review of the Initial Study and Proposed
Mitigated Negative Declaration to reflect revisions made to the project plans in January 2015 in response
to issues raised by Architectural Review Board and again in August 2015 in response to issues raised by
the City Council at the May 4, 2015 City Council meeting. These revisions provide clarifying information
regarding the proposed project but none of the revisions to the Initial Study or project plans result in any
new or increased environmental effects. The revisions to this Initial Study do not constitute “significant
new information” that would require recirculation of the Initial Study and Proposed Mitigated Negative
Declaration.
The proposed project involves demolition of two one-story retail buildings located at 425 University
Avenue (APN 120-15-029) and 429 University Avenue (APN 120-15-028) totaling 11,633 square feet
(4,425 square feet and 7,208 square feet, respectively) on separate parcels, and construction of a new
four-story mixed-use building with two levels of underground parking (Figure 4, Site Plan). The two
parcels would be combined to create a single 11,000-square-foot parcel. The new building is proposed to
be 31,407 square feet in gross floor area and would cover 9,4789,581 square feet of the site in
approximately the same location as the existing buildings. The total increase in gross floor area would be
19,774 square feet. The proposed building would provide 20,407 square feet of commercial space (an
increase of 8,774 square feet) and 11,000 square feet of residential land uses. A total of four residential
apartment units would be provided, for a residential density of 16 units per acre. The proposed building
plans are provided in Appendix A.
The maximum proposed building height is 50 feet and the FAR would be 2.86 (Figure 5, Elevations). The
base FAR in the CD-C district is 1.0; however, the FAR may be increased with transfers of development
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rights (TDRs) and/or bonuses for seismic and historic rehabilitation upgrades, not to exceed a total site
FAR of 3.0. The proposed project FAR will be achieved through the transfer of 9,207 square feet of
development rights from separate properties, of which 4,207 square feet require parking and 5,000 square
feet are exempt from parking requirements. The project is also eligible for a one-time 200-square-foot
bonus, which is subject to the City’s parking requirements. Together, these TDRs and bonuses would
allow the project to achieve the proposed 2.86 FAR.
Building design would include stone, cast concrete, and crystalized glass panels around the University
Avenue/Kipling Street corner. The stone framework would be divided into segments that reflect the
pattern of facades along the street. The third and fourth floors would be stepped back from the façade to
create depth and visual interest, while also providing terraces for residents and guests of the building. The
project proposes retail entrances along University Avenue and Kipling Street. The entry lobby for the
residential and office uses would be located on Kipling Street. The building would be set back
approximately 4 to 6 feet from Lane 30 to allow for pedestrian accessibility in the rear of the building and
a raised planter would be located at the corner of the alley to provide a transition to the landscaped
frontages along Kipling Street.
The proposed project would require 82 81.6 parking spaces for 20,407 square feet of commercial use and
10 9.4 parking spaces for 4 residential units, for a total of 92 91 parking spaces. However, the property
was previously assessed and paid in lieu fees for 37 parking spaces in the University Avenue Parking
Assessment District and is eligible to receive 5,000 square feet of TDRs exempted from parking
(equivalent to 20 parking spaces). Based on these adjustments, the project is required to provide a total of
35 34 vehicle parking spaces. The project proposes to include a total of 40 parking spaces, exceeding the
parking requirement by five six spaces. The 40 parking spaces would be provided in the two-level
underground parking garage. Seven long-term bicycle parking spaces would also be provided within the
underground parking garage, and six short-term bicycle parking spaces would be located near the building
entrances on University Avenue and Kipling Street, for a total of 13 bicycle parking spaces.
The proposed project is designed in accordance with the City’s Green Building Ordinance, which requires
compliance with California Green Building Code Tier 1 and Green Point rater (for the residential portion)
with Local Amendments. The project would use both conventional and sustainable building materials,
including a concrete frame, high-efficiency glazing systems, cut stone, glass tile, plaster finishes,
abundant day-lighting and sun-shading systems, and an energy-efficient cool roof. The project would also
include facilities for carpool/clean air vehicles and electric vehicle charging stations.
The proposed project would involve the removal of four existing street trees on Kipling Street, and the
replacement of these trees with four new street trees on Kipling Street. Both of the two existing street trees on
University Avenue would be retained.

10.

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING
As shown on Figures 2 and 3, the project site is located on University Avenue in Downtown Palo Alto.
The project site is surrounded by primarily two-story buildings with ground floor retail and restaurant
spaces on University Avenue and a mix of small-scale commercial/office as well as residential uses on
Kipling Street. Located directly across University Avenue from the site is a modern four-story mixed-use
office and retail building, with ground floor retail and upper story offices. Larger mixed-use and office
buildings are located farther east along University Avenue, including a six-story building and a threestory building on the corner of University Avenue and Cowper Street. The surrounding uses on Kipling
Street serve as a transition between the primarily commercial University Avenue and the primarily
residential neighborhoods to the north. Lower-intensity commercial/office uses and single-family
residential line both sides of Kipling Street. A yoga studio is located behind the project site, accessed
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from an alley off Kipling Street (the alley is referred to as Lane 30 E). A public surface parking lot is
located on Kipling Street, less than a block north of University Avenue, which provides parking for
nearby uses. Another public surface parking lot is located on Cowper Street, between University and
Hamilton Avenues.
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II.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. (A “No Impact” answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like
the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained
where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).)
2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there
are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.
4) “(Mitigated) Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation
of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less than Significant Impact.”
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level (mitigation measures from Section 17, “Earlier Analysis,” may be cross-referenced).
5) Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063 (C)(3) (D). In this case, a brief discussion
should identify the following:
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.
c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe
the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts
(e.g. general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussion.
8) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
The following Environmental Checklist was used to identify environmental impacts, which could occur if the
proposed project is implemented. The second column in the checklist lists the source(s) for the answer to each
question. The sources cited are identified at the end of the checklist. Discussions of the basis for each answer and
a discussion of mitigation measures that are proposed to reduce potential significant impacts are included.
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A.

AESTHETICS
Issues and Supporting Information
Resources

Sources

Would the project:
Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on a
public view or view corridor?
c) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state scenic highway?
d) Violate existing Comprehensive Plan
policies regarding visual resources?
e) Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?
f) 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?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

1, 2, 3

X

1, 3
(Map L4)

X

1, 3
(Map L4)

X

1, 2, 3

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

DISCUSSION
The proposed project includes replacing two existing one-story retail buildings with a new four-story mixed-use
building. While the proposed project would result in a change in the existing visual character of the site, the project
design will be reviewed by the City’s Architectural Review Board to ensure that compatibility concerns are addressed
and it does not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
The project site is surrounded by primarily mixed-use and commercial buildings along University Avenue,
ranging in height from one to six stories. As shown on Figure 5, Elevations, and Figure 6, Perspective Renderings,
the proposed building would be larger in scale and mass than some of the adjacent buildings; however, the project
would be similar in scale and mass to other buildings in the vicinity along University Avenue in the Downtown
area. The use of lighter stone and cast concrete in the building façade and substantial setbacks on the third and
fourth floors would help to reduce the apparent massing of the building and improve compatibility with
neighboring structures. In addition, the project would not exceed the allowable height (50 feet) for the site.
The design of the building’s Kipling Street façade would reflect the smaller scale of the existing development along
Kipling Street. The façade would be divided into 25-foot sections consisting of the solid stair element, and the glass
entry element with recessed residential terrace, and the secondary grid inside the main building form. The third and
fourth floors of the building would set back from the alley property line and the Kipling Street property line resulting in
a street façade that would appear as a two- to three-story building. The proposed stair element would be located east of
the alley and would be buffered from the alley by a landscaped area near the ground-floor entrance adjacent to the
alley.
The University Avenue façade is designed to respond not only to the buildings immediately adjacent and west of the
subject property but to the taller, higher density development of the University Avenue Commercial District, including
the four-story Lululemon Athletica/Accel Partners building located directly across University Avenue. The University
Avenue façade would appear to be three stories tall. The fourth floor would be set back 3039 feet, 7 inches from the
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front of the building creating a terrace for use by building occupants and guests. The fourth-floor terracemain threestory building block would extend along the length of the building as would the main three-story building block, giving
definition to the street edge and presence to the building when seen in the context of the street. The fourth floor terrace
would extend just short of the length of the building, but would be set back in order to reduce visibility from the street.
The main rectangular mass of the building would be elevated so the bottom aligns with the first floor openings of the
adjacent buildings along University Avenue. Frameless glass would create display windows and entries that would
activate the sidewalk through visual and physical connections. Retention of existing trees along the project site’s
University Avenue frontage and the planting of new trees along the Kipling Street frontage would soften the views of
the new building from public roadways and adjacent uses.
The building would be built within the buildable area of the property and no public views or view corridors would be
affected by the proposed building.
The project site is located in a developed area of the City, is not within a state scenic highway; therefore, it would
not damage any scenic resources within a state scenic highway.
The Land Use and Community Design Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan includes several policies
related to visual resources, including the following:


Policy L-5: Maintain the scale and character of the City. Avoid land uses that are overwhelming and
unacceptable due to their size and scale.



Policy L-6: Where possible, avoid abrupt changes in scale and density between residential and nonresidential areas and between residential areas of different densities. To promote compatibility and
gradual transitions between land uses, place zoning district boundaries at mid-block locations rather than
along streets wherever possible.



Policy L-20: Encourage street frontages that contribute to retail vitality in all Centers. Reinforce street
corners with buildings that come up to the sidewalk or that form corner plazas.



Policy L-23: Maintain and enhance the University Avenue/Downtown area as the central business district
of the City, with a mix of commercial, civic, cultural, recreational and residential uses. Promote quality
design that recognizes the regional and historical importance of the area and reinforces its pedestrian
character.



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



Policy L-49: Design buildings to revitalize streets and public spaces and to enhance a sense of community
and personal safety. Provide an ordered variety of entries, porches, windows, bays and balconies along
public ways where it is consistent with neighborhood character; avoid blank or solid walls at street level;
and include human-scale details and massing.

As described above, the proposed project would comply with the height and setback requirements for the project
site. In addition, the project has been designed to blend into the existing development on both Kipling Street and
University Avenue. The proposed building design recognizes that the uses along Kipling Street are smaller in
scale and lower in intensity than those on University Avenue, and the project design responds to the adjacent uses
by minimizing the appearance of an abrupt change in scale between the two areas. The University Avenue
frontage would create an inviting retail environment and provide a pleasant pedestrian experience, thereby
enhancing the University Avenue/Downtown area as the City’s central business district. In addition, as described
above, the proposed building design would activate the sidewalk through the use of human-scale architectural
details and frameless glass windows on the ground floor.
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The project site is currently developed with retail uses, which include sources of light and glare. Uses associated
with the proposed structure would not create a substantial amount of additional lighting and glare. Glare is
defined as a light source in the field of vision that is brighter than the eye can comfortably accept. Squinting or
turning away from a light source is an indication of glare. Glare can result from sunlight or from artificial light
reflecting off building exteriors, such as glass windows or other highly reflective surface materials. Glare is
particularly associated with high light intensity. It can be reduced by design features that block direct line of sight
to the light source and that direct light downward, with little or no light emitted at high (near horizontal) angles,
since this light would travel long distances. Cutoff-type light fixtures minimize glare because they emit relatively
low-intensity light at these angles. Glare resulting from sunlight reflecting off building exteriors can be reduced
with design features that use low-reflective glass and exterior materials and colors that absorb rather than reflect
light.
The proposed building would increase the number and surface area of windows compared to the existing building.
The Kipling Street frontage faces northeast and has limited direct sunlight exposure, while the University Avenue
frontage faces southeast and receives more sunlight exposure. At the street level along these frontages, the project
proposes a series of storefront system windows with canopies over the entrances. On the second floor, windows
would also be provided on these frontages and would be shaded by canopies to reduce glare. The third floor
would be set back from the building façade on the University Avenue frontage and Lane 30 E, creating a large
overhang that would shade windows along this side. The fourth floor would be set back even farther along
University Avenue, such that glare from windows would not be visible from the street. The Kipling Street
frontage would receive less sunlight exposure and the windows on this side of the building are not anticipated to
create substantial glare.
The primary use of exterior building lighting would be to ensure safety at building entrances. Exterior building
lighting is proposed at the rear entrance of the building on Lane 30, as well as within the ramp to the underground
parking level. This lighting would be controlled to minimize spillover beyond the project site property lines. The
project is also required to meet the City’s lighting standards, including PAMC Section 18.23.030, which
establishes that “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.” PAMC Section 18.23.030 also requires that “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.”
Although the project would result in increased building height compared to the existing buildings, which could
increase shading, there are no adjacent public spaces other than streets and sidewalks that would be affected by
additional shadows. Specifically, the proposed building would increase shading on Kipling Street and Lane 30 E,
which are public streets. A shadow study was prepared for the proposed project by jt Architecture + Design in
order to evaluate the projected changes in shadow lines relative to existing conditions (see Appendix J). Shadow
profiles were determined for the four critical dates of the year: March 21, June 21, September 21, and December
21. As shown in the shadow study, the shadows at winter solstice (worst-case shadow) would cover a similar
range under existing and proposed conditions when accounting for the shadows cast by existing trees along
Kipling Street, which the project would replace. The shadows would be cast mostly on the alley, parking stalls at
the alley, buildings abutting the alley, streets, and rooftops. All of these areas are mostly utility areas as opposed
to gardens or residential rooms. In addition, most buildings on the alley do not have windows to the alley that
would be impacted by these shadows. Under no scenario would residential buildings be adversely impacted by
shadows from the proposed project. Due to the similarity of shadows from the existing building and the proposed
building, shading from the project would differ minimally from existing conditions.
The project is subject to design review and approval by the City through the Architectural Review process, which
ensures compliance with City standards to promote visual environments that are of high aesthetic quality and variety
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and which, at the same time, are considerate of each other. Therefore, for the reasons described above, aesthetic
impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
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B.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act contract?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)1) or
timberland (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 45262)?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

1, 3

X

1, 3
(Map L9),
4

X

1, 4

X

1

X

c)

X
1
X

DISCUSSION
As reflected in the Comprehensive Plan, the project site is located in a developed urban area in Downtown Palo
Alto and does not contain and land designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance, as shown on the Santa Clara County Important Farmland map prepared for the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Department of Conservation (2011). The site is not zoned for
agricultural use, and is not subject to any Williamson Act contracts. The project site is within a fully developed
urban area and does not support forest or timberland. No impacts to agricultural and forestry resources would
occur.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
1

2

California Public Resources Code 12220(g): “Forest land” is land that can support 10% native tree cover of any species,
including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or more forest resources,
including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits.
California Public Resources Code 4526: “Timberland” means land, other than land owned by the federal government and
land designated by the board as experimental forest land, which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees
of any commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas trees. Commercial
species shall be determined by the board on a district basis after consultation with the district committees and others.
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C.

AIR QUALITY

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
a)

Conflict with or obstruct with implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation indicated by the following:
i. Direct and/or indirect operational
emissions that exceed the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) criteria air pollutants of 80
pounds per day and/or 15 tons per year for
nitrogen oxides (NO), reactive organic
gases (ROG), and fine particulate matter
of less than 10 microns in diameter
(PM10)?
ii. Contribute to carbon monoxide (CO)
concentrations exceeding the State
Ambient Air Quality Standard of nine
parts per million (ppm) averaged over
eight hours or 20 ppm for one hour( as
demonstrated by CALINE4 modeling,
which would be performed when
a. project CO emissions exceed 550
pounds per day or 100 tons per
year; or
b. project traffic would impact
intersections or roadway links
operating at Level of Service
(LOS) D, E or F or would cause
LOS to decline to D, E or F; or
c. project would increase traffic
volumes on nearby roadways by
10% or more)?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels
of toxic air contaminants?
i. Probability of contracting cancer for the
Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI)
exceeds 10 in one million?
ii. Ground-level concentrations of noncarcinogenic TACs would result in a
hazard index greater than one (1) for the
MEI?
429 University Avenue
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Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

1, 2, 6

No
Impact

X

1, 2, 6

X

1, 2, 6,
17

X

1, 2, 6

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X
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Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
e)
f)

Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?
Not implement all applicable construction
emission control measures recommended in
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
CEQA Guidelines?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

1, 2
1, 2

No
Impact

X
X

DISCUSSION
The project site is located in the Santa Clara Valley, which is part of the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has the primary responsibility for ensuring that the San
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin attains and maintains compliance with federal and state ambient air quality
standards. The BAAQMD regulates air quality through its permit authority over most types of stationary
emissions sources and through its planning and review process. The California ambient air quality standards are
generally more stringent than federal standards.
The federal and state Clean Air Acts define allowable concentrations of six air pollutants, which are referred to as
“criteria air pollutants.” When monitoring indicates that a region regularly experiences air pollutant concentrations
that exceed those limits, the region is designated as nonattainment and is required to develop an air quality plan that
describes air pollution control strategies to be implemented to reduce air pollutant emissions and concentrations.
The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is designated nonattainment for the federal 8-hour ozone (O3) standard.
The area is in attainment or unclassified for all other federal standards. The area is designated nonattainment for
state standards for 1-hour and 8-hour O3, 24-hour coarse particulate matter (PM10), annual PM10, and annual fine
particulate matter (PM2.5). To address the region’s nonattainment status, the BAAQMD adopted the Bay Area
2005 Ozone Strategy (BAAQMD 2006) and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (BAAQMD 2010a), which is an
update to the 2005 document and provides “an integrated, multi-pollutant strategy to improve air quality, protect
public health, and protect the climate.” The 2010 plan addresses O3, PM2.5 and PM10, air toxics, and greenhouse
gases (GHGs). The 2010 plan identifies a number of control measures to be adopted or implemented to reduce
emissions of these pollutants. As the proposed project is consistent with the land use and zoning designations for
the project site, it is consistent with the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan.
The BAAQMD has adopted California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) air quality guidelines (2010
BAAQMD Guidelines; BAAQMD 2010b) that establish air pollutant emission thresholds that identify whether a
project would violate any applicable air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation. Compared with the previous set of guidelines adopted in 1999, the 2010 BAAQMD Guidelines
lower the level of pollutant emissions and health risk impacts that are considered a significant environmental
impact. The BAAQMD’s adoption of the thresholds has been challenged in court. However, the litigation is
procedural in nature and does not assert that the BAAQMD failed to provide substantial evidence to support its
adoption of these thresholds. Because the 2010 thresholds are more conservative than the BAAQMD’s prior
thresholds, this impact analysis is based on the 2010 BAAQMD Guidelines.
The 2010 BAAQMD Guidelines also establish screening criteria based on the size of a project to determine
whether detailed modeling to estimate air pollutant emissions is necessary. Table 1 lists several examples of
screening levels set by the 2010 BAAQMD Guidelines.
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Table 1
BAAQMD Screening Criteria
Land Use Type

Construction Related Screening Size

General office building
Office park
Regional shopping center or strip mall
Quality restaurant
Single-family residential
Apartment, low-rise, or
condo/townhouse, general
City park
Daycare center

277,000 sf (ROG)
277,000 sf (ROG)
277,000 sf (ROG)
277,000 sf (ROG)
114 du (ROG)
240 du (ROG)

Operational Criteria Air Pollutant
Emissions Screening Size*
346,000 sf (NOx)
323,000 sf (NOx)
99,000 sf (NOx)
47,000 sf (NOx)
325 du (ROG)
451 du (ROG)

67 acres (PM10)
277,000 sf (ROG)

2,613 acres (ROG)
53,000 sf (NOx)

Source: BAAQMD 2010b, Table 3-1.
Notes: sf = square feet; ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; du = dwelling units.
*
If the project size is less than the screening size, the project would have less than significant impacts. If the project size is greater than
the screening size, detailed project-specific modeling is required.

Construction Emissions
The project would result in a net increase of 8,774 square feet of commercial and office space and four new
dwelling units; this is substantially below the screening thresholds of 277,000 square feet (office or regional
shopping center/strip mall space) and 240 dwelling units (apartment, low-rise or condo/townhouse, general) for
construction emissions. While the project size is less than the screening criteria size for construction, the project
would require demolition of existing buildings. The BAAQMD 2010 Guidelines recommend that the screening
criteria should not be applied to projects that include demolition. Therefore, project-specific modeling of
construction emissions has been completed using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version
2013.2.2. Table 2 presents the estimated air pollutant emissions for each construction phase; the CalEEMod
output results are included as Appendix B.
As shown in Table 2, emissions during each construction phase would remain below the BAAQMD threshold,
which is 54 pounds per day. Further, the project would implement all of the construction emission control
measures as identified in Table 8-2 of the BAAQMD 2010 Guidelines recommended for all proposed projects, as
required by the City of Palo Alto standard conditions of approval. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

Table 2
Proposed Project Construction Emissions by Phase
ROG
Phase
Demolition
Excavation
Building construction
Parking structure
paving
Architectural coatings

NOx

CO

PM10

PM2.5

(maximum pounds per day)
1.62
2.95
1.62
1.29

14.21
35.30
15.25
11.64

10.98
23.50
10.26
8.50

2.56
3.15
1.22
0.90

1.94
1.86
0.99
0.72

28.48

2.59

2.11

0.25

0.22

Source: Air Quality Modeling Results (see Appendix B).
Notes: ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine
particulate matter.
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Operational Emissions
The project would result in a total of 20,407 square feet of retail and office space, which is a net increase of 8,774
square feet compared to the existing conditions. In addition, four new dwelling units would be constructed. This
total increase in development is substantially below the screening thresholds of 346,000 square feet (office space),
99,000 square feet (regional shopping center or strip mall), and 451 dwelling units (apartment, low rise or
condo/townhouse, general) for operational emissions (see Table 1). As the project is substantially smaller than the
screening criteria size, emissions of criteria air pollutants associated with operation of the proposed project would
remain below the BAAQMD thresholds. Project operation would not result in emissions that violate any
applicable air quality standards, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or conflict
with the air quality plan; impacts would remain less than significant.
Cumulative Impacts
As discussed above, the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is currently designated as a nonattainment area for
state and national O3 standards and state PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. The San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin’s nonattainment status is attributed to the region’s development history. Past, present, and future
development projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. As described in
the BAAQMD 2010 Guidelines, “by its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. No single project
is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s
individual emissions contribute to existing cumulatively significant adverse air quality impacts. If a project’s
contribution to the cumulative impact is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered
significant” (BAAQMD 2010b). Because operation of the proposed project would not result in emissions that
violate any applicable air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation, the project would result in a less than significant cumulative impact.
Mitigation Measures
None required.

D.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations, including federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
c) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

429 University Avenue
Page 16

1, 2, 3
(Map N1),
11

X

1, 2, 3
(Map N1)

X

1, 2

X

Initial Study
November 2014, updated JanuaryAugust 2015

Environmental Checklist
City of Palo Alto
Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
d) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or as defined by the City of
Palo Alto’s Tree Preservation Ordinance
(Municipal Code Section 8.10)?
e) Conflict with any applicable Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

1, 2, 3,
5

1

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

DISCUSSION
The proposed project is located on a parcel that is almost entirely developed with existing buildings and paved
parking, which would be removed to accommodate the project. Due to its developed nature, the site does not
support sensitive habitats and has a very low potential to support candidate, sensitive, and special-status species.
The site is not subject to any habitat conservation plans.
The project site supports trees protected by Palo Alto’s Tree Preservation and Management Regulations. The PAMC
regulates specific types of trees on public and private property for the purpose of avoiding their removal or
disfigurement without first being reviewed and permitted by the City. Three categories within the status of regulated
trees include protected trees, street trees, and designated trees. As documented in the Tree Survey Report prepared
for the site by Davey Resource Group (provided in Appendix A), the site includes six street trees, two in bulb-outs
into the parking area along University Avenue and four in the sidewalk along Kipling Street. These trees were
determined to be in poor to fair condition. The proposed project includes the retention of the two existing street trees
on University Avenue (London plane trees (Platanus x acerifolia)), removal of four existing street trees on Kipling
Street (two ornamental pears (Pyrus calleryana) and two carob trees (Ceratonia siliqua)), and the replacement of
these trees with four new street trees. Construction of the project could impact the two trees to be retained on
University Avenue if the trees are not properly protected. In addition, removal of the four street trees on Kipling
Street would result in a significant impact if not completed in accordance with requirements for tree removal and
replacement; therefore, mitigation is provided to ensure that these potential impacts remain below a level of
significance.
Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: The following measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts to protected trees:
 City of Palo Alto (City)-approved Modified Type III fencing shall be installed for the two street trees to
be retained along University Avenue. City-approved tree protection signs shall be posted on all fencing.


Soil conditions for the four new trees to be planted along Kipling Street shall be improved by preparing a
planting area at least 6 feet square for each tree and installing Silva Cells to reduce compaction. The Silva
Cells shall be filled with proper soil amendments and growing medium as determined by the City Arborist.



Unless otherwise approved, each new tree shall be provided with 1,200 cubic feet of rootable soil area,
utilizing Standard Drawing #604/513. Rootable soil is defined as compaction less than 90% over the area, not
including sidewalk base areas.
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Two bubbler drip irrigation units shall be installed for each new tree to adequately water the new planting
area.



New sidewalk shall be installed such that the final planting space opening is at least 5 feet by 5 feet for each
new tree.



Kiva tree grates shall be used around each new tree.



Replacement tree size shall be a 36-inch box, properly structured nursery stock.



Based on growth habit and proven performance, Ginkgo biloba “Autumn Gold” is highly recommended
for the replacement trees. Other tree species may be approved by the City Arborist.



All work within the Tree Protection Zone, including canopy pruning of protected trees, shall be
supervised by a Certified Arborist approved by the City.

Significance after Mitigation
Less than significant.

E.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
a)

Directly or indirectly destroy a local cultural
resource that is recognized by City Council
resolution?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to 15064.5?
c)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?
e)

f)

Adversely affect a historic resource listed or
eligible for listing on the National and/or
California Register, or listed on the City’s
Historic Inventory?
Eliminate important examples of major
periods of California history or prehistory?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

X

1, 3
(Map L8)
1, 3
(Map
L8), 7
1, 3
(Map
L7), 8
1, 7, 8

No
Impact

X

1, 7
1, 3
(Map
L8), 7

Less Than
Significant
Impact

X
X

X

X
X

DISCUSSION
The proposed project involves excavation and construction activities within a fully developed and previously
disturbed site. The Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan map of archaeologically sensitive areas (Figure L-8,
Archaeological Resource Areas) indicates that the project site falls within an area of "Moderate Sensitivity" based
on topographic setting, including proximity to major drainages, and potential to encounter undocumented
subsurface archaeological deposits. A Northwest Information Center (NWIC) records search records search was
conducted by Dudek on September 25, 2014 and found that no cultural resources have been recorded in the
project site (see Appendix C). The only archaeological site identified within the 0.5-mile radius of the project site
as a result of the records search is CA-SCL-598. This site was first identified in 1922 and was described as a
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“mine” of bones encountered 10 feet below the surface, including the skeleton of one adult human. Because no
associated artifacts were reported and no additional details about the find were reported, the context of the find is
not clear. An extended history of past disturbance suggests that there is a very low potential for encountering
intact subsurface cultural deposits. Based on these findings, potential for the inadvertent discovery of subsurface
archaeological or historical resources at the project site is very low. However, there is the potential to discover
unknown cultural resources during site excavation. In the event any archaeological or human remains are
discovered on the site, impacts would be potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1
would ensure that impacts remain less than significant by ensuring appropriate evaluation, recordation, and
protection procedures are undertaken.
Historical architectural evaluations were prepared by Preservation Architecture for the existing buildings located
on the project site to determine the potential for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
(see Appendix D). The existing building at 429 University Avenue, which was built in 1927, has not been
identified as a potential historical resource by the City or the state, nor is the building included in a historic
district. Moreover, no architect, engineer, designer or builder of the original building has been identified. The
exterior of the building has been extensively altered over time, such that the original façade and storefronts are
entirely lost, and the architectural building form has lost its characteristic design and material integrity. The
historical evaluation determined that the building does not have historical architectural or historical resource
potential and is therefore not eligible for listing on the CRHR.
The existing building at 425 University Avenue was constructed circa 1937 and has since been used for office and
commercial uses. The original architects of the building at 425 University Avenue, Birge M. Clark and David B.
Clark of Palo Alto, are recognized as local masters. However, the exterior of the building has been extensively
altered over time, including the complete loss of the original façade and storefront. The building was evaluated for
historical resource eligibility and although the building has the potential for significance under the CRHR, the loss
of integrity of the structure renders it ineligible for listing on the CRHR.
In addition to the historical architectural evaluations prepared by Preservation Architecture, a supplemental
review of historic resources was completed by Carey & Co. Inc. Architecture (Appendix D). Carey & Co.
responded to the City Council motion from May 4, 2015, which included several clarifying questions regarding
historic resources and the proposed project’s potential effects on historic resources. On July 10, 2015, Carey &
Co. conducted a walking tour of University Avenue between Cowper Street and Waverley Street, and Kipling
Street between University Avenue and Lytton Avenue. During the walking tour, Carey & Co. observed the project
site, its relationship to surrounding properties, noted the types of buildings and their architecture, and verified the
integrity of historic resources on University Avenue and Kipling Street.
Carey & Co. confirmed that the proposed project is not located in a designated historic district recognized by
local, state or national historic registers. This statement is supported by the City Council Staff Report (dated April
6, 2015) and the City of Palo Alto’s historic inventory (which only includes National Register-listed
Professorville Historic District and Ramona Street Architectural District).
Carey and Co. found that a study area larger than the project site may be analyzed in order to evaluate potential
direct and indirect impacts to nearby historic resources that are not part of the project site. A total of eight
properties are included in the study area. Three historical resources were analyzed by Carey & Co. for potential
impacts as a result of the proposed project: 423 University Avenue, 436-452 University Avenue and 443 Kipling
Street. 423 University Avenue (Palo Alto Inventory, Category 3) is adjacent to the project site and 436-452
University Avenue (Palo Alto Inventory, Category 2) is located across University Avenue from the project site.
443 Kipling Street (Palo Alto Inventory, Category 3) is located across Kipling Street diagonally from the project
site. Carey & Co. found that the proposed project would not have any impacts on 423 University Avenue with the
application of standard code regulations for construction activities. Carey & Co. also found that the proposed
project would not have any direct impacts on 436-452 University Avenue and 443 Kipling Street since the
construction site is separated by streets and all construction activity would take place on the north and west side of
the streets, away from these buildings.
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The proposed project’s design, mass, scale, and use of materials could have an indirect impact on the integrity of
historic resources. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its historic significance through the retention of
physical characteristics that justify its inclusion in local, state or national registers. There are seven aspects of
integrity discussed in detail below: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association.
Location
Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic event occurred.
The relationship between the property and its location is often important to understanding why the property was
created or why something happened. The actual location of a historic property, complemented by its setting, is
particularly important in recapturing the sense of historic events and persons.
423 University Avenue, 436-452 University Avenue and 443 Kipling Street would remain in their current
locations. The proposed project would not have an impact on the location of these properties.
Design
Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a property. It
results from conscious decisions made during the original conception and planning of a property (or its significant
alteration) and applies to activities as diverse as community planning, engineering, architecture, and landscape
architecture. Design includes such elements as organization of space, proportion, scale, technology,
ornamentation, and materials.
The design of each property would not be affected by the proposed project.
Setting
Setting is defined as the physical environment of a historic property.
The 400 block of University Avenue has changed over time, including previous demolitions and alterations to
older buildings, such that the demolition of the subject properties and addition of the proposed project would not
change the existing character of the block. University Avenue between Alma Street and Cowper Street is the
center and retail core of downtown Palo Alto. Although a number of individual historical resources are located on
the avenue, they do not form a historic district. Similar to Kipling Street, the proposed project would not
substantially alter the physical environment of the individual historic resources on University Avenue such that
their integrity would be compromised to the degree that they would lose their historic significance.
Kipling Street serves as a transition between commercial University Avenue and northern residential
neighborhoods of Palo Alto. The proposed project would not impact historic resources on Kipling Street directly
since they are not immediately adjacent to the project site. However, potential indirect impacts to the setting of
the historic properties on Kipling Street are discussed below.
The overall setting of Kipling Street is defined by the properties on both sides of the street from the rear of the
commercial buildings on University Avenue to Lytton Avenue. The setting of the historic properties has already
been compromised in several ways. First, assuming that the street was once lined with residential structures on
both the east and west sides of the street, only one altered residential structure remains on the west side. Second,
the existing parking lot is a major intrusion on the setting of the block having removed buildings and eliminated
relationships that buildings on one side of the street had to others on the opposite side. Therefore, the larger
setting of the Kipling Street properties has been previously compromised. Third, while the group of buildings on
Kipling Street may impart character to the street, as described in the Downtown Urban Design Plan, they do not
appear to constitute a potential historic district whose resource setting may be affected by the proposed project.
The proposed project would replace an existing commercial building and although larger in scale and height, it
would not adversely impact the setting of the existing individual resources on Kipling, including 443 Kipling
Street. Additionally, the proposed project would maintain the relationship between the commercial uses on
University Avenue and the transitional state of Kipling Street.
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Materials
Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time and in a
particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property. The choice and combination of materials reveal the
preferences of those who created the property and indicate the availability of particular types of materials and
technologies. Indigenous materials are often the focus of regional building traditions and thereby help define an
area's sense of time and place. A property must retain the key exterior materials dating from the period of its
historic significance.
The materials associated with each property would not change or be affected by the proposed project.
Workmanship
Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any given period in
history or prehistory. It is the evidence of artisans' labor and skill in constructing or altering a building, structure,
object, or site. Workmanship can apply to the property as a whole or to its individual components. It can be
expressed in vernacular methods of construction and plain finishes or in highly sophisticated configurations and
ornamental detailing. It can be based on common traditions or innovative period techniques. Workmanship is
important because it can furnish evidence of the technology of a craft, illustrate the aesthetic principles of a
historic or prehistoric period, and reveal individual, local, regional, or national applications of both technological
practices and aesthetic principles.
The workmanship evidenced in the buildings at 423 University Avenue, 436-452 University Avenue and 443
Kipling Street would remain embodied in the architectural elements and features of these buildings. The proposed
project would not have an impact on the workmanship of the buildings.
Feeling
Feeling is a property's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. It results from the
presence of physical features that, taken together, convey the property's historic character.
The proposed project would not affect the physical features that convey the historic character of 423 University
Avenue and 436-452 University Avenue. The same can be said of 443 Kipling Street. In both cases, the properties
would continue to express their “aesthetic and historic sense.”
Association
Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic property. A property
retains association if it is the place where the event or activity occurred and is sufficiently intact to convey that
relationship to an observer. Like feeling, association requires the presence of physical features that convey a
property's historic character.
The historic significance of 423 University Avenue and 436-452 University Avenue is related to the commercial
development of downtown Palo Alto, especially along University Avenue. The proposed project will not affect
this relationship. 443 Kipling Street maintains a different relationship – that to the development of a residential
neighborhood backing up to the commercial properties on University. Although the setting of Kipling Street has
changed over time with fewer residential buildings on the street, 443 Kipling Street would continue to retain its
residential character and relationship to the earlier residential development that took place on Kipling Street.
Since the project site does not include any eligible historical resources or examples of major periods of California
history or prehistory, no impacts to historical resources would be less than significantoccur.
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Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Prior to commencement of site clearing and project grading, the project applicant
shall retain a qualified archaeologist to train construction personnel regarding how to recognize cultural resources
(such as structural features, unusual amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains)
that could be encountered during construction activities. If artifacts or unusual amounts of shell or bone or other
items indicative of buried archaeological resources or human remains are encountered during earth disturbance
associated with the proposed project, the on-site contractor shall immediately notify the City of Palo Alto (City)
and the Native American Heritage Commission as appropriate. All soil-disturbing work shall be halted within 100
feet of the discovery until a qualified archaeologist, as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and the City, completes a significance evaluation of the finds
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Any human remains unearthed shall be treated
in accordance with California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5, and California Public Resources Code,
Sections 5097.94, 5097.98, and 5097.99, which include requirements to notify the Santa Clara County Medical
Examiner’s office and consult with Native American representatives determined to be the Most Likely
Descendants, as appointed by the Native American Heritage Commission. Identified cultural resources shall be
recorded on State Department of Parks and Recreation Form 523 (archaeological sites). Mitigation measures
prescribed by the Native American Heritage Commission, the Santa Clara County Medical Examiner’s office, and
any Native American representatives determined to be the Most Likely Descendants and required by the City
shall be undertaken before construction activities are resumed. If disturbance of a project area cultural resource
cannot be avoided, a mitigation program, including measures set forth in the City’s Cultural Resources
Management Program and in compliance with Sections 15064.5 and 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, shall be
implemented.

Significance after Mitigation
Less than significant.

F.

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42?
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
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Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?
c) Result in substantial siltation?
d) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that
is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
e) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property?
f) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?
g) Expose people or property to major
geologic hazards that cannot be mitigated
through the use of standard engineering
design and seismic safety techniques?

1, 9

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

1

X

3 (Map N5),
9

X

3 (Map N5),
9

X

1

X

2, 9

X

DISCUSSION
Murray Engineers Inc. (Murray Engineers) prepared a geotechnical investigation report for the project site in
September 2013 (see Appendix E). The geotechnical report identifies potential geologic hazards that may affect
the project site and presents recommendations for design and construction of the project. Given the project
site’s location in a seismically active area, there is potential for severe ground shaking during an earthquake.
High levels of ground shaking during potential future earthquakes and soil conditions that may be unsuitable to
support construction-related excavations and site improvements are typical issues of concern related to
development in seismically active areas. These issues are routinely encountered in California, and there is no
evidence that unique or unusual geologic hazards are present on site (e.g., mapped landslide, collapsible soils,
lateral spread) that would require additional mitigation beyond what is already required as part of the City’s
standard development approval processes.
Seismic ground shaking and the presence of adverse soil conditions would be addressed through required
compliance with the California Building Code (and local amendments) as well as incorporation of geotechnical
recommendations into the project’s construction and design plans. The geotechnical report indicates the project
site is located in an area where there have been historical occurrences of earthquake-induced liquefaction and
there is the potential for “permanent earthquake-induced ground displacement.” The Association of Bay Area
Governments indicates the site is in an area with a moderate chance of liquefaction. However, there are no
active or potentially active faults that cross the project site, and the project site is not located within an AlquistPriolo Fault Zone (USGS 2013). The closest active fault is the San Andreas Fault, which is located
approximately 5.7 miles southwest of the site. It is the opinion of Murray Engineers that the potential for fault
rupture at the site is very low. The project site is flat and is not located in an area susceptible to landslides. The
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geotechnical report did not indicate that there are expansive soils, corrosive soils, and/or soils subject to
settlement present.
Soils found on the project site consist of layers of fine- and coarse-grained alluvium to a depth of 45 feet. The
upper approximately 5 to 8 feet consist of very stiff to hard surficial silty clay, underlain by 4 to 6 feet of medium
dense to very dense gravelly to silty sand, and then underlain by 20 to 25 feet of very stiff silty clay. The clay is
underlain by medium dense to very dense clayey to silty sand to a depth of 45 feet. Murray Engineers conducted
additional soil testing to determine the likelihood of liquefaction occurring. Based on their analysis, the silty sand
was determined to be very dense and therefore likely too dense to be considered liquefiable. In addition, the report
concluded the “site should have a sufficiently thick and relatively dense, non-liquefiable layer above the
groundwater table capping the potentially liquefiable layers at greater depths to mitigate the potential for sand
boils or surface venting during an earthquake.”
All new construction is subject to the earthquake design parameters contained in Chapter 16, Section 1613, of
the 2013 California Building Code, directed at minimizing seismic risk and preventing loss of life and property
in the event of an earthquake. In addition, the City’s standard conditions of approval will ensure that potential
impacts on erosion and soil remain less than significant. These conditions require the applicant to submit a final
grading and drainage plan subject to review by the Department of Public Works prior to issuance of any
grading and building permits. Requirements and standards of adequacy for the grading and drainage plans are
contained in the PAMC.
The project site would be connected to the City’s sewer system and would not involve use of septic tanks. Impacts to
geologic resources and soils and impacts associated with geologic hazards would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
None required.

G.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or
regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Potentially
Significant
Impacts

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

2, 6

X

2, 6

X

DISCUSSION
In 2006, the State of California enacted Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act. AB 32 requires
reducing statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The state’s plan for meeting the reduction target is outlined
in the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Climate Change Scoping Plan (2008 Scoping Plan; CARB 2008).
CARB’s 2008 Scoping Plan fact sheet states, “This plan calls for an ambitious but achievable reduction in
California’s carbon footprint—toward a clean energy future. Reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels
means cutting approximately 30% from business-as-usual emissions levels projected for 2020, or about 15% from
today’s levels. On a per-capita basis, that means reducing annual emissions of 14 tons of carbon dioxide for every
man, woman and child in California down to about 10 tons per person by 2020.” CARB’s GHG emissions
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inventory report found the total statewide GHG emissions in 2011 were equivalent to 448.1 million tons of CO 2
(CARB 2013). Compared with the emissions in 2001, this is a 6% decrease.
As described in Section C, Air Quality, the BAAQMD adopted the BAAQMD 2010 Guidelines, which establish
screening criteria based on the size of a project to determine whether detailed modeling to estimate GHG
emissions is necessary (BAAQMD 2010b). Projects that are smaller than the GHG screening criteria size are
considered to have less than significant GHG emissions and would not conflict with existing California legislation
adopted to reduce statewide GHG emissions. Table 3 presents GHG screening level examples taken from the
BAAQMD 2010 Guidelines.

Table 3
BAAQMD Operational GHG Screening Criteria
Land Use Type
Single-family residential
Apartment, low-rise or condo/townhouse, general
Apartment, mid-rise
Condo/townhouse, general
Regional shopping center
Strip mall
Hardware/paint store
Daycare center
General office building
Medical office building
Office park
Quality restaurant

Operational GHG Screening Size*
56 du
78 du
87 du
78 du
19 ksf
19 ksf
16 ksf
11,000 sf
53,000 sf
22,000 sf
50,000 sf
9,000 sf

Source: BAAQMD 2010b, Table 3-1, Operational-Related Criteria Air Pollutant and Precursor Screening Level Sizes.
Notes: GHG = greenhouse gas; du = dwelling unit; sf = square feet.
*
If the project size is less than the screening size, the project would have less than significant impacts. If the project is greater than
the screening size, detailed project-specific modeling is required.

The project would result in a net increase of 8,774 square feet of commercial and office space along with four new
dwelling units; this is substantially below the BAAQMD screening thresholds of 53,000 square feet (office space),
19,000 square feet (commercial space) and 78 dwelling units (condo/townhouse) for operational GHG emissions. As
the project is substantially smaller than the screening criteria size, GHG emissions associated with operation of the
proposed project would remain below the BAAQMD thresholds. In addition, the project would comply with the
green building requirements identified in Chapter 16.14 of the PAMC, including attainment of a minimum Build It
Green score of 70 for the residential portion of the project. Project operation would not result in GHG emissions that
would significantly affect the environment or conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The project would have less than significant impacts related to GHG
emissions.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
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H.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Note: Some of the thresholds can also be dealt with under a topic heading of Public Health and Safety if the primary
issues are related to a subject other than hazardous material use.
Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

g)

h)

i)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routing transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?
Construct a school on a property that is subject
to hazards from hazardous materials
contamination, emissions or accidental
release?
Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as
a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?
For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working the
project area?
Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?
Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?
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Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
j)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment from existing hazardous
materials contamination by exposing future
occupants or users of the site to contamination
in excess of soil and ground water cleanup
goals developed for the site?

1, 2, 10, 11,
12

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

DISCUSSION
Phase I environmental site assessments (ESAs) were prepared for the project site and include a general
assessment of the nature and extent of past activities, if any, on the site that could have used hazardous materials,
and whether the site appears to have evidence of soils or groundwater contamination. A Phase I ESA was
prepared for the commercial buildings located at 429, 435, 441, and 447 University Avenue by Professional
Service Industries Inc. in August 1999. In June 2010 an environmental transaction screen (ETS) for buildings
located at 429–447 University Avenue was prepared by AEI to identify any potential environmental issues
associated with past and present activities in the handling, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials. In addition,
a follow-up Phase I ESA was prepared for 425 University Avenue and 450 Kipling Street3 by Transaction
Management Corporation (TMC) in April 2014. The Phase I ESAs and ETS are included in Appendix F. Both of
the Phase I ESAs and the ETS report indicate that due to the age of the buildings there is the potential for
asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint to be present. TMC recommends preparation of an
operations and maintenance plan for ACMs given the potential for occurrence in the 425 University Avenue
building. The 2014 Phase I ESA indicates that the property at 425 University Avenue is not on any state or federal
list of potentially hazardous sites. In addition, the 2010 ETS and the 1999 Phase I ESA indicate that the project
site does not contain a recognized environmental condition, as defined by the American Society for Testing and
Materials (ASTM). Both reports conclude there also is no evidence of a recognized environmental condition off
site that could impact the project site. In addition, the project site is not listed on the Spills, Leaks, Investigations,
and Cleanups database and there was no evidence of soil or groundwater contamination.
The project involves the demolition of two buildings and construction of a new building. Demolition activities
could release hazardous building materials into the air. Construction equipment accessing the site would use
hazardous and/or flammable materials including diesel fuel, gasoline, and other oils and lubricants. During project
construction, there is the potential for the short-term use of hazardous materials/fuels; however, the use, storage,
transport, and disposal of these materials would be required to comply with all existing local, state, and federal
regulations. Operation of the proposed project would not include any uses that would require the transport,
handling, or disposal of hazardous materials, other than typical household and landscaping materials. The types
and quantities of these common household chemicals would not be substantial and would not pose a health risk to
residents of the project or any adjacent uses.
Groundwater was identified in the geotechnical investigation at depth of approximately 33.5 to 35 feet below
existing grade level. It is not anticipated that construction of the subsurface garage would require dewatering due to
the depth of groundwater; however, if required, the project applicant would comply with standard conditions of the
City’s architectural review process, which require special procedures for dewatering. Specifically, the City’s Public
Works Department, Water Quality Control Plan section, would require that prior to discharge of any water from
construction dewatering, the water be tested for volatile organic compounds (VOCs; including ROGs) using U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Method 601/602. The analytical results of the VOC testing shall be transmitted to
the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). If the concentration of any VOC exceeds
5 micrograms per liter (5 parts per billion), the water may not be discharged to the storm drain system and an
3

450 Kipling Street is not part of the project.
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Exceptional Discharge Permit for discharge to the sanitary sewer must be obtained from the RWQCB prior to
discharge. Additionally, any water discharged to the storm drain system is required to be free of sediment.
Based on the construction date of the existing buildings (1927), it appears that the buildings may contain ACMs and
may contain lead-based paints. Lead-based paints could also be present and the light ballasts may be a source of
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Therefore, demolition of the existing buildings could result in hazards related to
the release or disposal of these hazardous materials. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would require surveys and proper
disposal methods to ensure that impacts remain less than significant.
There are no existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the project site. The nearest school, Addison
Elementary School, is located approximately 0.7 mile southwest of the project site. Therefore, no impacts to
schools associated with hazardous materials at the project site would occur.
There are no airports within 2 miles of the project site. The nearest airport is the Palo Alto Airport, which is
located approximately 3.3 miles northeast of the site. Therefore, no impact related to safety hazards associated
with aircraft would occur.
The proposed project would not impair or interfere with the City’s Emergency Operations Plan. The nearest
evacuation route to the project site is University Avenue. The project would not result in any changes to this
evacuation route, would not substantially increase traffic or roadway congestion such that use of the evacuation
route would be hindered, and would not otherwise impair implementation of the City’s Emergency Operations
Plan. Therefore, no impact related to emergency response or evacuation would occur.
The project site is located in a developed urban area that is not identified as a high or medium fire hazard area in
the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, no impact related to fire risks would occur.
Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prior to building demolition, the project applicant shall demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the City of Palo Alto that a survey of the existing buildings has been conducted by a qualified
environmental specialist who meets the requirements of the current U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
regulations for suspected lead-containing materials (LCMs), including lead-based paint/coatings; asbestos
containing materials (ACMs); and the presence of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Any demolition activities
likely to disturb LCMs or ACMs shall be carried out by a contractor trained and qualified to conduct lead- or
asbestos-related construction work. If found, LCMs and ACMs shall be disposed of in accordance with state and
federal regulations, including the EPA’s Asbestos National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, the
Cal-OSHA Construction Lead Standard (CCR Title 8, Section 1432.1), and California Department of Toxic
Substances Control and EPA requirements for disposal of hazardous waste. If PCBs are found, these materials
shall be managed in accordance with the Metallic Discards Act of 1991 (California Public Resources Code,
Sections 42160–42185) and other state and federal guidelines and regulations. Demolition plans and contract
specifications shall incorporate any necessary abatement measures in compliance with the Metallic Discards Act,
particularly Section 42175, Materials Requiring Special Handling, for the removal of mercury switches, PCBcontaining ballasts, and refrigerants.
Level of Significance after Mitigation
Less than significant.
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I.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
a)
b)

c)

d)

e)

f)
g)

h)

i)

j)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted)?
Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river,
in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river,
or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or off-site?
Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?
Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involve flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of
a levee or dam or being located within a 100year flood hazard area?
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

k) Result in stream bank instability?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

1, 2, 3, 13,
14

X

1, 2, 3
(Map N2),
13, 14

X

1, 2, 13, 14

X

1, 2, 13, 14

X

1, 2, 13, 14

X

1, 2, 13, 14

X

No
Impact

1, 3
(Map N6)

X

1, 3
(Map N6)

X

1, 3
(Map N8)

X

1, 3 (Map
N6)
1, 2

X
X

DISCUSSION
The project site is fully developed, and the proposed project would not substantially change the amount of
impervious surface area on the project site, nor would the project rely on groundwater for its water supply. With
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the exception of some street trees on University Avenue and Kipling Street, the existing site is composed of
buildings and paved surface parking lots and thus is largely impervious. According to the Impervious Area
Worksheet for Land Developments (included as Appendix G to this document) prepared for the project, the
project site currently contains 11,000 square feet of impervious surface with the existing buildings and parking lot
area. The project is proposing to maintain the same development footprint (0.252 acre). The project would not
alter existing grades in the area and would not change drainage patterns or lead to increased erosion or
sedimentation of nearby waterways. Groundwater was identified at a depth of approximately 33.5 to 35 feet
below existing grade level.
In addition, stormwater runoff water quality is regulated by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Program to control and reduce pollutants to water bodies from surface water discharge. Locally, the
NPDES project is administered by the Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The RWQCB
worked with cities and counties throughout the region to prepare and adopt a Regional Municipal Stormwater
Permit. This Regional Permit identifies minimum standards and provisions that the City of Palo Alto, as a
permitee, must require of new development and redevelopment projects within the city limits. Compliance with
the NPDES Permit is mandated by state and federal statutes. The proposed project would be required to comply
with all city, state, and federal standards pertaining to stormwater run-off and water quality.
Under the Regional Municipal Stormwater Permit, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB generally requires new
development projects to implement Low Impact Design (LID) techniques to treat stormwater runoff. However,
the regional permit also allows LID treatment reduction credits for three categories of “smart growth” projects –
urban infill, high-density, and transit oriented development projects. These are called “Special Projects” in the
regional permit, and are approved for reductions in the requirements for LID treatment in recognition of the fact
that smart growth development projects can either reduce existing impervious surfaces or create less “accessory”
impervious areas and automobile-related pollutant impacts. The RWCQB recognizes that these types of projects
have inherent water quality and other environmental benefits. The project applicant has applied for and obtained a
C.3 Special Project Category A determination based on the following: the project would preserve or enhance a
pedestrian-oriented type of urban design, would be located in a Commercial downtown zone, would replace less
than 0.5 acre of impervious surface area, would have minimal surface parking, and more than 85% of the site
would be covered by the proposed building. Due to the small project site and its location in a developed urban
commercial corridor, it would not be feasible to construct grassy swales or other LID features to treat stormwater.
There is not sufficient space to accommodate biotreatment facilities or to route runoff to an appropriate discharge
point.
Since the project meets the criteria listed above, the project would receive 100% LID treatment reduction credit
and be allowed to treat 100% of the amount of storm water runoff with non-LID treatment measures. Stormwater
runoff from the site would be collected and piped to a mechanical device (manufactured by Contech Stormwater
Solutions) which is an accepted storm filter treatment facility. The mechanical device would be located onsite and
stormwater runoff would be treated prior to flowing by gravity into the street and ultimately into the City’s storm
drain system. The applicant would also be required to enter into a maintenance agreement with the City to
guarantee that the project provide the required maintenance and/or replacement of the device for the life of the
project. By providing approved and appropriate stormwater runoff collection and conveyance, and ensuring longterm maintenance of the collection and conveyance infrastructure, the project would have less than significant
impacts related to violating water quality standards or contributing substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff.
The proposed project includes a subsurface garage with a maximum depth of 27 feet below grade. Reducing the
number of exposed parking spaces also reduces the potential for stormwater to carry pollutants such as litter
and/or leaking motor fluids. Due to the depth of groundwater, dewatering is not anticipated; however, due to
fluctuations in groundwater it is possible that construction activities could encounter groundwater. Since the
garage would be designed to be watertight and no permanent dewatering system would be required, it is expected
that the impact to groundwater flow would be less than significant.
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The nearest surface water in the vicinity of the project site is San Francisquito Creek, located approximately
0.5 mile west of the site. Stormwater runoff is directed toward storm drain grates located in one covered parking
space and in the adjacent alleyway that parallels the northwest boundary of the project site.
The project site is located within Zone X on the Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel No. 06085C0010H (FEMA 2009).
This indicates that the project site is not in a zone expected to be subject to inundation in a 100-year flood event.
Additionally, the project site is not located within an area identified as a dam failure inundation area as shown on maps
available from the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG 2003). The project site is not subject to flooding or
inundation and construction of the project would result in no impacts associated with exposure of people to floodrelated hazards.
The project site is located in Downtown Palo Alto on relatively flat ground and is not near an open body of water
or near a hillside; therefore, there is no risk for seiche, tsunami, or mudflow hazards. No impacts related to these
hazards would result from implementation of the proposed project. Additionally, there are no streams within or
adjacent to the site, and the project would have no impacts related to streambank stability.
Mitigation Measures
None required.

J.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
a)

Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?
d) Substantially adversely change the type or
intensity of existing or planned land use in
the area?
e) Be incompatible with adjacent land uses or
with the general character of the surrounding
area, including density and building height?
f) Conflict with established residential,
recreational, educational, religious, or
scientific uses of an area?
g) Convert prime farmland, unique farmland, or
farmland of statewide importance (farmland)
to non-agricultural use?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

1, 2

X

1, 2, 3, 4

X

1, 2

X

1, 2, 3, 4

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

1, 3

X

DISCUSSION
The proposed project, a 31,407-square-foot, four-story commercial, office, and residential building, is an allowed
use as regulated by the City’s Zoning Ordinance and Comprehensive Plan (PAMC; City of Palo Alto 2007). The
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project would replace two single-story buildings currently used for retail with the proposed mixed-use building.
The increase from one story to four stories on the site would change the existing scale; however, buildings in the
surrounding area include a modern four-story mixed-use office and retail building across the street, with ground
floor retail and upper story offices. Larger mixed-use and office buildings are located farther east along University
Avenue, including a six-story building and a three-story building on the corner of University Avenue and Cowper
Street.
The project would increase the existing retail, office, and residential land uses in the immediate vicinity and
would not introduce any incompatible land uses. The Comprehensive Plan land use designation of the project site
is Regional/Community Commercial, per the Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan encourages mixeduse development in the project area through the following policies:


Policy L-4: Maintain Palo Alto’s varied residential neighborhoods while sustaining the vitality of its
commercial areas and public facilities. Use the Zoning Ordinance as a tool to enhance Palo Alto’s
desirable qualities.



Policy L-9: Enhance desirable characteristics in mixed use areas. Use the planning and zoning process to
create opportunities for new mixed use development.



Policy L-19: Encourage a mix of land uses in all Centers, including housing and an appropriate mix of
small-scale local businesses.



Policy L-23: Maintain and enhance the University Avenue/Downtown area as the central business district
of the City, with a mix of commercial, civic, cultural, recreational and residential uses. Promote quality
design that recognizes the regional and historical importance of the area and reinforces its pedestrian
character.

Since the project proposes a mixed-use development in an area where mixed-uses are encouraged and the project
design reflects a pedestrian scale, the project would be consistent with the policies listed above.
The zoning designation is Downtown Commercial with Pedestrian and Ground Floor Combining Districts (CDC(P)(GF)). This zone’s regulations are set forth in PAMC Chapters 18.18 and 18.30. The CD district provides for a
wide range of commercial uses serving City-wide and regional business and service needs, as well as residential uses
and neighborhood service needs. The project would also include construction of two levels of underground parking
and installation of new landscaping. The project is in compliance with the applicable CD-C (community)
subdistrict zoning and parking regulations. The maximum proposed building height is 50 feet and the FAR would
be 2.86. The maximum building height in this district is 50 feet. The base FAR in the CD-C district is 1.0;
however, the FAR may be increased with TDRs and/or bonuses for seismic and historical rehabilitation upgrades,
not to exceed a total site FAR of 3.0. The proposed project includes TDRs and bonuses to achieve the maximum
allowable FAR of 2.86. The project would not conflict with existing zoning. In addition, the Pedestrian Shopping
(P) and Ground Floor (GF) combining district regulations that apply to this site are intended to enhance the
pedestrian environment through the continuity of retail stores and design windows in retail districts and allow
only service-oriented commercial uses on the ground floor. The proposed project is designed to comply with the
combining district regulations with ground-floor retail and façade details to enhance the pedestrian experience. In
addition, the project would be consistent with the Context-Based Design Criteria for development in a
commercial district, which promotes pedestrian oriented design that is compatible with adjacent development.
The project site is surrounded by primarily mixed-use and commercial buildings along University Avenue,
ranging in height from one to six stories. As described in Section A., Aesthetics, the proposed building would be
larger in scale and mass than some of the adjacent buildings along Kipling Street; however, the project would be
similar in scale and mass to other buildings in the vicinity along University Avenue in the Downtown area. In
addition, the design of the building’s Kipling Street façade would reflect the smaller scale of the existing
development along Kipling Street. The third floor of the building would be set back 10 feet from the alley
property line and 7 feet, 6 inches from Kipling Street, resulting in a scale more visually compatible with
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surrounding buildings. The fourth floor of the building would be set back 10 feet from the alley property line and
7 feet,12 feet, 9 inches from the Kipling Street property line, and 39 feet, 7 inches from the University Avenue
property line, resulting in a street façade that would appear as a three-story building. The University Avenue
façade is designed to respond not only to the buildings immediately adjacent and west of the subject property but
to the taller, higher density development of the University Avenue Commercial District. The design of the
proposed building is intended to minimize the potential for incompatibility with surrounding uses. In addition, as
described in Section A., Aesthetics, the project design will be reviewed by the City’s Architectural Review Board
to ensure that compatibility concerns are addressed and it does not degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings.
The project would comply with all plans for conservation of biological resources, and would not impact farmland.
See Sections B and D for further discussion of these topics.
Mitigation Measures
None required.

K.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

1, 3

X

1, 3

X

DISCUSSION
The City has been classified by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, as a
Mineral Resource Zone 1 (MRZ-1). This designation signifies that there are no aggregate resources in the area.
The Division of Mines and Geology has not classified the City for other resources. There is no indication in the
Comprehensive Plan that there are locally or regionally valuable mineral resources within the City. Therefore,
construction and operation of the proposed mixed-use building on the currently developed project site would
result in no impacts related to mineral resources.
Mitigation Measures
None required.

L.

NOISE

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?
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Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive ground-borne vibrations or groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
g) Cause the average 24-hour noise level (Ldn) to
increase by 5.0 decibels (dB) or more in an
existing residential area, even if the Ldn would
remain below 60 dB?
h) Cause the Ldn to increase by 3.0 dB or more in
an existing residential area, thereby causing
the Ldn in the area to exceed 60 dB?
i) Cause an increase of 3.0 dB or more in an
existing residential area where the Ldn
currently exceeds 60 dB?
j) Result in indoor noise levels for residential
development to exceed an Ldn of 45 dB?
k) Result in instantaneous noise levels of greater
than 50 dB in bedrooms or 55 dB in other
rooms in areas with an exterior Ldn of 60 dB
or greater?
l) Generate construction noise exceeding the
daytime background Leq at sensitive receptors
by 10 dBA or more?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

1, 2, 15

X

1, 2, 15

X

1, 15

X

No Impact

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

1, 2, 15

X

1, 2, 15

X

1, 2, 15

X

1, 2, 15

X

1, 2, 15

X

1, 2

X

DISCUSSION
Noise would be generated during the proposed demolition of the existing building and construction of the
proposed mixed-use project. The magnitude of the construction noise would depend on the type of construction
activity, the noise level generated by various pieces of construction equipment, site geometry (i.e., shielding from
intervening structures), and the distance between the noise source and receiver. Construction noise levels are
based on a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency study (EPA 1971), which measured average noise levels
during construction stages for a variety of typical projects.
Sound is measured in decibels (dB), with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of hearing and 60 dB
corresponding roughly to the noise level of a typical conversation. Typically, a weighting system is applied to
sound levels to more closely correlate sound levels with human perception, recognizing that humans are less
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sensitive to sounds in frequency ranges below 1,000 hertz (Hz) and above 5,000 Hz. This system is called the Aweighted sound level, and is abbreviated as dBA.
As shown in Table 4, average noise levels generated on a construction site could be as high as 89 dBA L eq at a
distance of 50 feet during the loudest phases of construction. Typically, construction noise is cyclical in nature
and noise levels vary throughout the day.
All development in the City, including the proposed construction activities, must comply with the City’s Noise
Ordinance (PAMC Chapter 9.10), which restricts the timing and overall noise levels associated with construction
activity. Short-term temporary construction that complies with the Noise Ordinance would result in less-thansignificant impacts to nearby land uses and sensitive receptors. The project is located in a busy commercial district
with an active train station in the vicinity. Although there are residential uses in the project vicinity, the existing
noise conditions are not quiet and the temporary construction activities will not create any new significant noise
impacts.

Table 4
Typical Noise Levels from Construction Activities
Construction Activity
Ground Clearing
Excavation
Foundations
Erection
Finishing

Average Sound Level
at 50 feet (dBA Leq) 1
84
89
78
87
89

Standard
Deviation (dB)
7
6
3
6
7

Source: EPA 1971
1
Sound level with all pertinent equipment operating.

The proposed project would be located on a site that is currently developed with two one-story retail buildings
and is surrounded by primarily two-story buildings with ground floor retail and restaurant spaces on University
Avenue and a mix of small-scale commercial/office as well as residential uses on Kipling Street. Residential land
uses are located approximately 60 feet to the north and northwest. The proposed office building is not anticipated
to result in significant levels of on-site noise or traffic noise because of the nature of the proposed land use and the
relatively small size (which would generate a less than significant increase in traffic as discussed in Section P.,
below).
The Environmental Noise Study for the project was prepared by Charles M. Salter Associates Inc. (Appendix H).
This assessment found that existing noise levels in the project area range from 64 dB to 70 dB during the peak
traffic hours and between 63 dB and 73 dB when measured as a day-night-level (DNL), which assigns a penalty
to noises generated during nighttime hours to reflect heightened sensitivity to noise in those hours.
Policy N-39 of the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan requires that the average interior noise level in multi-family
dwellings be limited to DNL 45 dB. However, the City also states that residences exposed to a DNL of 60 dB or
greater should limit maximum instantaneous noise levels to 50 dB in bedrooms and 55 dB in other rooms. Since
the existing noise levels in the project area exceed 60 dB, architectural upgrades (as detailed in Mitigation
Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2) would be required to meet interior noise standards. Additionally, rooftop mechanical
equipment noise from exhaust fans was analyzed, as shown in Table 5, to assess whether the equipment noise
would comply with Section 9.19.040 of the City’s Noise Ordinance, which states:
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“No person shall produce, suffer, or allow to be produced by any machine or device, or any combination
of same, on commercial or industrial property, a noise level more than eight decibels above the local
ambient at any point outside of the property plane.”

Table 5
Predicted Mechanical Equipment Noise Levels
Property Line
North
East
South
West

Predicted Noise Level (dB)
At Nearest Receiver
At Property Plane
49
65
47
58
48
69
49
68

Criteria (dB)
57
56
54
54

Currently there are no adjacent receivers at or near the property plane that are 50 feet in height; therefore, adjacent
receivers would not be exposed to noise levels in excess of the City’s standard due to rooftop mechanical
equipment noise, as shown in Table 5. However, as shown in Table 5, noise levels at the property plane would be
above the criteria; therefore, Mitigation Measure NOI-3 is required to reduce this potential impact to below a level
of significance.
Potential project-related noise effects from traffic were analyzed by comparing existing, future (existing plus
cumulative growth), and estimated project-related traffic volumes, as provided by the traffic impact analysis
prepared for the project by Hexagon Transportation Consultants (Appendix I). It was determined that the “future
with project” traffic noise levels would increase by approximately 1 dBA along University Avenue and 2 dBA
along Kipling Street. Based on the Federal Transit Administration noise impact criteria, a 2 dB increase in noise
levels due to a project would result in a significant noise impact where the ambient noise levels without the
project are in excess of 76 dB. Where noise levels are less than 76 dB, a project-generated noise level increase of
more than 2 dB is required for a finding of significant noise impact. Since the ambient noise levels in the project
area are less than 76 dB without the project, the maximum noise increase of 2 dBA would result in a less-thansignificant impact to noise levels as a result of project generated traffic.
The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. The closest
airport is the Palo Alto Airport, which is located approximately 3.3 miles northeast of the site. There would be no
impact associated with noise from planes.
Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Residential Uses: Window and exterior door assemblies with Sound Transmission
Class (STC) rating up to 45 and upgraded exterior walls shall be used in the residential portion of the proposed
building to achieve the City’s maximum instantaneous noise guideline for residential uses. The City of Palo Alto
shall ensure that these standards are met through review of building plans as a condition of project approval.
Commercial Uses: Window and exterior door assemblies for the commercial portions of the building shall have a
minimum STC rating of 32 at the corner of University Avenue and Kipling Street, and a minimum STC of 28 at
all other commercial locations within the proposed building to comply with the State of California CalGreen noise
standards (maximum interior noise level of 50 dB during the peak hour of traffic). The City of Palo Alto shall
ensure that these standards are met through review of building plans as a condition of project approval.
Mitigation Measure NOI-2: The residential portion of the proposed building shall have a ventilation or airconditioning system to provide a habitable interior environment when windows are closed.
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Mitigation Measure NOI-3: Noise levels from rooftop equipment shall be reduced to meet the City of Palo Alto
Noise Ordinance requirements. An enclosure or other sound-attenuation measures at the exhaust fans shall be
provided to reduce rooftop equipment noise is no greater than 8 dB above the existing ambient level at potential
future neighboring buildings to meet the property plane noise limit. Use of quieter equipment than assumed in this
analysis may support reduced mitigation, which shall be evaluated by a qualified acoustical consultant.
Significance after Mitigation
Less than significant.

M.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
d) Create a substantial imbalance between
employed residents and jobs?
e) Cumulatively exceed regional or local
population projections?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

1, 2, 3

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

DISCUSSION
The project would replace two existing one-story retail buildings with a four-story mixed-use building that would
include a net increase of 8,774 square feet of commercial and office space and four residential dwelling units. The
increase of four residential units would not add substantial population, nor is the increased commercial or office
space expected to induce substantial population growth. The addition of four dwelling units in the University
Avenue/Downtown area would provide a small amount of housing in the Downtown area, thereby improving the
jobs-housing balance in this employment center.
The project would not displace any housing or people. Standard conditions of approval require fees to cover any
increased need for housing. The City addresses the community’s cumulative affordable housing needs through the
Affordable Housing Fund, which is a local housing trust fund that provides financial assistance for the
development of housing affordable to very low, low, and moderate-income households within the City. The
Affordable Housing Fund is made up primarily of two sub-funds composed of local sources of housing monies:
the Commercial Housing Fund and the Residential Housing Fund. The Commercial Housing Fund is funded
through fees paid under the requirements of Chapter 16.47 of the PAMC. Under this requirement, the project
applicant would be required to pay into the City’s Affordable Housing Fund at the time that building permits are
issued. This fee is currently set at $18.44 per square foot for nonresidential development and would be applied
only to the new gross square footage of commercial space proposed to be constructed at the site.
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The Residential Housing Fund is funded through the City’s Below-Market-Rate (BMR) Program, as expressed in
Policy H-36 of the Housing Element and Chapter 18.14 of the PAMC. The BMR Program is intended to meet the
City’s goal of retaining an economically balanced community. Specifically, residential projects with four or fewer
dwelling units are exempt from the City’s BMR Program ordinance based on the City’s determination that
construction of four or fewer units would not have a significant effect on affordable housing in the City, even in a
cumulative context. As the project proposes construction of four residential units, it is exempt from the BMR
program.
With compliance with the PAMC and standard conditions of approval regarding payment of the Affordable
Housing Fee, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.
Mitigation Measures
None required.

N.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
a)

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order
to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
Fire protection?

1, 2

X

Police protection?

1, 2

X

Schools?

1, 2

X

Parks?

1, 2

X

Other public facilities?

1, 2

X

DISCUSSION
The proposed project is located in an urban area that is currently served by the City Police and Fire Departments
and the four proposed residential units would not cause a substantial increase in population that would demand
additional services. In addition, the conditions of approval for the project contain requirements to address all fire
prevention measures. Standard conditions of approval require fees to address any increased need for community
facilities, schools, and housing. With payment of development impact fees for community facilities, schools,
libraries, and parks, the project’s impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
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O.

RECREATION

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

DISCUSSION
The proposed project would construct a new mixed-use building with commercial and office space and four
residential units replacing two existing retail buildings. The 8,774-square-foot increase in commercial and office
space and the addition of four residential units are not expected to have a significant effect on existing recreational
facilities. Development impact fees for parks and community facilities for the increase in floor area and
residential units are required per City ordinance. Therefore, no impact would occur and no mitigation is required.
Mitigation Measures
None required.

P.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
Cause an increase in traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system (i.e.,
result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively,
a level of service standard established by
the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?
c) Result in change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
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Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

e)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

1, 2

X

f)

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

1, 2

X

1, 2, 3

X

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., pedestrian, transit &
bicycle facilities)?
h) Cause a local (City of Palo Alto)
intersection to deteriorate below Level of
Service (LOS) D and cause an increase in
the average stopped delay for the critical
movements by four seconds or more and the
critical volume/capacity ratio (V/C) value to
increase by 0.01 or more?
i) Cause a local intersection already operating
at LOS E or F to deteriorate in the average
stopped delay for the critical movements by
four seconds or more?
j) Cause a regional intersection to deteriorate
from an LOS E or better to LOS F or cause
critical movement delay at such an
intersection already operating at LOS F
to increase by four seconds or more and
the critical V/C value to increase by 0.01
or more?
k) Cause a freeway segment to operate at LOS
F or contribute traffic in excess of 1% of
segment capacity to a freeway segment
already operating at LOS F?
l) Cause any change in traffic that would
increase the Traffic Infusion on Residential
Environment (TIRE) index by 0.1 or more?
m) Cause queuing impacts based on a
comparative analysis between the design
queue length and the available queue
storage capacity? Queuing impacts include,
but are not limited to, spillback queues at
project access locations; queues at turn
lanes at intersections that block through
traffic; queues at lane drops; queues at one
intersection that extend back to impact
other intersections, and spillback queues
on ramps.
n) Impede the development or function of
planned pedestrian or bicycle facilities?
o) Impede the operation of a transit system as
a result of congestion?
p) Create an operational safety hazard?

1, 2, 17

X

1, 2, 17

X

1, 2, 17

X

1, 2, 17

X

1, 2, 17

X

1, 2, 17

X

1, 2, 3

X

1, 2, 17

X

1, 2

X

DISCUSSION
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Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. prepared the Transportation Impact Analysis for 429 University Avenue
Mixed-Use (Transportation Impact Analysis; Hexagon 2014, included in Appendix I). The analysis was
completed in a manner consistent with other transportation impact studies in the City of Palo Alto and the Santa
Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines. This includes use of the level of
service (LOS) methodology described in Chapter 16 of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (2000 HCM; TRB
2000) for signalized intersections, use of the LOS methodology described in Chapter 17 of the 2000 HCM for
unsignalized intersections, and use of the methodologies and standards described in the VTA 2013 Congestion
Management Plan (CMP) for intersections included in the CMP (VTA 2013).
The magnitude of traffic generated by the proposed project was estimated by Hexagon by applying applicable trip
generation rates to the existing and proposed building. These calculations (see Table 6) are based on the trip
generation rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, ninth
edition (ITE 2012). The project would replace existing retail/restaurant space of the same size; therefore, trip
generation from the first floor retail/restaurant space is excluded from the analysis. In addition, the rooftop
office/lunchroom is intended for use by office employees and it therefore included in the office space calculation
for trip generation purposes only. The trip generation estimates do not reflect potential reductions from the robust
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian access at the project location. In this respect, the project trip generation estimates
are conservative.

Table 6
Project Trip Generation
Land Use
Type
Size
General
12.603
Office
ksf
Apartment
4 du
Net Project Trips

Daily Rate
6.65
11.03

Daily
Trips
139
27
166

Rate1

AM Peak Hour
In
Out Total

Rate1

PM Peak Hour
In
Out Total

1.56

17

2

20

1.49

3

16

19

0.51

0
17

2
4

2
22

0.62

1
4

1
17

2
21

Source: Hexagon 2014.
1
Trip rates based on ITE 2012, Office (710), Apartment (230).
ksf = 1,000 square feet; du = dwelling units

The proposed project is calculated to cause 22 new AM peak hour trips and 21 new PM peak hour trips. Hexagon
applied the project’s trip generation and trip distribution estimates to each of the study intersections to determine
whether the project would result in a significant change in LOS at any location. The Transportation Impact Analysis
evaluated the following five intersections:
1. University Avenue and Kipling Street
2. Lytton Avenue and Kipling Street
3. University Avenue and Middlefield Road
4. Lytton Avenue and Middlefield Road
5. Lytton Avenue and Alma Street
The project would create a significant adverse impact on traffic conditions at a signalized intersection in the City
of Palo Alto if for either peak hour:
1. The level of service at the intersection degrades from an acceptable LOS D or better under no project
conditions to an unacceptable LOS E or F under project conditions, or
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2. The level of service at the intersection is an unacceptable LOS E or F under no project conditions and
the addition of project trips causes both the critical-movement delay at the intersection to increase by 4
seconds or more and the critical-movement volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C) to increase by .01 or more.
An exception to this rule applies when the addition of project traffic reduces the amount of average delay for
critical movements (i.e. the change in average delay for critical movements is negative). In this case, the threshold
of significance is an increase in the critical V/C value by .01 or more. The results of the LOS analysis are shown
in Table 7.

Table 7
Project Effects on LOS and Delay
Intersection
(control)

Peak
Hour

Existing
Plus
Project
9.7
A
10.6
B

Existing
University
AM
9.5
Avenue and
A
Kipling
PM
9.9
Street
A
(Signal)
2. Lytton
AM
17.6
17.7
Avenue and
C
C
Kipling
PM
15.0
15.1
Street
B
C
(TWSC)
3. University
AM
28.2
28.2
Avenue and
C
C
Middlefield
PM
31.3
31.3
Road
C
C
(Signal)
4. Lytton
AM
30.6
30.6
Avenue and
C
C
Middlefield
PM
37.0
37.0
Road
D
D
(Signal)
5. Lytton
AM
18.0
18.1
Avenue and
B
B
Alma Street
PM
20.9
21.0
(Signal)
C
C
TWSC = two-way stop control
Bold indicates a substandard level of service.
1.

Average Delay (in seconds) and LOS
∆
∆
Critical
Critical
Cumulative Cumulative
Delay
V/C
No Project
Plus Project
0.1
0.003
10.6
10.7
B
B
0.1
0.006
10.7
11.4
B
B
--

--

--

--

0.0

0.001

0.0

0.000

0.0

0.001

0.0

0.001

0.2

0.002

0.2

0.002

∆
Critical
Delay
0.2

∆
Critical
V/C
0.004

0.2

0.008

22.9
C
18.6
C

23.0
C
19.1
C

--

--

--

--

28.6
C
260.5
F

28.6
C
260.3
F

0.0

0.001

0.0

0.000

36.1
D
158.5
F

36.1
D
158.8
F

0.1

0.001

0.1

0.001

18.6
B
23.6
C

18.7
B
23.8
C

0.2

0.003

0.2

0.002

The results in Table 7 show that all of the intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service
(LOS D or better) during both the AM and PM peak hours of traffic under existing plus project conditions.
The results in Table 7 also show that two of the signalized study intersections (University Avenue & Kipling
Street and Lytton Avenue & Alma Street) would continue to operate adequately (LOS D or better) under
cumulative plus project conditions. Two other signalized intersections (University Avenue & Middlefield Road
and Lytton Avenue & Middlefield Road) are expected to operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS F) under
cumulative conditions both with and without the project. The project traffic would not cause a significant impact
on the operation of these intersections, based on the significance criteria described above. As shown in Table 7,
project traffic would only increase the critical delay by 0.1 second and the critical V/C value by 0.001, which are
less than the significance thresholds of 4 seconds and 0.01, respectively.
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Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Facilities
The Transportation Impact Analysis conducted by Hexagon also considered impacts to pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit facilities. The project location is approximately 0.5 miles from the Caltrain station and transit center and in
a pedestrian and bicycle friendly downtown area, and the underground parking garage is proposed to include bike
lockers and a shower room for employees. It is reasonable to assume that some employees would utilize transit or
bicycles. Due to the project size, it is unlikely to produce significant bicycle trips or pedestrian trips or impact the
nearby trains and buses. It is expected that these additional trips could easily be accommodated by the existing
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities.
Site Access and Onsite Circulation
Access to the alley adjacent to the site (Lane 30) would be assisted by breaks in traffic on Waverly Street created
by the nearby traffic signals at Lytton Avenue and University Avenue. In the event that a vehicle making a right
turn out of the alley onto Kipling Street encountered a significant queue, the driver might choose to make a left
turn onto Kipling Street and then onto Lytton Avenue to circle around the block. Such maneuvers are common in
downtown settings during commute periods. Based on the estimated traffic generated during the peak periods, it is
anticipated that the project’s garage access to and from Lane 30 at Waverly and Kipling Streets, respectively,
would operate acceptably and would be typical of a development in an urban setting with underground parking.
To ensure safety for vehicles using the parking garage, Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires that mirrors and/or
a warning light be installed at garage entrance/exit.
Truck access and loading would be provided adjacent to the project site via the alley (Lane 30). The alley is 20
feet in width and truck loading requires a width of 10 feet, which leaves the remaining 10 feet available for
vehicles to pass in this one-way alley. The alley currently provides adequate truck access for other adjacent
businesses, and it is expected that it would provide adequate access for the proposed project as well since the
width of the alley would remain the same.
Adequate corner sight distance is required at the exit of the alley to ensure that drivers can see approaching
vehicles on Kipling Street. Sight distance is typically measured approximately 10 feet back from the traveled way.
The proposed project would provide a 4-foot setback from the edge of the alley. The project would also replace
the large street tree nearest this corner which would improve the visibility of the roadway. The combination of the
setback and the tree removal is expected to provide adequate visibility of other vehicles and pedestrians. Hexagon
also prepared a review of traffic operations into and out of the alley adjacent to the site (Lane 30), which is
included in Appendix I. Lane 30 runs between Waverley Street and Kipling Street and is designed for one-way
traffic, with vehicles entering from Waverley Street and driving eastbound to exit onto Kipling Street. There is a
loading zone along a portion of the northern side of the alley near Waverley Street and 18 total parking spaces
along the southern side. The available parking is used primarily by employees at the businesses with doors onto
the alley. The northern side of the alley has a few dumpsters for the adjacent businesses; these dumpsters still
leave at least 15 feet for a traveled way. The total clearspace in the alley varies in width from 20 feet building-tobuilding near Waverley, to approximately 40 feet along 415-423 University Avenue.
Observations of traffic activity in the alley were conducted by Hexagon on Thursday, June 11, 2015 and traffic
counts were conducted on Thursday, June 18, 2015. The counts showed that the alley carried 68 cars and light
trucks, 7 heavy trucks, 16 bicycles, and 108 pedestrian trips between the hours of 6 AM and 8 PM (daylight
hours). Observations showed that between the hours of 9 AM and 4 PM, pedestrians accounted for 56% of trips
into and out of the alley, passenger vehicles accounted for 31%, and delivery vehicles accounted for 10%. Both
pedestrians and vehicles used the alley as a shortcut (i.e., traveled from one end to the other) as well as to access
businesses located off of the alley. While some delivery trucks were observed using the loading zone, several
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double parked to make their deliveries or stopped in the No Parking zone near Kipling Street. Vehicles parked in
the No Parking zone generally cut the available width of the alley in half, from 20 feet to 10 feet.
While most of the vehicles using the parking spaces along the southern side of the alley entered from Waverley
Street and left via Kipling Street, most of the vehicles parking behind the 429-447 University Avenue building
entered the alley from Kipling Street, against a One Way sign. Most of the vehicles entering the wrong direction
approached the alley from southbound Kipling Street. Coming from that direction, the signage indicating that the
alley is one way is not prominent.
The entrance to the alley at Waverley Street has good visibility for vehicles turning off of Waverley. Parked cars
along the southbound side of Kipling Street were the main factor limiting the visibility of vehicles exiting the
alley. Two large street trees adjacent to the curb cut further obstructed drivers’ views onto Kipling Street. The
proposed project would include removal of the southern tree, to be replaced by a narrower tree approximately 15
feet back from the property line and curb cut, eliminating the visual obstruction for drivers looking to their right
as they exit the alley. The corner of the proposed building would improve the sight lines onto Kipling Street, as
the building would obstruct less than the existing street parking and street trees, and visibility of approaching
vehicles would be very similar on both the driver’s left and right. Drivers exiting the alley would be likely to be
driving down the center of the alley, which gives them about 7 feet of clearance on each side. This clear space
allows view of pedestrians on the sidewalk. Despite the sight distance challenges, under existing conditions,
drivers appeared to have no difficulty safely turning out of the alley onto Kipling Street.
Vehicles entering right-angled parking spaces along the alley have ample space to turn, even with the dumpsters
lining some portions of the alley. The proposed project would similarly have ample space for drivers to enter and
exit the underground parking garage. The alley would be used by future building tenants accessing the
underground parking garage in the same way that it is currently used. There is no potential impact from the
proposed building on the operation of the alley, as it would continue to operate as it does currently.
The onsite circulation was reviewed in accordance with generally accepted traffic engineering standards.
Generally, the proposed plan would provide one main drive aisle that would lead to an underground parking
structure. Parking is shown at 90 degrees to the main drive aisle. This drive aisle makes several 90 degree turns to
spiral down to the farthest parking spaces. The City parking facility design standards specify a minimum width of
16 feet for two-way underground ramps; 25 feet for two-way drive aisles lined with 8.5 foot wide, 90 degree
spaces; and maximum slope of 2% adjacent to accessible parking spaces. Additionally, bike lockers require a five
foot aisle in front of the door openings. The proposed parking plan meets these minimum specifications, as well
as providing the minimum dimensions for standard, accessible, and van-accessible spaces. However, due to the
limited footprint of the underground parking, vehicles are required to navigate tight 90 degree turns near the ends
of both ramps and the middle of the lower ramp, where sight lines may be restricted. To ensure safety for vehicles
using the parking garage, Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 requires that mirrors be installed in the parking garage to
provide adequate site distance.
Parking
The project was also found to meet the applicable parking requirements of the PAMC. Specifically, the PAMC
requires that the project provide one parking space for every 250 square feet of new commercial space and two
spaces for each of the residential units plus guest spaces (one space plus 10%). The proposed project would
require 82 81.6 parking spaces for 20,407 square feet of commercial use and 10 9.4 parking spaces for four
residential units, for a total of 92 91 parking spaces. However, the property was previously assessed and paid inlieu fees for 37 parking spaces in the University Avenue Parking Assessment District and is eligible to receive
5,000 square feet of TDRs exempted from parking (equivalent to 20 parking spaces). Based on these adjustments,
the project is required to provide a total of 35 34 vehicle parking spaces. The project proposes to include a total of
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40 parking spaces, exceeding the parking requirement by five six spaces. The 40 parking spaces would be
provided in the two-level underground parking garage.
The project would also meet the applicable bicycle parking requirements. PAMC Section 18.52.040 requires 1
bicycle space per 2,500 square feet of gross floor area, with a mix of 80% for long-term parking and 20% for
short-term parking. In addition, 4 long-term bicycle spaces (1 per unit) are required for the residential units. The
project is required to provide 13 total bicycle parking spaces. As reflected in the site plans, the project proposes to
provide 7 long-term bicycle parking spaces within the underground parking garage and 6 short-term bicycle
parking spaces near the entrances of the building on University Avenue and Kipling Street. The bicycle parking
spaces provided on the project site meet the requirements of Ordinance 18.52.040 and follow layout requirements
of PAMC Section 18.54.060.
While this project does not include an explicit transportation demand management (TDM) plan, several elements
common to TDM are present. Most importantly, the project is located in a transit-rich and pedestrian friendly
location. Second, the project proposes to include both bicycle lockers and a restroom with a shower. Both of these
features should result in some reduction in automobile trips generated by the project and reduce the amount of
parking needed by employees. In addition, the project is in a good location for transit-related TDM strategies that
may be implemented by future tenants, such as Caltrain and VTA Go Passes or reimbursement of transit fares.
However, due to the small project trip generation, a TDM plan is not necessary to reduce peak hour trips.
Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure-TRANS-1: Mirrors shall be installed at the parking garage driveway to allow drivers to see
when a pedestrian or vehicle is approaching in Lane 30.
Mitigation Measure-TRANS-2: Mirrors shall be installed at each turn within the parking garage to provide
adequate sight distance.
Significance after Mitigation
Less than significant.

Q.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements
of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
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Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant
environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has inadequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?
h) Result in a substantial physical deterioration
of a public facility due to increased use as a
result of the project?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

DISCUSSION
The proposed project would not significantly increase the demand on existing utilities and service systems, or use
resources in a wasteful or inefficient manner. Standard conditions of approval require the applicant to submit
calculations by a registered civil engineer to show that the on-site and off-site water, sewer, and fire systems are
capable of serving the needs of the development and adjacent properties during peak flow demands. The project
would tie into the City’s existing water, wastewater, and storm drain infrastructure and would not require the
construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities. In addition, the project would comply with the green
building requirements set forth in the California Green Building Code and the City’s Build It Green program. This
would ensure that water conservation and solid waste reduction measures are included in the project to reduce
demands for utility services. The project’s impacts on utility services would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required.
Mitigation Measures
None required.

R.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Issues and Supporting Information Resources
Would the project:
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Sources

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact
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Issues and Supporting Information Resources

Sources

Would the project:
Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable (“cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?
c) Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

1, 2

X

DISCUSSION
The proposed project would not have an impact on fish or wildlife habitat, nor would it impact cultural or historic
resources with mitigation as described in Sections D and E. As described in Section A, Aesthetics, the proposed
use is appropriate for the site and although the project would alter the visual character of the site, the building has
been designed to ensure that it does not result in an adverse visual impact. The project’s impacts would all be
reduced to below a level of significance through implementation of the mitigation measures described in the
previous sections. The project would therefore not result in any cumulatively considerable impacts. There is
nothing in the nature of the proposed development and property improvements that would have a substantial
adverse effect on human beings, or other life or environmental impacts once mitigation is implemented to reduce
potential impacts from hazardous materials and noise as described in Sections H and L.
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SOURCE REFERENCES

SOURCES (CHECKLIST KEY)
1.
Project Planner’s knowledge of the site and the proposed project.
2.
Project Plans, updated 2015 (Appendix A)
3.
Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan 1998–2010 (City of Palo Alto 2007)
4.
Palo Alto Municipal Code, Title 18, Zoning Ordinance
5.
Palo Alto Municipal Code, Section 8.10.030, Tree Technical Manual
6.
Air Quality Modeling Results, 2014 (Appendix B)
7.
Cultural Resources Memorandum (Appendix C)
8.
Historic Architectural Evaluations, 2014, updated 2015 (Appendix D)
9.
Geotechnical Investigation, 2013 (Appendix E)
10. Phase I ESA 425 University Avenue and 450 Kipling Street, 2014 (Appendix F)
11. Phase I ESA for the Commercial Buildings, 1999 (Appendix F)
12. Environmental Transaction Screen, 429–447 University Avenue, 2010 (Appendix F)
13. Impervious Area Worksheet for Land Developments, 2014 (Appendix G)
14. Special Projects Worksheet, 2014 (Appendix G)
15. Environmental Noise Study, 2014 (Appendix H)
16. Palo Alto Municipal Code, Section 9.10, Noise Ordinance
17. Traffic Impact Analysis, 2014, updated 2015 (Appendix I)
17.18.
Shadow Study, 2015 (Appendix J)

REFERENCES CITED
14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–L. Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental
Quality Act, as amended.
ABAG (Association of Bay Area Governments). 2003. “Dam Failure Inundation Hazard Map for Palo
Alto/Stanford.” http://www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/dfpickc.html.
BAAQMD (Bay Area Air Quality Management District). 2006. Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. Adopted January
4, 2006. http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20
Research/Plans/2005%20Ozone%20Strategy/adoptedfinal_vol1.ashx.
BAAQMD. 2010a. Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. September 15, 2010.
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/Plans/2010%20Clean%20Air%20P
lan/CAP%20Volume%20I%20%20Appendices.ashx.
BAAQMD. 2010b. Bay Area Air Quality Management District California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality
Guidelines. May 2010.
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Draft_BAAQMD_CEQA_
Guidelines_May_2010_Final.ashx?la=en.
California Department of Conservation. 2011. Santa Clara County Important Farmland Map 2010. California
Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program. June 2011.
California Public Resources Code, Chapter 8, Z’Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973, Article 2, Definitions,
Section 4526, “Timberland.”
California Public Resources Code, Article 3, Definitions, Section 12220(g), “Forest land.”
California Public Resources Code, Sections 42160–42185. Metallic Discards Act of 1991.
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CARB. 2013. “California Greenhouse Gas Emissions for 2000 to 2011 – Trends of Emissions and Other
Indicators.” October 2, 2013. http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm.
City of Palo Alto. 2007. Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan. July 17, 2007.
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/gov/topics/projects/landuse/compplan.asp.
EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). 1971. Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations,
Building Equipment and Home Appliances. Prepared by Bolt, et.al., Bolt, Beranek & Newman, Boston,
MA.
FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency). 2009. Flood Insurance Rate Map, Santa Clara County,
California. Map Number 06085C0010H. May 18, 2009.
PAMC (Palo Alto Municipal Code). http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/gov/depts/clk/municode.asp.
USGS (U.S. Geological Survey). 2013. USGS Geologic Hazards Science Center – U.S. Seismic Design Maps
webpage with seismic design value application. Accessed September 25, 2013.
http://geohazards.usgs.gov/designmaps/us/application.php.
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IV

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made
by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.

X

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect: 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

___________________________________
Project Planner
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Attachment H

429 University Avenue Project
Mitigation Monitoring Program
INTRODUCTION
Section 15097 of the Guidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires
that, whenever a public agency approves a project based on a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) or an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the public agency shall establish a mitigation
monitoring or reporting program to ensure that all adopted mitigation measures are
implemented.
This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) is intended to satisfy this requirement of the
CEQA Guidelines as it relates to the 429 University Avenue project. This MMP would be used
by City staff and mitigation monitoring personnel to ensure compliance with mitigation
measures during project implementation. Mitigation measures identified in this MMP were
developed in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project.
As noted above, the intent of the MMP is to ensure the effective implementation and
enforcement of all adopted mitigation measures. The MMP will provide for monitoring of
construction activities, as necessary, and in the field identification and resolution of
environmental concerns.

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
The City of Palo Alto will coordinate monitoring activities and ensure appropriate
documentation of mitigation measure implementation. The table below identifies each
mitigation measure for the 429 University Avenue Project and the associated implementation,
monitoring, timing and performance requirements.
The MMP table presented on the following pages identifies:
1. the full text of each applicable mitigation measure;
2. the party or parties responsible for implementation and monitoring of each measure;
3. the timing of implementation of each mitigation measure including any ongoing
monitoring requirements; and
4. performance criteria by which to ensure mitigation requirements have been met.
Following completion of the monitoring and documentation process, the final monitoring
results will recorded and incorporated into the project file maintained by the City’s Department
of Planning and Community Environment.
It is noted that the mitigation measure numbering reflects the numbering used in the Initial
Study prepared for the 429 University Avenue Project (Dudek 2014).
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No mitigation measures are required for the following resources:


Aesthetics



Greenhouse Gas Emissions



Population and Housing



Agricultural Resources



Hydrology and Water Quality



Public Services



Air Quality



Land Use and Planning



Recreation



Geology, Soils, and Seismicity



Mineral Resources



Utilities and Service Systems

Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Performance
Evaluation Criteria

Applicant

City of Palo Alto
Urban Forestry
Group/Planning
Division Arborist

 Prior to issuance of
demolition, grading,
and building
permits

 Approved site
plans reflect
applicable
conditions

 During demolition,
excavation, and
construction

 Field inspections
conducted to
verify adherence
to conditions

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: The following measures shall be
implemented to reduce impacts to protected trees:
• City of Palo Alto (City)-approved Modified Type III fencing
shall be installed for the two street trees to be retained along
University Avenue. City-approved tree protection signs shall be
posted on all fencing.
• Soil conditions for the four new trees to be planted along
Kipling Street shall be improved by preparing a planting area at
least 6 feet square for each tree and installing Silva Cells to
reduce compaction. The Silva Cells shall be filled with proper
soil amendments and growing medium as determined by the
City Arborist.
• Unless otherwise approved, each new tree shall be provided
with 1,200 cubic feet of rootable soil area, utilizing Standard
Drawing #604/513. Rootable soil is defined as compaction
less than 90% over the area, not including sidewalk base
areas.
• Two bubbler drip irrigation units shall be installed for each
new tree to adequately water the new planting area.
• New sidewalk shall be installed such that the final planting
space opening is at least 5 feet by 5 feet for each new tree.
429 University Avenue Project
Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program
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Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Monitoring
Responsibility

Applicant

City of Palo Alto

Timing

Performance
Evaluation Criteria

• Kiva tree grates shall be used around each new tree.
• Replacement tree size shall be a 36-inch box, properly
structured nursery stock.
• Based on growth habit and proven performance, Ginkgo
biloba “Autumn Gold” is highly recommended for the
replacement trees. Other tree species may be approved by the
City Arborist.
• All work within the Tree Protection Zone, including canopy
pruning of protected trees, shall be supervised by a Certified
Arborist approved by the City.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Prior to commencement of site
clearing and project grading, the project applicant shall retain a
qualified archaeologist to train construction personnel
regarding how to recognize cultural resources (such as
structural features, unusual amounts of bone or shell, artifacts,
human remains, or architectural remains) that could be
encountered during construction activities. If artifacts or
unusual amounts of shell or bone or other items indicative of
buried archaeological resources or human remains are
encountered during earth disturbance associated with the
proposed project, the on-site contractor shall immediately notify
the City of Palo Alto (City) and the Native American Heritage
Commission as appropriate. All soil-disturbing work shall be
halted within 100 feet of the discovery until a qualified
archaeologist, as defined by the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and
the City, completes a significance evaluation of the finds
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act. Any human remains unearthed shall be treated in
accordance with California Health and Safety Code, Section
7050.5, and California Public Resources Code, Sections
5097.94, 5097.98, and 5097.99, which include requirements to
429 University Avenue Project
Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program

Prior to and during
earth disturbance

 Training materials
provided to
construction
contractors
 Field inspections
conducted to
verify compliance
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Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Monitoring
Responsibility

Applicant

City of Palo Alto
Department of
Planning and
Community
Environment

Timing

Performance
Evaluation Criteria

notify the Santa Clara County Medical Examiner’s office and
consult with Native American representatives determined to be
the Most Likely Descendants, as appointed by the Native
American Heritage Commission. Identified cultural resources
shall be recorded on State Department of Parks and
Recreation Form 523 (archaeological sites). Mitigation
measures prescribed by the Native American Heritage
Commission, the Santa Clara County Medical Examiner’s
office, and any Native American representatives determined to
be the Most Likely Descendants and required by the City shall
be undertaken before construction activities are resumed. If
disturbance of a project area cultural resource cannot be
avoided, a mitigation program, including measures set forth in
the City’s Cultural Resources Management Program and in
compliance with Sections 15064.5 and 15126.4 of the CEQA
Guidelines, shall be implemented.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prior to building demolition, the
project applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
City of Palo Alto that a survey of the existing buildings has
been conducted by a qualified environmental specialist who
meets the requirements of the current U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency regulations for suspected lead-containing
materials (LCMs), including lead-based paint/coatings;
asbestos containing materials (ACMs); and the presence of
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Any demolition activities
likely to disturb LCMs or ACMs shall be carried out by a
contractor trained and qualified to conduct lead- or asbestosrelated construction work. If found, LCMs and ACMs shall be
disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations,
including the EPA’s Asbestos National Emissions Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants, the Cal-OSHA Construction Lead
Standard (CCR Title 8, Section 1432.1), and California
Department of Toxic Substances Control and EPA
429 University Avenue Project
Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program

Prior to issuance of
demolition permit and
during demolition

Building survey
report submitted
LCMs and ACMs
handled by qualified
contractor and
disposed of in
accordance with the
U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s
(EPA) Asbestos
National Emissions
Standards for
Hazardous Air
Pollutants, the
California
Occupational Health
and Safety’s
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Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Responsibility

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

requirements for disposal of hazardous waste. If PCBs are
found, these materials shall be managed in accordance with
the Metallic Discards Act of 1991 (California Public Resources
Code, Sections 42160–42185) and other state and federal
guidelines and regulations. Demolition plans and contract
specifications shall incorporate any necessary abatement
measures in compliance with the Metallic Discards Act,
particularly Section 42175, Materials Requiring Special
Handling, for the removal of mercury switches, PCB-containing
ballasts, and refrigerants.

Performance
Evaluation Criteria
Construction Lead
Standard (CCR Title
8, Section 1432.1),
and California
Department of Toxic
Substances Control
and EPA
requirements for
disposal of
hazardous waste.
PCBs, mercury and
other hazardous
building materials
handled by qualified
contractor and
disposed of in
accordance with
applicable
regulations as
identified.

NOISE
Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Residential Uses: Window and
exterior door assemblies with Sound Transmission Class
(STC) rating up to 45 and upgraded exterior walls shall be
used in the residential portion of the proposed building to
achieve the City’s maximum instantaneous noise guideline for
residential uses. The City of Palo Alto shall ensure that these
standards are met through review of building plans as a
condition of project approval.
Commercial Uses: Window and exterior door assemblies for
the commercial portions of the building shall have a minimum
STC rating of 32 at the corner of University Avenue and Kipling
Street, and a minimum STC of 28 at all other commercial
429 University Avenue Project
Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program

Applicant

City of Palo Alto
Department of
Planning and
Community
Environment

Prior to issuance of
building permit

Approved building
plans shall include
window sound
transmission ratings
and interior noise
levels verification
from a qualified
acoustical
consultant.
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Implementation
Responsibility

Monitoring
Responsibility

Mitigation Measure NOI-2: The residential portion of the
proposed building shall have a ventilation or air-conditioning
system to provide a habitable interior environment when
windows are closed.

Applicant

City of Palo Alto
Department of
Planning and
Community
Environment

Prior to issuance of
building permit

Approved building
plans shall include
details of the
residential
ventilation system.

Mitigation Measure NOI-3: Noise levels from rooftop
equipment shall be reduced to meet the City of Palo Alto Noise
Ordinance requirements. An enclosure or other soundattenuation measures at the exhaust fans shall be provided to
reduce rooftop equipment noise is no greater than 8 dB above
the existing ambient level at potential future neighboring
buildings to meet the property plane noise limit. Use of quieter
equipment than assumed in this analysis may support reduced
mitigation, which shall be evaluated by a qualified acoustical
consultant.

Applicant

City of Palo Alto
Department of
Planning and
Community
Environment

Prior to issuance of
building permit

Approved building
plans shall include
garage exhaust fan
manufacturer’s
information
regarding
equipment noise
levels and noise
attenuation details

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: Mirrors shall be installed at the
parking garage driveway to allow drivers to see when a
pedestrian or vehicle is approaching in Lane 30.

Applicant

City of Palo Alto
Department of
Planning and
Community
Environment

Prior to issuance of
building permit

Approved building
plans shall include
parking garage
mirrors

Mitigation Measure-TRANS-2: Mirrors shall be installed at
each turn within the parking garage to provide adequate sight
distance.

Applicant

City of Palo Alto
Department of
Planning and
Community
Environment

Prior to issuance of
building permit

Approved building
plans shall include
parking garage
mirrors

Mitigation Measure

Timing

Performance
Evaluation Criteria

locations within the proposed building to comply with the State
of California CalGreen noise standards (maximum interior
noise level of 50 dB during the peak hour of traffic). The City of
Palo Alto shall ensure that these standards are met through
review of building plans as a condition of project approval.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
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Attachment J: Project Plans – delivered to ARB Board Members only

Also available online at: http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/48519

