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DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS 

The comment letters have been numbered based upon date of receipt. One hundred and twenty 
nine (129) comment letters were received on the Draft EIR. Each comment letter is identified 
below by comment letter number, comment author, and date. 

Letter Number Comment Author Comment Date 

I Christy Holloway and Mary Davey 6/30/00 

2 CA Regional Water Quality Control Board, SF Bay Region 7/10/00 

3 Karen White 7/18/00 

4 Richard Stultz 7/18/00 

5 Scott McNealy 7/18/00 

6 Allan Abbott 7/19/00 

7 John R. Barksdale 7/19/00 

8 Robert J. Polito 7/19/00 

9 Michael Mcteigue 7/19/00 

10 John and Sue Brock-Utne 7/19/00 

11 Nonnette Hanko 7/19/00 

12 County of Santa Clara Environmental Resources Agency, Julie 7/19/00 
Taylor, Integrated Waste Management Program 

13 Richard H. Harris, Jr. 7/19/00 

14 College Terrace Residents' Association 7/24/00 

15 Jeb Eddy 7/24/00 

16 Barbara Pickering 7/24/00 

17 David E. Wilkins 7/25/00 

18 Jean C.R. Finney, California Department of Transportation 7/26/00 

19 Jon Corelis 7/27/00 

20 Mark Sabin, Georgie Gleim and Charlotte Cagan, Palo Alto Chamber 7/28/00 
of Commerce 

21 Robert Augsburger 7/28/00 

22 Christy Telch 7/29/00 

23 Eric Fertig 7/30/00 

24 Y oriko Kishimoto 7/30/00 

25 Deanna Mann 7/31/00 

26 Mark Lerner 7/31/00 

27 Kent Kaiser 7/31/00 

28 Sally Barlow-Perez 7/31/00 

29 Allan Abbott 7/31/00 

30 Allen Cypher 7/31/00 



letter Number Comment Author 
I 

Comment Date 

31 Nils Davis 7131100 

32 Herb Borock 7131100 

33 Jack Tohaner 7/31/00 

34 I Ashok Vyas, County of Santa Clara Roads & Airports Department 8/1/00 

35 Susan M. Ivey and Ted C. Herman 8/1/00 

36 Don Hielson 8/1/00 

37 Dan Wagner 8/1/00 

38 ' Gary Shade 8/1/00 

39 Charles N. Taubman 8/1100 

40 David E. Wilkins 8/1/00 

41 Steven Aronson 8/1/00 

42 Tom Keelin 8/2/00 

43 Paul Hartke 8/2/00 

44 Kenneth C. Nitz, Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 8/2/00 

45 Kevin Schofield 8/2/00 

46 John Baca 8/2/00 

47 Bill and Loma Ward 8/2/00 

48 Cheryle Gail 8/2/00 

49 Michael Mcteigue 8/2/00 

50 Barbara Dawson 8/2/00 

51 Dr. and Mrs. George Gioumousis 8/3/00 

52 Peninsula Conservation Center Foundation 8/3/00 

53 David B. Montgomery and Toby F. Montgomery 8/3/00 

54 Jeannie Siegman 8/3/00 

55 Thomas S. Jordan, Jr. 8/3/00 

56 Rex S. Jackson, Shirley Merill, David Obershaw, and Lynn and 813100 
Olivier Pieron 

57 Gerry Plunkett 8/3/00 

58 Herb Borock 8/3/00 

59 J. Paul Lomio 8/3/00 

60 Mary C. Davey 8/3/00 

61 Lyman P. Van Slyke 8/3/00 

62 Sally-Ann Rudd, Downtown North Neighborhood Association 8/3/00 

63 Henry Lawrence 8/3/00 

64 John R. Barkdsale 8/3/00 

65 Jeannie Siegman 8/3/00 

66 Rachel B Hooper and Laurel L. Impett, Committee for Green 8/4/00 
Foothills 

' 
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67 Barbara J. Cooke, P.E., Chief, Northern California Coastal Cleanup 8/4/00 
Operations Branch, California EPA, Department of Toxic Substances 
Control 

68 Karen J. Miller, Chief, Endangered Species Division, U.S. Fish and 8/4/00 
Wildlife Services 

69 Charles Taubman 8/4/00 

70 Christen Carlson Osborne and Janet Rutherford 8/4/00 

71 T.J. Connelly 8/4/00 

72 Janet Rutherford 8/4/00 

73 Denis R. Coleman 8/4/00 

74 Kathy Durham 8/5/00 

75 Linda Cohen 8/5/00 

76 Don Knott 8/5/00 

77 Penny Katz 8/5/00 

78 Sandy Forrest 8/5/00 

79 Eric Fertig 8/6/00 

80 Howard Franklin 8/6/00 

81 Walter Sedriks 8/6/00 

82 Paul Gardner 8/6/00 

83 Joanne Marent 8/6/00 

84 Richard Harris, Esq., Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course 8/7/00 

85 Craig Breon, Town of Portola Valley 8/7/00 

86 Derek A. Kantar, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 8/7/00 

87 William C. Springer, P.E., Associate Civil Engineer, Community 8/7/00 
Projects Review Unit, Santa Clara Valley Water District 

88 Pria Graves 8/7/00 

89 Dan Kalb, Director, Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter 8/7/00 

90 R. Dennis Reinhardt 8/7/00 

91 Donald A. Phillips, Ed.D., Superintendant of Schools, Palo Alto 8/7/00 
Unified School District 

92 James Sweeney, President, Stanford Campus Residential Leaseholder, 8/7/00 
Inc. 

93 The Robert N. Bush Family 8/7/00 

94 Liz Kniss, Mayor, City of Palo Alto 8/7/00 

95 Jane Mark, Park Planner, Planning and Development, County of 8/7/00 
Santa Clara Environmental Resources Agency 

96 Arlinda Heineck, Chief Planner, City of Menlo Park 8/7/00 

97 Betty Koski 8/7/00 

98 Katie Shoven 8/7/00 

99 Gail Sredanovic 8/7/00 
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100 Jeffrey Segall 817/00 

101 Robert W. Floerke, Regional Manager, Central Coast Region, 817/00 
California Department of Fish and Game 

102 Barbara J. Schussman, Mccutchen, Doyle, Brown & Enerson, LLP for 8/7/00 
Stanford University 

103 Peter Drekmeier, Executive Director, Stanford Open Space Alliance 817100 

104 I Dianne Dryer 817/00 

105 Tina Minell 817/00 

106 Harold Boyd 8/7/00 

107 Herb Borock 8/7/00 

108 Herb Borock 817/00 

109 Susan Cole 817/00 

llO Eric Fertig 817/00 

111 John Baca 817100 

112 Ann Norton Porter and Richard P Porter 817/00 

113 Winthrop S. Reis 817/00 

114 Bill Krepick 817/00 

115 Kenneth R. Stalder, Ph.D. 8/7/00 

ll6 Kirsten Flynn 817/00 

117 John (Last name not provided) 817/00 

118 Amy Larson 817/00 

119 Richard Stultz 817100 

120 Kay Cornelius Jeanquartier 8/7/00 

121 Deborah Clark 817/00 

122 Katherine Abu-Romia 8/7/00 

123 Chris Stromberg 817/00 

124 Jason Marshall, Assistant Director, Department of Conservation, 817/00 
Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations, Division of 
Mines and Geology 

125 David T. Smemoff, Ph.D., Project Director, Arastradero Preserve 8/5/00 
Stewardship Project 

126 Mary Davey 8/6/00 

127 Terry Burnes, Planning Administrator, County of San Mateo Planning 8/9/00 
and Building Division 

128 Donald A. Phillips, Ed.D., Superintendant of Schools, Palo Alto 9/15/00 
Unified School District 

129 David J. Neuman, University Architect and Associate Vice Provost 9/27/00 
for Planning, Stanford University 



To: Sarah Jones 
From: Christy Holloway and Mary Davey 
Subject: Revised comments on Stanford DEIR 
Date: June 20, 2000 

Letter 1 

1-1 1. The impacts of building all new housing on undeveloped land have not been studied. What are the 
advantages, from the standpoint of CEQUA, of redevelopment of land where there is already 
moderate density (e.g. Kingscoat Gardens, Pearce Mitchell) with higher density housing? 

1 -2 2. AH proposed housing for the next ten yea.rs is planned to be built on undeveloped land except 
area ··a", a redevelopment area designated for student housing. Area "G" raises a policy question 
because it was single family faculty/staff, low density residential housing. Those homes have been 
bought by the university and removed from the faculty/staff housing stock. Over time, there have 
been approximately 30 homes absorbed for '4university use" from the faculty/staff housing stock. 
From the DEIR it appears that County policy considers any removal of housing from the current 
stock as a negative impact. Is this why current (moderate density) developed lands for faculty/staff 
housing are not being designated for higher density? Is there an inconsistency here? 

1-3 3. In table 7-3, page 7-47, the conclusion is drawn, in regard to the loss of recreation areas in the 
faculty staff housing area, that this loss is fully mitigated by the designation of "open space areas" 
or parks. The areas to be dedicated are a great asset to the residential area but they are all parks that 
are geared to young children and are not appropriate for field games enjoyed by older children and 
students. The Mayfield Playfield is a unique resource in the faculty/staff housing area for student 
and young adults. The conclusion that the loss of the playfield does not represent and adverse affect 
on campus residential opportunities is not substantiated. 

1-4 4. Tiger salamander habitat and housing: The impact of the development of the tiger salamander 
habitat in area ••p• as graduate student housing deserves closer study. What would be the impact 
of moving the housing back from the edge of Lake Lauginita and making a permanent dedication of 
the habitat surrounding the lake? Can these overlapping interests both be served in this area 

1-5 5. Further analysis of the impact of using off campus sites for housing, such as the Mayfield . 
School site, is necessary. Could the County give Stanford credit against their housing needs for the 
use of these sites? Palo Alto needs housing so they should be amenable to this concept. 

1-6 6. The reduced Project has not been adequately analyzed. The assertion(pg. 7-57) that "of the build 
alternatives, the Reduced Project Alternative would not avoid significant impacts associated with the 
project" does not appear to be substantiated with any data or analysis. This needs further study. 
The word "avoid" (as in, stop entirely) would appear to be the wrong selection. If the impacts were 
"reduced" this could be significant by CEQUA standards. A 1/2 build scenario would 
significantly reduce the impacts. The reduced build scenario does not tell us if the reduction would 
be in housing or academic growth or equal between the two areas. Could the alternative of building 
all the housing and 1/2 the academic development be studied? 

1-7 7. The population analysis appears to omit "Daytime Population", which has been part of past 
studies. This omission changes the "on campus density" significantly which is relevant to traffic 
analysis and other infrastructure impacts. 

Thank you for your consideration. 



MARY C. DA VEY 
12645 LA CRESTA DRIVE 

LOS ALTOS HILLS, CA 94022-2512 
Phone: 650-941-0876 FAX: 650-941-3022 

email: daveymob@ix.netcom.com 

July 20, 2000 

Honorable Palo Alto City Council and Planning Commission, 

letter1 

To make sure that I made clear my belief that the Carnegie 
Foundation should not be built beyond Palo Alto's urban services 
boundary, I have reworded the enclosed statement from the one 
passed out the other night. 

1-8 Is it possible to ask the County not to process the Carnegie permit 
until after the Community Plan is finished? 

1-9 As was pointed out last evening, I think all of us are beginning to 
realize the magnitude of Stanford's GUP. To visualize what 4 -
5,000,000 square feet mean on campus, would it be possible for your 
staff to create a computer model of what this would look like? Or a 
photo montage or a three dimensional model? 

Thanks for your time and attention last evening and _beyond. 

"They (campus buildings) shall be built as needed, and no faster ... as the 
necessities of the University may demand, the trustees bearing in mind that 
extensive and expensive buildings do not make a University; that it depends 
for its success rather upon the character and attainments of its faculty." 

-The Stanford Founding Grant 



Letter1 

DEIR July 19. 2000 Housing and Open Space 

Mary Davey, Board Member Midpeninsula Citizens for Fair Housing and 
Director, Ward 2, Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District. 

The proposed General Use Permit (GUP) proposed by Stanford for the 
next ten years has "significant" impacts upon the loss of open space 
and traffic congestion in the midpeninsuia. Unless these impacts 
can be mitigated the County should say "no" to Stanford developing 
any more administrative or academic facilities, but be allowed to 
build the necessary housing units in the core campus to meet an 
existing shortfall. 

"Stanford University is a private institution, and as such, is subject 
to normal zoning controls and project approval procedures." (p. 1-1 . 
Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit. 
Draft Environmental Impact Report, Parsons, Harland 
Bartholomew & Associates, Inc., Oakland, June 23, 2000) 

This means the County can deny use permits to Stanford 
unless the County Board of Supervisors finds there are sufficient 
mitigation measures to ameliorate the significant impacts of 
development. 

• All Stanford lands west of Junipero Serra should remain 
permanent open space. The proposed 1 54 acres site called Lathrop 
should not be the site for the Carnegie Foundation because it is 
beyond the Palo Alto urban services boundary. 

• Necessary affordable housing for students, graduate 
students, post doctoral researchers, entering faculty and staff 
should be constructed before any other facilities are allowed. This 
will meet an existing housing/jobs imbalance created by Stanford in 
the last ten years because the University chose to build campus 
facilities and not housing. 

• At present Stanford is implementing "no net new 
commute(s)". The DEIR states " ... the County cannot require this of 
Stanford." If this exists now, why can't this be continued? 
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San Francisco Bay Region 
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Environmental 
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Ms. ~ah Jones, Associate Planner 
Santa Clara County Planning Office 
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 7th floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Date: July l 0, 2000 
File No. 2188.05 (JRW) 

Re: Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit, Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

We have received the above referenced draft environmental impact report (DEIR) and offer 
the following comments with which the Regional Board is concerned. 

The proposed Community Plan identifies land use designations and development policies to 
guide the County in future decision-making regarding project and activities. The following 
developments would take place over the next ten years: 

• 2,035,000 square feet of academic and support facilities; 
• Up to 3,018 units of student, faculty, and staff housing; 
• 2,873 additional parking spaces; and 
• 2,201 additional students, faculty, and staff 

2 -1 The proposed development would disturb more than five acres of land during construction. It 
must be covered under the State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water 
Associated with Construction Activity (Genernl Permit). This can be accomplished by filing 
a Notice ofintent with the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality. 
The project sponsor must propose and implement control measures that are consistent with the 
General Permit and with the recommendations and policies of the local agency and the 
RWQCB. 

As proposed, without appropriate control measures, the project may have significant adverse 
impacts to water quality and riparian habitat. These impacts could result from the discharge 
of polluted runoff to waters of the State, as well as from soil erosion and decreased permeable 
surface area on the site. In addition, erosion may result from construction without proper 
control practices, especially on the site's steeper slopes. 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

@ 
Gray Dav 

Governor 
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In order to establish that the project will not have significant adverse effects on water quality 
and riparian habitat, the final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should include: 

• A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) should be developed and 
implemented. A SWPPP is required by the General Permit. The SWPPP should be 
consistent with the terms of the General Permit, the Manual of Standards for Erosion 
& Sedimentation Control Measures by the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG), policies and recommendations of the local urban runoff program (city and/or 
county), and the Staff Recommendations of the RWQCB. Preparation of a SWPPP 
should be a condition of development. Implementation of the SWPPP should be 
enforced during the construction period via appropriate options such as citations, stop 
work orders, or withholding occupancy permits. The Regional Board has prepared 
"Directions for preparing a SWPPP," which is available from the Board at (510) 233-
2304; 

• Specific measures to reduce and treat runoff from developed areas of the project by 
means of vegetative buffers, grassy swales, or other means, to be effective for the life 
of the project; 

• A plan for the employment of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control sediment 
and erosion, both during the building process and in the long term; 

• An assessment specifically addressing any potential impacts to riparian habitats. The 
above concerns should be addressed in such a way that the applicant will be able to 
show no negative impacts to habitat will result from the proposed project; and 

• In the event that some impact is unavoidable in achieving the goals of the project, the 
final EIR should show that the negative impact resulting from the development is the 
smallest possible. The application should describe specific restoration that will be 
undertaken to offset this impact, preferably on-site. 

The Regional Board is unable to offer more specific comment at this time. However, I have 
attached a copy of our General Comments, which discuss the Regional Board's area of 
responsibility, and which should help guide in the preparation of further CEQ A 
documentation. Regional Board staff also encourage the lead agency to obtain a copy of 
"Start at the Source," a design guidance manual for stormwater quality protection from the 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association. This manual may be obtained at 
most city planning offices. 

California Environmental Protectio11 Agency 
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If you have any questions, please call Emily Guglielmo at ( 510) 622-2344 or e-mail at 
stu26@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Environmental Specialist 
Watershed Division 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
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General Comments 

Letter 2 
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Gray Da• 
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The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board or RWQCB) is 
charged with the protection of the Waters of the State of California in the San Francisco Bay Region, 
including wetlands and stormwater quality. The Regional Board is responsible for acbninister..ng the 
regulations established by the Federal Ckan Water Act. Additionally, ..he California Water Code 
establishes broad state authority for regulation of water quality. The San Francisco Bay Basin Water 
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) explains the Regional Board's strategy for regulating water quality. 
The Basin Plan also describes the. range of responses available to the Regional Board with regard to 
actions and proposed actions that degrade or potentially degrade the beneficial uses of the Waters of the 
State of California. 

NPDES 

Water quality degradation is regulated by the Federal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Program, established by the Clean Water Act, which controls and reduces pollutants to 
water bodies from point and nonpoint discharges. In California, the program is administered by the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The Regional Board issues NPDES permits for 
discharges to water bodies in the San Francisco Bay Area, including Mwiicipal (area- or cowity-·wide) 
Stormwater Discharge Permits. 

Projects disturbing more than five acres of land during construction must be covered wider the 
State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity 
(General Permit). This can be accomplished by filing a Notice of Intent with the State Water Resources 
Control Board. An NOI and the General Permit can be obtained from the Board at (510) 622-2300. The 
project sponsor must propose and implement control measures that are consistent with the General 
Permit and with the recommendations and policies of the local agency and the RWQCB. 

Projects that include facilities with discharges of Storm Water Associated with Industrial 
Acti\ity must be covered under the State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water 
Associated witi1 Industriai Activity. Tnis may be accomplished by filing a Notice cf Litent. The project 
sponsor must propose control measures that are consistent with this, and with recommendations and 
policies of the local agency and the RWQCB. In a few cases, the project sponsor may apply for (or the 
RWQCB may require) issuance of an individual (industry- or facility-specific) permit. 

The RWQCB's Urban Runoff Management Program requires Bay Area municipalities to 
develop and implement storm water management plans (SWMPs). The SWMPs must include a program 
for implementing new development and cbnstruction site storm water quality controls. The objective of 
this component is to ensure that appropriate measures to control pollutants from new development are: 
considered during the planning phase, before construction begins; implemented during the construction 
phase; and maintained after construction, throughout the life of the project. 

California Environme11tal Protection Agency 
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created as mitigation for the Joss of existing jurisdictional wetlands or Waters of the United States cannot 
be used as storm water treatment controls. 

In general, if a proposed project impacts wetlands or Waters of the State and the project 
applicant is unable to demonstrate that the project was unable to avoid adverse impacts to wetlands or 
Waters of the State, water quality certification will be denied. 401 Certification may also be denied 
based on significant adverse impacts to wetlands or other Waters of the State. 

Storm ~ater Quality Control 

Storm water is the major source of fresh water to creeks and waterways. Storm water quality is 
affected by a variety of land uses and the pollutants generated by these activities. Development and 
construction activities cause both site-specific and cumulative water quality impacts. Water quality 
degradation may occur during construction due to discharges of sediment, chemicals, and wastes to 
nearby storm drains or creeks. Water quality de~dation may occur after construction is complete, due 
to discharges of petroleum hydrocarbons, oil, grease, and metals from vehicles, pesticides and fertilizers 
from landscaping, and bacteria from pets and people. Rt.mo ff may be concentrated and storm water flow 
increased by newly developed impervious surfaces, which will mobilize and transport pollutants 
deposited on these surfaces to storm drains and creeks. Cha."lges in runoff quantity or velocity may cause 
erosion or siltation in streams. Cumulatively, these discharges will increase pollutant loads in creeks and 
wetlands within the local watershed, and ultimately in San Francisco Bay. 

To assist municipalities in the Bay Area with complying with an area-wide NPDES Mt.micipal 
Storm Water Permit or to develop a Baseline Urban Runoff Program (if they are not yet a co-permittee 
with a Municipal Storm Water Permit), the Regional Board distributed the Staff Recommendations for 
New and Redevelopment Control for Storm Water Programs (Recommendations) in April 1994. The 
Recommendations describe the Regional Board's expectations of municipalities in protecting storm 
water quality from impacts due to new and redevelopment projects, including establishing policies and 
requirements to apply to development areas and projects; initiating appropriate planning, review, 
approval, and inspection procedures; and using best management practices (BMPs) during construction 
and post~construction. 

Project impacts should be minimized by developing and implementing a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (S\VPPP). A SWPPP is required by the State Construction Storm Water General Permit 
(General Permit). The SWPPP should be consistent with the terms of the General Permit, the Manual of 
Standards for Erosion & Sedimentation Control Measures by the Association cf Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG), policies and recommendations of the local urban runoff program (city and/or county), and the 
Recommendations of the RWQCB. SWPPPs should also be required for projects that may have impacts, 
but which are not required to obtain an NPDES permit. Preparation of a SWPPP should be a condition of 
development. Implementation of the S\VPPP should be enforced during the construction period via 
appropriate options such as citations, stop work orders, or withholding occupancy permits. 

Impacts identified should be avoided and minimized by developing and implementing the types 
of controls listed below. Explanations of the controls are available in the Regional Board's construction 
Field Afanual, available from Friends of the San Francisco Estuary at (510) 286-0924, in BASMAA' s 
Start at the Source, and in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks. 

California Environme~tal Protection Agency 
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Wetlands 

Wetlands enhance water quality through such natural functions as flood and erosion ~ontrol, 
stream bank stabilization, and filtration and purification of contaminants. Wetlands also pY'Ovide critical 
habitats for hundreds of species of fish, birds, and other wildlife, offer open space, and provide many 
recreational opportunities. Water. quality impacts occur in wetlands from construction of structures in 
waterways, dredging, filling, and altering drainage to wetlands. 

The Regional Board must certify that any permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer~ 
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (covering, dredging, or filling of Waters of the United 
States, including wetlands) complies with state water quality standards, or waive such certification. 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification is necessary for all 404 Nationwide permits, reponing and non
rcporting, as well as individual permits. 

All projects must be evaluated for the presence of jurisdictional wetlands and other Waters of the 
State. Destruction of or impact to these waters should be avoided. If the proposed project impacts 
wetlands or other Waters of the State and the project applicant is unable to demonstrate that the project 
was unable to avoid those adverse impacts, water quality certification will most likely be denied. 40 I 
Certification may also be denied based on significant adverse impacts to wetlands or other Waters of the 
State. In considering proposals to fill wetlands, the Regional Board has adopted the California Wetlands 
Conservation Policy (Executive Order W-59-93, signed August 23, 1993). The goals of the Policy 
include ensuring "no overall net Joss and achieving a long-term net gain in the quantity, quality, and 
permanence of wetlands acreage and values." Under this Policy, the Regional Board also considers the 
potential post-construction impacts to wetlands and Waters of the State and evaluates the measures 
proposed to mitigate those impacts (see Storm Water Quality Control, below). 

The Regional Board has adopted U.S. EPA's Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) "Guidelines for 
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredge or Fill Material," dated December 24, 1980, in the Board· s 
Basin Plan for determining the circumstances under which fill may be permitted. 

Section 404(b )(1) Guidelines prohibit all discharges of fill material into regulated waters of the 
United States, unless a discharge, as proposed, constitutes the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative that w111 achieve the basic project purpose. For non-water dependent projects, the 
guidelines assume that there are less damaging alternatives, and the applicant must rebut that 
assumption. 

The Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines sequence the order in which proposals should be approached. 
First, impacts to wetlands or Waters of the State must be avoided to the maximum extent J)T8cticable. 
Second, the remaining impacts must be minimized. Finally, the remaining unavoidable adverse impacts 
to wetlands or Waters of the State must be mitigated. Mitigation will be preferably in-kind and on-site, 
with no net destruction of habitat value. A proportionately greater amount of mitigation is required for 
projects that are out-of-kind and/or off-site. Mitigation will preferably be completed prior to, or at least 
simultaneous to, the filling or other Joss of existing wetlands. 

Successful mitigation projects are complex tasks and difficult to achieve. This issue will be 
strongly considered during agency review of any proposed wetland fill. Wetland features or ponds 

California Environme1J.tal Protection Agency 
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Site Planning 

The project should minimize impacts from project development by i.-'1corporating appropriate site 
planning concepts. This should be accomplished by designing and proposing site planning options as 
early in the project planning phases as possible. Appropriate site planning concepts to include, but are 
not limited to the following: 

o Phase construction to limit areas and periods of impact. 
• Minimize directly connected impervious areas. 
• Preserve natural topography, existing drainage courses and existing vegetation. 
• Locate construction and structures as far as possible from streams, wetlands, drainage areas, etc. 
• Provide W1developed, vegetated buffer zones between development and streams, wetlands, drainage 

areas, etc. 
• Reduce paved area through cluster development, narrower streets, use of porous pavement .and/or 

retaining natural surfaces. 
• Minimize the use of gutters and curbs which concentrate and direct runoff to impermeable surfaces. 
• Use existing vegetation and create new vegetated areas to promote infiltration. 
• Design and Jay out communities to reduce reliance on cars. 
• Include green areas for people to walk their pets, thereby reducing build-up of bacteria, worms, 

viruses, nutrients, etc. in impermeable areas, or institute ordinances requiring owners to collect pets' 
excrement. 

• Incorporate low-maintenance landscaping. 
• Design and lay out streets and storm drain systems to facilitate easy maintenance and cleaning. 
• Consider the need for runoff collection and treatment systems. 
• Label storm drains to discourage dumping of pollutants into them 

Erosion 

The project should minimize erosion and control sediment during and after construction. This 
should be done by developing and implementing an erosion control plan, Oi equivalent plan. This plan 
should be included in the S\\'PPP. The plan should specify all control measures that will be used or 
which are anticipated to be used, including, but not limited to, the following: 

• Limit access routes and stabilize access points. 
• Stabilize d-:nuded areas as soon as possible with seeding, mulching, or other effective methods. 
• Protect adjacent properties with vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers, or other effective 

methods. 
• Delineate clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive areas, vegetation and drainage courses by 

marking them in the field. 
• Stabilize and prevent erosion from temporary conveyance channels and outlets. 
• Use sediment controls and filtration to remove sediment from water generated by dewatering or 

collected on-site during construction. For large sites, stormwater settling basins will often be 
necessary. 

Calzfornia Environmelltal Protection Agency 
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Chemical and ·Waste Management 

The project should minimize impacts from chemicals and wastes used or generated during 
construction. This should be done by developing and implementing a plan or set of control measures. 
The plan or control measures should be included in the SWPPP. The plan should specify all control 
measures that will be used or which are anticipated to be used, including, but not limited to, the 
following: 

• Designate specific areas of the site, away from streams or storm drain inlets, for storage, preparation, 
and disposal of building materials, chemical products, and wastes. 

• Store stockpiled materials and wastes under a roof or plastic sheeting. 
• Store containers of paint, chemicals, solvents, and other hazardous materials stored in containers 

under cover during rainy periods. 
• Benn around storage areas to prevent contact with nmoff. 
• Cover open Dumpsters securely with plastic sheeting, a tarp, or other cover during rainy periods. 
• Designate specific areas of the site, away from streams or storm drain inlets, for auto and equipment 

parking and for routine vehicle and equipment maintenance. 
• Routinely maintain all vehicles and heavy equipment to avoid leaks. 
• Perfonn major maintenance, repair, and vehicle and equipment washing off-site, or in designated and 

controlled areas on-site. 
• Collect used motor oil, radiator coolant or other fluids with drip pans or drop cloths. 
• Store :?.r.d label spent fluids carefully prior to recycling or proper disposal. 
• Sweep up spilled dry materials (cement, mortar, fertilizers, etc.) immediately--do not use water to 

wash them away. 
• Clean up liquid spills on paved or impermeable surfaces using "dry" cleanup methods (e.g., 

absorbent materials, cat liner, rags) and dispose of cleanup materials properly. 
• Clean up spills on dirt areas by digging up and properly disposing of the soil. 
• Keep paint removal wastes, fresh concrete, cement mortars, cleared vegetation, and demolition 

wastes out of guners, streams, and stonn drains by using proper containment and disposal. 

Post-Construction 

The project should minimize impacts from pollutants that may be generated by the project 
following construction, when the project is complete and occupied or in operation. These pollutants may 
include: sediment, bacteria, metals, solvents, oil, grease, and pesticides, all of which arc typically 
generated during the life of a residential, commercial, or industrial project after construction has ceased. 
This should be done by developing and implementing a plan and set of control measures. The plan or 
control measures should be included in the SWPPP. 

The plan should specify all control measures that will be used or which are anticipated to be 
used, including, but not limited to, the source controls and treatment controls listed in the 
Recommendations. Appropriate control measures are discussed in the Recommendations, in: 

• Table 2: Summary of residential post-construction BMJ> selection 
• Table 3: Summary of industrial post-construction BMP selection 
• Table 4: Summary of commercial post-construction BMP selection 

California Environme14ta/ Protection Agency 
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Additional sources of information that should be consulted for BMP selection include the California 
Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks; the Bay Area Preamble to the California Storm 
Water Best Management Practice Handbooks and New Deveiopment Recommendations; the BASMAA 
New Development Subcommittee meetings, minutes, and distributed information; and Regional Board 
staff. Regional Board staff also have fact sheets and other information available for a variety of 
structural stormwater treatment controls, such as grassy swales, porous pavement and extended detention 
ponds. 

California Environmelfla[ Protection Agency 



Letter 3 

From: Karen White <kvwhite@nanospace.com> 
Reply-To: "kvwhite@nanospace.com" <kvwhite@nanospace.com> 
Date: Tue, 18 Jul 2000 22:40:33 -0700 
To: "'Santa Clara County Planning 
Commission'"<barbara.laskin@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US>, "'Honorable City 
Council' "<city_council@city.palo-alto.ca.us> 
Cc: "'Joe Simitian'" <joe.simitian@bos.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US> 
Subject: Stanford DEIR/Need for Reduction in Scope .and Substantial 
Mitigation 

Honorable Planning Commission and Honorable City Council: 

3-1 Stanford proposes a vast development scheme which would create overwhelming 
pressures on Palo Alto's schools, streets, community centers, parks, and on 
City services which even now are badly stretched. For Stanford in its DEIR 
to assert as "insignificant" the negative impacts of its proposed 
development on all of Palo Alto's community services is disingenuous and 
must be challenged. Stanford's reported "need" for millions of square feet 
of additional development would create massive pressures on all of Palo 
Alto, the foothills and beyond. Further, the DEIR fails to address the 
cumulative impacts of Stanford's plan on neighboring communities. 

3-2 

What are Palo Alto's needs? We need land and funding for a third middle 
school; land for community centers, potentially including a relocated JCC; 
expanded libraries to meet current and future demand; housing for teachers 
and public safety employees; land for neighborhood parks; space for a 
non-profit center, and relief from the crush of traffic which today clogs 
our streets and will worsen exponentially under the Stanford plan. 

Reflecting the extraordinary pressures on Palo Alto which would accompany 
any further university development, the proposed expansion should be 
sharply cut. Further, mitigations including but not limited to the 
following should be required: 

1. Stanford land for Palo Alto schools and school administration use; and, 
in addition, 

2. A minimum of $20 million in Stanford funds for City use, to permit the 
City either to purchase or acquire through eminent domain all or a portion 
of the Elks/Hyatt Rickey's land for a number of uses, incorporating many of 
the community needs identified above, or to acquire an alternate site in 
south Palo Alto for these uses. 

Palo Altans will soon be asked to support a bond ~easure to finance costly 
improvements to City facilities which are also used by the Stanford 
community. As we mark our ballots, we 'iVill reflect on che quality of 
leadership our elected officials have shown in holding che university fully 
accountable for its impacts on our City, and in insisting that Stanford 
address Palo Alto's needs, not just its own. 



Sincerely, 

Karen White 
146 Walter Hays Drive 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 

letter 3 



Letter 4 

Rick Stultz To: sarah.jones@ptn.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
<rjstultz@altavis cc: 

ta.net> Subject: Stanford's plans to build housing on the golf course 

07/18/00 10:03 PM 
Please respond to 
rjstultz 

To the Board of Supervisors: 

4-1 I am strongly opposed to any plan to build housing on the historic Stanford 
Golf Course. Relocating one or more holes, as Stanford proposes, would ruin 
the integrity of the course. It would make much more sense for Stanford to 
build housing on the site that they would relocated the hole(s) too. 

Please also consider encouraging Stanford to build more densely on the lands 
that make sense for housing. It's,time for compact development. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Stultz 
Palo Alto resident 

o~ -winmail.dat 

--



Rick Stultz To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
cc: 

Letter 5 

<rjstu ltz@a I ta vis 

ta.net> Subject: Stanford University's Plan to build housing on the Stanford Golf 
Course 

07/18/00 08:28 PM 

Please respond to 
rjstultz 

I am forwarding this message on Behalf Of Scoct McNealy: 

-----Original Message-----
From: scott@eng.sun.com [mailto:scott@eng.sun.com]On Behalf Of Scott 

McNealy 
Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2000 7:30 AM 
To: rjstultz@altavista.net 
Subject: Re: Action Item for this Wednesday 

I wont be able to make this as I have a business dinner but if it helps, 
you can print this email as acknowledgement that I am in total 
agreement with the following: 

5-1 1. The Stanford Golf Course is a area-wide recreational resource in an area 
with too few golf courses; moreover, it is a world-famous, championship golf 
course, the work of the great golf architect George Thomas; 
2. It has Open Space and environmental protection values; 

5-2 3. That elimination of the first hole-the University's "modest proposal"-
would effectively cripple the golf course, and Stanford has no realistic 
plans to replace the hole; You can't separate the Clubhouse from the first 
hole by a quarter mile. 

. '--.. 

4. You have only heard about this recently, and are very concerned about it; 
and 
5. You want the City to go on record against any plans that would remove the 
First Hole or any other portions of the Golf Course. 

5-3 6. The City should encourage Stanford to increase the density of it's 
housing to accommodate more people on less land. 

Scott McNealy 
Stanford grad 
Palo Alto resident 
Golf course member 
CEO of Sun Microsystems, Palo Alto, CA. 



Allan Abbott 
<aabbott@microdi 

To: city _council @city. palo-alto. ca. us. 
sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 

splay.com> cc: 

07119100 12
:
35 

PM Subject: Stanford golf course 

Ladies and gentlemen, 

I could go on for several pages, but I'll keep this brief. My name is 
Allan Abbott, and I'm a Stanford graduate and a member of the Stanford 
Golf Club. I have just learned of Stanford's proposal to erect student 
housing on land currently comprising several of the first nine holes of 
the Stanford golf course. I urge you to advise Stanford to choose an 
alternate location for what is no doubt a necessary increase in housing 
units. 

6-1 My reasons are simple: (a) the golf course is as much an icon of the 
University as Hoover Tower or Stanford Stadium and mustn't be 
dismembered. (b) there is nearby acreage that is just as suitable for 
expanded housing (off Palm Drive or, if you stretch your imagination, 

6-2 even the Lagunita lake bed). (c) the golf course is not only 
economically self-sufficient . . it contributes revenue to support 
other athletic endeavors. If the course is butchered as proposed, I 
guarantee that membership will plummet and the course will spill red ink 
all over the Athletic Department's budget. 

I know that some of these issues bear more on the University than the 
City Council, but maybe you can get the geniuses who conceived this plan 
to reconsider before they trash a long-standing asset of the Palo Alto 
area. Thank you for your consideration. 

Allan Abbott 
( 408) 393-9515 

Letter6 



John Barksdale To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
<jrbarksdale@yah cc: 
oo.com> Subject: Stanford REIR 

07119100 05: 16 PM 

19 July, 2000 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
Department of Planning and Com.~unity Environment 
250 Hamilton Avenue 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Subject: Stanford University REIR 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

7-1 Regardless what one's definition of open space happens 
to be, whether it be highly developed and intensely 
used, or at the other extreme, very sensitive and not 
to be touched by human feet, we must realize that 
there is a wide range of open space required by all 
residents of any given community. 

If Stanford were to replace the Stanford Golf Course 
with buildings and parking lots, there would be 
tremendous pressure to replace it in the foothills. 
If they are successful, they have reduced one type of 
open space while maintaining another. If they are 
unable to replace the golf course, then they have 
eliminated a much-needed form of open space while 
maintaining the other. In both scenarios, there has 
been a net loss of open space, which this bay area 
community cannot afford to lose. 

Surely there is a better alternative than destroying 
that Stanford Golf Course. 

Very truly yours, 

John R. Barksdale 
Stanford Class of 1966 

Do You Yahoo!? 
Get Yahoo! Mail - Free email you can access from anywhere! 
http: I /mail .yahoo. com/ 

L.:etter 1 



"Robert J. 
Polito" 
<B Polito@ buckles 
-smith.com> 

07/19/00 02:27 PM 

To: city_council@city.palo-alto.ca.us, 
sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 

cc: 
Subject: Stanford Golf Course/Development Plans 

Letter 8 

8-1 I encourage you to oppose any development plans that Stanford University 
has that threaten the Stanford Golf Course and the surrounding open 
space. It's already obvious that the 1000+ "homes'' being built on Sand 
Hill Road will create havoc on the already overcrowded streets in the 
area. I can only assume the environmental impact study for that project 
was done on Christmas day. Any further high density development that 
near Sand Hill will be disastrous, not to mention the inconceivable 

8-2 folly of destroying ar even altering the course, a historic jewel 
unmatched in the collegiate golf community and among the best courses in 
the country. The course provides beauty and enjoyment for the local 
community, golfer and non-golfer, as well as a valuable haven for local 
wildlife in an area where open space of this quality has become almost 
impossible to find. 

8-3 As a constructive alternative suggestion, I would think the barren open 
space west of Foothill but nearer Page Mill would be a suitable location 
for additional development. This would spread the traffic congestion 
over a larger area, and their is plenty of room for the necessary 
improvements. The construction could (and should) be limited to a few 
hundred feet from the road, or at least to the lower east facing slopes, 
the balance being left as open space. 

This is only one of many alternatives that·....mµst be exhaustively explored 
before any thought is given to modifying the beautiful and pristine area 
encompassing the Stanford Golf Course. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Polito 
Local resident since 1972 
650-326-7300 



Mike McTeigue 
<mcteigue@pacbel 
I.net> 

07/19/00 09:45 AM 

Please respond to 
mcteigue 

To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
cc: 

Subject: regarding stanford golf course 

Letter 9 

9 -1 As a PGA golfer for many years and a alumnus of Stanford's Graduate School of Business. I am upset to 
learn of plans to destroy its historic championship golf course. lt is a jewel in the crown of Stanford which 
cannot be replicated 'or replaced. Please use your influence to persuade the University to solve its 
housing problems without changing the beloved golf course with a national reputation. 

Thank you. 

Michael McTeigue 

Michael McTeigue 

1544 Cherrywood Drive 

San Mateo, CA 94403 
650-573-1805 

650-573-6564 fax 

. ..._ 



10 -1 

10-2 

Letter10 

"JPBrock-Utne" To: <city.council@city.palo•alto.ca.us> 
<brockutne@ispch cc: <sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US> 
annel.com> Subject: Stanford Golf Course 

07/19/00 07:20 AM 

John and Sue Brock-Utne, would like to let you know how horrified we are to learn that Stanford is 
considering breaking up the golf course. Surely there must be other land in the area for housing! 
Recently we were walking on the golf course in the early morning and noticing the birds and animals that 
live on that little oasis. It has become a sanctuary for wild life and it would be a terrible thing to put 
houses there. It is also one of the great courses of California, if not America. Once this is broken up, it is 
gone forever. How sad it would be to lose such an historic course! We do not understand how this could 
be contemplated and will do all in our power to prevent it happening. John and Sue Brock-Utne. 



Letter11 
July 19, 2000 

To : Palo Alto Council and Planning Cor7'.mission 

From : Nanette Hanko 

Subject : Draft E. I. R. for Stanford Community Plan 

Dear Members of the Council and Commission : 

Following are four points I wish to raise concerning the Santa 
Clara County Draft E . I. R. 

11 -1 1. ) Figure 4.1-2 is a map which depicts the Coyote Hill area. This map 
should be revised to show the actual catagory boundaries. Please com
pare the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan map ( see attachment) which 
shows the continuation of the Research Park across Foothill Expressway 
and continuing westerly along Arastradero Rd. The lands which should 
be shown in Figure 4.1-2 as Coyote Hill are Coyote Hill itself and ad
jacent undeveloped lands separated from the Research Park by the City's 
Urban Growth Boundary. These undeveloped lands which are under the 
city's jurisdiction are zoned Agricultural Conservation ( A-C) which 
permits the grazing of horses and related uses. 

In relationship to this, pages 4.1-5 and 6 of the E.I.R. text 
catagorize Stanford Lands in City of Palo Alto,; listing Medical Center, 
Shopping Center, and Research Park but not Coyote Hill. It would seem 
appropriate for the text to match the map. Also appropriate , since these 
lands are in Palo Alto's jurisdiction , for the City's Planning Department 
to suggest wording for the text of the Coyote Hill catagory; and to recommend 
that the city's adopted Urban Growth Boundary as it pertains to Stanford 
lands be shown as extending from Deer Creek and Foothill Expressway 
to Arastradero Rd. ( see attached map ) . 
2 .) Palo Alto 1 s Agricultural Conservation Zone District ( A-C) adopted 
by the City in 1973 for the Coyote Hill undeveloped lands would be a good 
starting point for discussions with the County on proposed zoning for all 
Stanford lands in Palo Alto's sphere. It ought to include existing agricultur
al _uses and a definition of Field Study, and should be applied to foothill 
lands . 

11 -2 3. ) Since thr E. I. R. points to amendments to the three-party interjuris
dictional agreement, I wish to strongly recommend that there be no permit 
exemption for projects of 5, 000 gsf and less . Even four separate projects 
if located close together or on ridge tops or other scenic locationscould 
completely destroy the beauty we are all interested in preserving. No 
exemptions should be permitted. 



Letter11 

11 -3 4.) Finally, I would like to see the Stanford Community Plan 
considered as a cluster development project ; with the Core Campus 
considered as the permitted development ( whichever Alternate is 
chosen), and the Stanford foothills as. the mitigation required for 
the Core Development. 

Good Luck, 

Nanette Hanko 
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County of Santa Clara 
Enviro11111cnral Rcs~>urccs .\gency 

1r11cgrawd wasre .'vlanagemenr Program (408) 441-1 I !18 
Pollurion Prcvenrion Program t4081 441-1 I !JS 
I 7:33 Nortl1 I-'irsr Street. Suite 275 
S<m Jose. czilifornia 95 1 1 2 
F:\X t408l 441-<)3()5 

July 19, 2000 

TO: Sarah Jones 
Santa Clara County Planning Office 

FROM: Julie Taylor )\' . 
Integrated Wa'ste Management Program 

Letter 12 

CJ ~:~_ ... _ ) . 
~ l'1 

SUBJECT: Proposed Stanford University Community Plan/General Use 
Permit: DEIR: Scope and Content 

The scope and content of environmental information related to the Integrated 
Waste Management Program included in the Draft EIR is as follows: 

12 -1 L Provisions must be made for the collection of recyclables and garbage on a 
regular basis, as required by County ordinance. Additionally, Public Resources 
Code Sections 42910 and 42911 established a model ordinance (attached) relating 
to areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials in development projects. 
The ordinance was adopted by the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board on March 31, 1993. This ordinance became effective and enforceable in 
Santa Clara County on September 1, 1993. The ordinance requires that any new 
development project for which an application for a building permit is submitted 
on or after September 1, 1993 shall include adequate, accessible, and convenient 
areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials. 

2. What sustainable or "green building" design practices can be utilized 
during the design phase that will minimize the ultimate consumption of energy, 
water, fossil fuels, and other natural resources by this project? 

3. How can landscaping plans be designed to provide natural shade for 
buildings and patrons on hot days, minimize building cooling costs, and add 
natural beauty to outdoor areas? 

4. What can be incorporated into the project to aid recycling and yard waste 
collection once the project is completed? Recycling receptacles should be placed 
in convenient locations for the general public, employees, and studerits. 

5. Can building products/ equipment made with recycled content be used in 
remodeling and new construction? Seating, decks, walkways, and recycling 

Bonrd of Supervisors: Don<ild F r;oge. Blane<1 .\lvara<lo. Pere '.\let lugl1. Jomes T Bezill Jr.. S Joscpl1 S11111r:;u1 

C< Jlllll\' ExenHi\'(': i-{ict1;m I Wi11enlwrg 
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containers made with recycled plastic content are available. Rubberized Asphalt 
Concrete can be used for parking lots, walkways, and other paved surfaces. 

6. How can solid waste generation be minimized during the demolition, 
remodeling, and construction phases of the project? Building materials should be 
salvaged during demolition for reuse or recycling. Concrete, asphalt, and other 
building materials are recyclable at locations throughout Santa Clara County. 
What provisions will be made to reuse and recycle these materials? 

12 -2 7. The DEIR notes that traffic impacts are a significant concern. One option 
for reducing the negative impact on air quality would be the use of low or zero, 
e!'l1ission vehicles where possible for site services, such as for garbage and 
recyclable material collection vehicles. 

12 -3 8. The DEIR highlights the need to exercise caution in jeopardizing the 
habitats of endangered species. Peninsula Sanitary Service, Inc. staff, general 
contractors, and sub-contractors should be aware that disposal and recycling 
containers should be situated in such a manner that would discourage animals 
from entering them and becoming trapped. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIR. Please forward a copy of the 
final EIR for program staff to review. If you have any comments or questions, 
please contact me at 441-1198 ext. 4403. 
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§ 42905 

Section 
-+2905. Devdopmt:nr projt:ct. 

Article 2 

DEFINITIONS 

WASTE tvlAJ.'\IAGEME.i'IT 
Div. 30 

.~rt1cle 2 was added bv Stats. 199 I. (;. 3.+2 (A.B. I 32 7), § ../. 

§ 42905. Development project 

As used in this chapter. "development project" me::i.ns any of the following: 

(a) A project for which a building permit will be required for a commercial. 
industrial. or institutional building, marina. or residt!ntial building having five 
or more living units. where solid waste is collected and loaded ::ind any 
residential project wht!re solid wast;;: is collected and loaded in a loc::i.tion 
serving five or more units. 

fb) Any new public facility where solid waste is collt:cted and loaded and any 
improvemt:nts for areas of a public facility ust:d for collt:cting and loading solid 
waste. 

iAdded by Stats.199 l. c. :342 IA.B.132/l. 3 .+.} 

Section 
-l-2910. 
-+29 ! l. 

Article 3 

ORDINAi'fCES 

:Vlodel ordinance; he::uing; :i.doption: consultation. 
Adoption of ordinance by local agencies; effect of model ordinance. 

Arricle 3 was added by Scars.1991. c. 842 (A.B.1327). § ../. 

§ 42910. :Vlodel ordinance: hearing; adoption; consultation 

(a) :-.!or later than ,\!larch 1. 1993. after holding a public ht:aring. 
shall adopt a model ordinance for adoption by any local agency relating to 
adt:qu::i.te are::i.s for collecting ::md loading recyclable materials tn developmen 
projects. 

(b) The board shall consult wirh representatives of the L<:!ague of Caiiforni 
Cities. County Supervisors ...\.ssociation of California. A.meric:m Planning .-\ssoci 
ation. ..\meric::i.n Institute of Architects. private and public w::i.ste servic 
building construction and management. and retail businesses in developing 
model ordinance. 

(c) .>lot later than Janu::i.ry l. ! 993. the board shall distribute the draft mod 
ordinance rn all loc::i.l agencies and other interested parries for 
comments shall be submitted to the board bv February l. l 993. 
ation at the public ht:aring of the board to adopt the ordinance. 

<Added bv St:m. l 99 l. c. 34?. 1.-\.B. 1327). ~ .+.) 
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ERSKINE & TULLEY 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

220 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 600 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104 

PHONE: (415) 392-5431 FAX: (415) 392-1 978 

.,., ...... :·~ '"· ~ 1 ~ I' ,·..)• •..J J 

July 19, 2000 

Palo Alto City Council 
City Hall 
250 Hamilton Ave. 
Palo Alto, CA. 

Re: Stanford Golf Course 

letter13 

MORSE ERSKINE ( 1895-1968) 
J. BENTON TULLEY ( 1908-1974) 

Draft Environmental Impact Report, re: 
Stanford Draft Community Plan and 
General Use Permit Application 

Dear City Council, 

13-1 I am a resident of San Francisco, but a Palo Altan-in-
law. My parents-in-law Dick and Jeanne Abbott reside at 560 
Melville St., across the street from St. Anne's Church, and I 
spend a lot of family time here. I am a 1969 graduate of 
Stanford University, and I lived on Forest St. and Bryant St. in 
downtown Palo Alto for two years when I was a student. 

As a past captain of the Stanford Golf Team and a long
time friend of Palo Alto and Stanford University, I write to 
express my concern about the University's development plans, 
which threaten the historic Stanford Golf Course. 

The University's Draft Community Plan and General Use 
Permit Application, submitted together to the County of Santa 
Clara in November, 1999, make clear the University's intention to 
build faculty, staff, and student housing on lands now occupied 
by the Golf Course. While I understand the need for new housing, 
the Golf Course is not the right place: the University owns 
hundreds of acres that are better suited to urban development 
than the Golf Course. 

I believe that the University has embarked upon a great 
mistake because its land use planners and developers apparently 
under-appreciate the artistic, historic, and environmental 
significance of the Golf Course, its stature in the world of 
golf, and its great value to the University. I write for the 
purpose of explaining this significance and value to you. 

The Stanford Golf Course is one of the great treasures 
of Stanford University and the Palo Alto area. It is a jewel of 
many facets which simultaneously serves functions of open space, 
landscape design, environmental protection, general recreation, 
and athletic competition. It serves not only Stanford 
University, but Palo Alto, the mid-Peninsula area, Northern 
California, and the world of golf. 



Palo Alto City Council 
July 19, 2000 
Page 2 

Letter13 

As a work of historically significant landscape 
archi~ecture, the Stanford Golf Course compares favorably to 
Frederick Law Olmsted's Palm Drive and Oval. Built in 1929, the 
Golf Course was the final design work of George C. Thomas, one of 
the greatest figures from America's Golden Age of golf 
architecture, and the author of the leading treatise, ttGolf 
Course P...rchitecture in America". At Stanford, Thomas and his 
collaborator William P. 11 Billy 11 Bell created one of the very 
finest university golf courses in the world--a masterpiece of 
classic design, strategic challenge, and surpassing beauty. 

The Golf Course has attracted several of golf's 
greatest champions to Stanford, Palo Alto, and Northern 
California, including Tiger Woods, Tom Watson, Lawson Little, and 
the greatest woman golfer in history Mickey Wright. Generations 
of other Stanford golfers have become leaders in the golf world 
as authors, commentators, designers, and businesspersons. 
Stanford alumni include United States Golf Association past 
presidents Sandy Tatum and Grant Spaeth, and two members of its 
current governing board, Walter Driver and Peter James. As a 
result, Stanford University is widely known as one of the golf 
world's most significant resources. 

13-2 The Golf Course annually provides recreation and 
competition to 70,000 or more of Stanford's students, faculty, 
staff, alumni, friends, and the public. Of these 70,000 rounds, 
approximately 18,000--fully one-quarter--are played by the 
public, including thousands of Palo Altans annually. It has 
hosted seven national championship tournaments (men's or women's 
national collegiate championships in 1946, 1960, 1966, 1981, 
1982, and 1989, and the U.S.G.A. Boys' Junior Championships in 
1959), while being readily playable by novices. 

13-3 On another level, the Golf Course is an environmental 
haven, a transitional ecosystem between Stanford's urban core and 
its wild foothills. The wide expanses of old growth oak forest, 
riparian forest, native grasslands, and the mile or more of San 
Francisquito Creek, comprise well more than half of Golf Course 
acreage, and provide habitat for numerous migratory bird 
pooulations, the endangered California Tiger Salamander, and 
other rare and endangered species of plants and animals. The 
University's Golf Course development plans would sacrifice this. 

As I read the Stanford Draft Community Plan and General 
Use Permit Application, submitted to the County of Santa Clara on 
November 15, 1999, I see the University asking the County's 
per~ission for several things which threaten the Golf Course: 

(1) an "Academic Campus" zoning designation for all of 
the Golf Course lands, both to the east and west of Junipero 
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Serra Boulevard, which would allow the full range of academic
related construction, including but not limited to housing; 

(2) a permit to allow immediate constr~ction of between 
304 and 570 units of medium-density faculty/staff housing on land 
now occupied by the First Hole of the Golf Course; and 

(3) County approval of the University 1 s plan to 
"aggressively pursue" additional housing construction on 
unspecified areas of the first seven holes of the Golf Course and 
its practice facilities, including but not limited to as many as 
1,000 units of student housing. 

The Golf Course appears to be the only significant 
piece of Stanford land, and the' only land lying in the foothills 
to the west of Junipero Serra, which the University is attempting 
to remove from Open Space. I believe that the current "Open 
Space" land use designation is better suited to the Golf Course-
which has been in Open Space since it was built in 1929--than the 

11 Academic Campus" designation now sought by the University, which 
would enable the University to build not only housing, but the 
full range of academic buildings on the property. 

I could not find in the University's submittals to the 
County any reference to specific plans, or any request for County 
permission, to replace any portions of the Golf Course that would 
be lost to "academic campus" development. The zoning 
designations requested by the University in the Draft Community 
Plan do not appear to provide for sufficient usable land adjacent 
to the Golf Course to replace lost holes. The environmental 
impacts of building new holes would be substantial, and could be 
completely avoided by leaving the current golf course where it 
is. 

The University's stated intention to urbanize the Golf 
Course does not square with the University's overriding 
commitment, stated elsewhere in the Draft Community Plan, to 
follow principles of "compact urban development." Infill and 
redevelopment of those already highly-urbanized areas of the 
central campus would seem Preferable to encroachment upon the 
already weli-utilized Open~Space provided by the Golf Course and 
its practice facilities. 

Golfers are not the only ones who are opposed to new 
construction on the Golf Course. The crowding and accompanying 
traffic problems at the already-overburdened Alpine Road/Junipero 
Serra/Sand Hill Road intersections, the loss of open space, the 
environmer.t.al destruction, the loss of a regional recreational 
resource, and the loss of Stanford and Palo Alto heritage 
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resources will alarm large numbers of the University community 
and its alumni, friends, and neighbors. 

Particularly in these times of increased urban 
pressures on all of us, it is of extreme importance to our 
quality of life to protect and preserve our historic open spaces. 
The Stanford Golf Course is a shrine and a haven not only for 
golfers, but for all of its surrounding communities, including 

·Palo Alto. For these reasons, I urge the City of Palo Alto to 
oppose Stanford's propsal to build on the historic Stanford Golf 
Course. The University must be encouraged to build up--not out. 
Continued low-rise urban sprawl over these precious Open Space 
lands should be opposed by all. 

Very truly yours, 

Richard H. Harris, Jr. 
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Pna Graves 24 July, 2000 
College r errace 
Residents' Assoc1at1on 
2130 Yale Street Ms. Sarah Jones 
Palo Alto CA 943C6 Planning Office. County of Santa Ciara 

70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose. CA 95110 

Re: Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit Application. 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

A significant portion of the development proposed under the Stanford General Usa 
Permit submitted in November 1999, occurs on the borders of the College Terrace 
neighbortiood. Our experience over the last decade indicates that many of the impacts 
of development done under the 1989 GUP, particular1y with respect to traffic, V'v€re not 
adequately predicted or mitigated. We are very concerned that the same pattern -Mil 
repeat itself. 

Even if Stanford succeeds with the laudable goal of "no new net commute trips", the 
addition of such a large number of additional residents nearby will have a huge impact 
on area traffic. Other serious impacts indude loss of our open space buffer and the 
wildlife it harbors, the added runoff and risk of flooding generated by the large addition 
of impervious surfaces, and the effects of such a massive construction project in close 
proximity to us. 

For these reasons we believe that the impacts to our neighbortiood must be addressed 
in greater detail. Measures such as a traffic calming program iM"lich will be needed to 

14-1 mitigate anticipated impacts must be initiated immediately. In addition, specific 
thresholds should be established and monitored for key indicators induding traffic and 

14 -2 noise and additional mitigation steps invoked if these thresholds are exceeded. 

We also believe that it is important to note that the types of uses prevalent in the 
Research Par1< are not accurately characterized in the DEIR. The mix has changed 
over the last few years. Bordering our neighbortiood along California Avenue, the 
largest tenant is a patent law firm, Wilson Sonsini Goodrich and Rosati. Several other 
tenants are accounting and financial institutions. Though this area is not immediately 
under consideration in this EIR, it is important that the context of the area be correctly 
portrayed. The supposed link beMeen the "research" park and Stanford has little 
validity iMien the tenants are patent lawyers. 

Our comments fall into tw:> parts: general comments on several high level areas and 
comments that address specific impacts covered by the DEIR. 

General Comments: 

Housing: 

14 -3 We share the City's concern that as many as 1150 units of housing (one third of the 
total) are slated to be constructed adjoining our neighbortiood. 'Mlile vve believe that 
additional housing is needed, this plan v.111 impose a disproportionate share of the 
impact on one small portion of Palo Alto. Specific mitigations are needed to protect 
quality of life in our neighborhood if this level of development is to be allovved. The 
thrust of these mitigations are discussed under Circulation and Parking. 
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Schools: 

14 -4 We echo the City's concern that school mitigation fees will not adequately address the actual 
impacts to our schools. Although we understand that by law such fees are the only mitigation 'Altiich 
may be imposed, we do not believe that payment of these fees reduces the impact to "Less than 
Significant". A more suitable designation v.ould be "Significant but Unavoidable". 

Circulation and Parking: 

14 -5 We strongly support the City's recommendation that Stanford should prepare an integrated 
transportation plan. Piecemeal solutions to large scale problems are seldom successful. The City is 
correct that various traffic mitigation measures need to be placed into a more comprehensive 
context. Stanford lands, induding the core campus, Medical Center, Research Park, and Shopping 
Center, should be considered, and the plan should emphasize transit, transportation demand 
management, alternate forms of transit, and traffic-calming. 

We wish to strongly support the aty's desire to include effects on pedestrians and bicydes 'Altien 
evaluating intersection widenings. Such widenings tend to have a negative effect on modes of 
transport other than cars, encouraging even greater car use to avoid such unsafe experiences. We 
also are very much in favor of the use of roundabouts in place of conventional intersection 
"improvements" because they are safer for pedestrians and cyclists as 'Nell as handling larger 
volumes of traffic with less delay than conventional intersections. 

We agree 'Mth the City's comments on the additional analysis needed in the area of trip generation 
and support the idea that Stanford Research Park should be included in the trip reduction area. 
The cumulative impact of development on all Stanford O'M"led lands should be evaluated and 
mitigated. 

We also agree with the City that a "no net new commute trips" policy is of the utmost importance. 
In fact, 'Ne v.ould like to see compliance with this policy demonstrated annually as a condition of 
any further development approvals. Ho'Never, there is an under1ying assumption that the "no net 
new commute trips" has been successful over the life of the previous GUP. In fact, many new 
trips have been generated, but they are terminating (and parking) in our neighborhood inst~ad of 
on campus! It appears that the only true way to ensure that this policy is adhered to is to 
implement residential permit parking in adjoining neighborhoods such as College Terrace and 
Evergreen Park. Stanford should fund such a program as part of the mitigation package for this 
GUP. 

We are pleased that Palo Alto staff supports the idea of traffic calming mitigation measures. We 
are very concerned that the EIR contains mainly "feel good" language about Stanford's 
responsibility in this area. Stanford must be held responsible for funding appropriate surveys to 
determine 'Altiat portion of the cut-through traffic is related to Stanford lands. We have data from a 
1999 study done by Fehr and Peers 'Altiich indicates that an extraordinary 50- 70% of peak hour 
traffic on some of the interior streets in our neighborhood is non-local. Specific mitigations such 
as funding for neighborhood traffic calming studies and for implementation of calming measures 
should be required immediately. Additional funding for other TOM measures (such as shuttles) 
should be triggered if any increase in cut-through traffic is detected. Cut-through traffic should 
also be considered to include vehicles driven into our neighborhood and parked by persons using 
other means of transportation to complete their trips to Stanford lands. 

We also feel that the models used to project the increased traffic and its effects are missing a key 
component. They focus on intersection operation and delays. The apparent assumption is that 
the major concern concerning traffic is commute peak delays. As residents, however, we are 
more concerned about the speed and volume of cars passing through our neighborhoods at all 
hours. For this reason, we 'IYOUld suggest that an additional analysis tool be included in the EIR, 
the Traffic Infusion on Residential Environment (T.l.R.E.) rating. 
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The T.l.R.E. index methodology was developed at UC Berkeley by D.K. Goodrich to measure the 
environmental capacity of residential streets. It provides a more appropriate measurement than 
physical capacity for determination of quality of life impacts from traffic. Environmental capacity is 
a measure of the livability of a street and indudes such factors as: speed, ability to back out of 
driveways, noise, perception of safety for pedestrians and bicyclists. The T.l.R.E. index is a 
theoretical numerical representation of a resident's perception of traffic on their everyday 
activities and is based on the total daily traffic volume. This VvOuld more accurately 
reflect the huge impact on quality of life resulting from Stanford-generated traffic increases. 

Finally, we are concerned that the existing traffic volumes and speeds on Stanford Avenue and El 
Camino Real >Mii discourage the residents of these new units from using alternatives such as 
walking or biking for non-commute needs. V\lhile the units >Mii be located in dose proximity 
to stores, a library, and other such services, the 9600 cars v.flizzing down Stanford Avenue (85th 
percentile speed of 35 mph) make crossing on foot or by bike a frightening prospect. We believe 
that to encourage these folks to adopt a non-motor vehide lifestyle, Stanford Avenue must be 
pedestrianized: traffic must be slowed, safe crossings added, and a pedestrian right-of-way 
developed on the north side of the street. We believe significant financial assistance from 
Stanford in support of this goal should be made part of the mitigation package to protect our 
neighborhood. 

This concludes our general comments on the DEIR as a v.flole. The remainder of this document 
presents comments on specific impacts discussed in the DEIR. 

Specific comments: 

OS-5: \Nill the project cause an adverse effect on foreground views from one or more 
private residences or significantly alter public views? 

14 -6 This impact is analyzed as "Less than Significant", assuming that because College Terrace is 
densely developed, the loss of the open land buffer across Stanford Avenue is insignificant. This 
interpre,tation is incorrect. Housing development along Stanford Avenue could cause an adverse 
effect on.foreground viev.s depending on the design and density of the proposed housing. The 
design, density and location of the housing developments have not been identified at this time. 
The level of visual contrast may change, depending on the form, texture and color of the new 
structures and the setback distances from the roadway. Degradation of a specific scenic resource 
(modified oak VvOOdland along Stanford Avenue) may occur because viev.s of natural open space 
lands VvOuld be replaced >Mth urban housing development. The fact of having. dense development 
behind one's property does not alter the fact that the transformation from modified oak VvOOdland 
to dense housing. across the street is a potentially significant impact. 

This is a Significant impact and proper mitigations should be induded. Protection for mature trees 
and an adequate design review process for the proposed housing. units should be included 
among the mitigations. 

TR-3: Parking~ \Nill the projectcreate adverse impacts. to existing parking or access to 
existing parking? 

14 -7 This impact is analyzed as "Less than Significant" but sugg_ests that a neighborhood monitoring 
program may be needed. In fact, the impact from development done under the 1989 GUP is 
already reactling. the "Significant' pointin the College Terrace neighborhood and is expected to 
increase sharply this year v.flen freshmen's cars are banished. 

We would like to particularty point out that the East Campus development (adj.oining College 
Terrace) proposes up to 1150 new housing units but only 564 new parking spaces. Unless 
protection is offered to our neighborhood, we. anticipate that this atone 'hill resultin several 
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hundred new cars seeking spaces on our streets. In addition, we already observe people 
choosing to commute by driving to our neighborhood and taking the Marguerite to complete the 
trip. We anticipate that this effect iMll increase as more core campus development occurs under 
the newGUP. 

This is a Significant impact under measure b (increased demand for on-street parking) and proper 
mitigations must be induded. We 'M>uld like to suggest that Stanford should supply funds to 
implement a residential permit parking scheme in adjoining neighborhoods as an appropriate 
mitigation. In addition, future parking-related policy changes by Stanford, such as the ban on 
freshman parking, should not be allowed iMthout first performing appropriate studies to determine 
the impacts on adjacent neighborhoods; impacts must be mitigated before such policies are 
adopted. 

TR-5~ Vehicular Impacts - Intersection~ V\lill the project create adverse vehicular impacts 
for intersections in Palo Alto, Santa Clara County, and Menlo Park? 

14 -8 We strongly support mitigation TR-58, trip,reduction and monitoring. This approach has far 
greater benefits for the environment and the community at large than iMdening intersections 
does. We do, hov.iever, feel that we need to repeat our concern about proper monitoling and 
enforcement of "no net new commute trips". The effect on intersections in surrounding 
communities iMll not be as intended if commute trips merely stop just short of Stanford's 
boundaries and continue the last mile or so by alternate means! 

TR-6: Residential Streets. \Nill the project result in traffic impacts to surrounding 
residential neighborhoods? 

14 -9 We believe that the analysis of this impact is somewhat lacking in its assumption that "no net new 
commute trips" iMll mean "no additional peak hour cut-through traffic". First, as we have 
mentioned. there are many folks already for v.ttom the commute trip means driving into our 
neighborhood and parking. This is cut through traffic, despite the change in mode before Stanford 
lands are reached. · 

Second, we are also concerned about traffic at times other than at peak period. Drivers whizzing 
through our residential streets to expedite their trip are unwelcome (and significant) at any hour. 
Suitable measures (such as the T.l.R.E index) must be included in the analysis and suitable 
mitigations imposed. 

Although Stanford Avenue and California Avenue are designated as collector streets, they are 
residential collectors and traffic which uses them to bypass other congestion must be inducted 
when considering the effects of "cut through". Both streets are already heavily used by non-local 
traffic as are our neighborhood's internal streets. 

We believe that the mitigations should be more specifically spelled out and iMll of necessity 
include traffic calming measures along Stanford Avenue betvveen Bo'Mloin and El Camino Real 
as well as measures to discourage drivers from cutting through College Terrace. We believe that 
Stanford should pay for their share of any necessary studies and calming measures and that for 
this purpose, Stanford traffic should indude both existing and new traffic from the campus and 
from the Research Park. Specific thresholds for non-local traffic should be established for each 
street and additional mitigations specified if those thresholds are reached. Independent 
monitoring must be used to ensure that the results are not sullied by conflict of interest. 

Finally, we are concerned that mitigation TR-68 iMll deal If.1th impacts in a piecemeal fashion in 
the area of our neighborhood. Many of these projects v.111 impact us but if only site-specific traffic 
studies are required, the models in use may find the impacts of each to be "less than significant". 
The cumulative impact on our neighborhood, however, is likely to be quite significant simply 



because of our geographic position. This cumulative impact should be suitably mitigated. 

TR-7: Construction. Will the project create additional construction traffic causing a 
substantial reduction in land use or a reduction in mobility? 
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14 -10 We are pleased to see that Stanford 'Nill be required to keep their construction vehides under 
control. In particular vve are pleased to see that mitigation TR-7E: Construction Truck Routes 
does not include Stanford Avenue as a potential route. Previous construction has used this route 
'Nith significant noise and congestion impacts. 

We are concerned that mitigation TR-70: Restriction on Construction Hours al!ow.s deliveries 
before 8:00 AM since no construction is allovved in Palo Alto before that hour. We believe that in 
areas.immediately adjoining Palo Alto residents, the hours of construction should be consistent 
'Nith those allovved in the City. 

14 -11 HWQ-1: Surface Water Hydrology. VVill the project cause increased runoff due to creation 
of impervious surfaces? 

We are pleased that the 8R ackno'Wedges the iikeiihood of additional runoff resulting from this 
project and the need to deal 'Nith it. 

We are very concerned, hoiNever, that the mitigations proposed are vague in nature and do not 
deal 'Nith the fact that flooding already occurs at the points wnere the watershed areas M-3 and 
M-4 enter the Palo Alto storm drain system. The City's plans for rebuilding its storm drains do not 
include improvements at these t'MJ locations since this is apparently considered to be Stanford's 
problem. 

It is vital that this weakness be addressed and specific mitigations spelled out in the EIR to 
protect Palo Alto residents from future flooding. 

This same concern v.ias raised Vvilen the recent addition of graduate student housing in thi~ same 
area was proposed in 1998. In accepting the negative declaration at that time, residents ~re 
promised that a comprehensive plan for runoff in the area was underway and v.<:>uld be complete 
mid-1999. This plan should be induded in the GUP and should be evaluated for adequacy before 
additional development in the area is permitted. Since the impacts of the graduate student 
housing currently under construction w-ere not mitigated under the negative declaration, the 
cumulative impact of both the current project and the development proposed under the GUP must 
be evaluated together. 

14 -12 PS-1: Will the project increase demand for police, fire, water, power, sewage treatment and 
disposal, or solid waste removal to such a degree that accepted service standards are not 
maintained? 

We are concerned that. mitigation PS-10: improve the Wastewater Collection System specifies 
that Stanford shall replace th~ sew-er lines at Yale Street and Stanford Avenue if necessary and 
that this 'Nill reduce the impact to "Less lhan Significant". This proposed replacement itself has 
the potential of introducing significant construction impacts wflich need to be considered and 
controlled. Appropriate measures to control dust, hours of construction, bicyde and pedestrian 
access, truck routes, and damage to public roadways during the construction must be imposed 
as part of this mitigation. 
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14-13 AQ-3: Is the project inconsistent with emission growth factors contained in any BAAQMD 
air plans or does it result in an emissions increase greater than the listed significant 
thresholds? 

Although we are not qualified to comment on the specific emission impacts, we 'MJuld like to point 
out that the vehide fleet mix of 80% light duty automobiles, 10% light duty trucks and 10% 
motorcydes is not consistent -Mth ll'Jhat is observed on our streets. This area has a large and 
growng proportion of SUVs and the fleet mix at Stanford is no doubt changing as vvell. We are 
also concerned that the assumptions behind the number of vehide trips generated by the new 
construction -Mii only be true if the "no net new commute trips" model is enforced -Mth residential 
neighborhood parking permits. 

14 -14 AQ-4: WU the project create objectionable odors? 

We believe that there is at least one site related to Stanford development for ll'Jhich nuisance odor 
complaints occur more than 10 times per year. This is the 'Nastewater pipe junction at Yale Street 
and.CaliforniaAYenu.e.. Unfortunately, residents.have not been complaining to the BAAQMD since 
we had never been informed that we needed to do so. We have also gotten tired of complaining 
about it to the City since we are al'.Nays told that little or nothing can be done about iL As the 
quantity of waste produced by Stanford increases, we expect that this problem -Mii 'Mlrsen. It is a 
significant impact and. should be. mitigated. 

14 -15 NOISE-1: Wll construction of the project expose the public to high noise levels? 

We are extremely concerned about this impacL With the proposed. construction of more than a 
thousand units of housing on the borders of our neighborhood, it appears that vve -Mii be 
subjected to. a high level of construction noise o.ver a period of years. 

In addition to the noise sources included in the analysis, we 'M>uld like to suggest that the sound 
of backup beepers on construction trucks should be analyz.ecl This sound is by design extremely 
piercing and can be heard more than a mile away. Steps should be taken to lessen the impact on 
residents and on school children in the vicinity. 

In addition, vve 'M>Uld like to suggest that the hours of construction in areas adjoining Palo Alto 
residential neighborhoods should be limited ta the most restrictive imposed by the County and the 
City. This 'MJUld mean limiting construction to 8:00 AM - 7:00 PM Monday to Friday, 9:00 AM to 
7:00 PM on Saturday, and no 'M:lrk. on Sundays or h.olidays. 

14 -16 NOISE-2: WU operation of the project expose the public to high noise levels? 

We request that noise generated by sports fadlili_es be ind.ud.ed in the list of operational noise 
sources. Upgrading of many of these facilities has gone on over the previous few years -Mthout 
any sort of review or miti.gati.on and 'l'le believe that such "upgrades" will continue under the new 
GUP. We 'MJuld like ta see suitable standards far loud speaker use imposed and monitored. 

14 -17 NOISE-3: Wll operation of the proj_ect expose the pubUc to high traffic noise levels? 

We must question the statement that "Noise levels at Receptors 1 and 3 vvere predicted using the 
speed limit posted of 25 mph an Embarcadero R.oad and Stanford Avenue. assuming. that future 
traffic calming on Embarcadero -Mii bring speed closer to posted limits". Traffic calming measures 
on Embarcadero -MU do nothing. to being. speeds an Stanford Avenue closer to the posted limit. 
Current 85th percentile speed is above 35 mph. 

The ElR for the t989 GUP addressed noise in this area specifically:_ The finding. at. that time was 
that "exposure of the homes in Pala Alto bordering Stanford Avenue to problematic noise levels is 
virtually assured by their relative proximity ta that roadway." It was further observed that there 
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was "good agreement between the predicted noise levels (assuming average speeds in the low to 
mid 30s) and their observed values at the measurementlocations" (emphasis mine). It was 
suggested that lowering the speed of traffic to the 25 mph posted limit ....ould be the most effective 
way of reducing_ noise along Stanford Avenue. 

We strongly prefer that traffic calming measures be added to Stanford Avenue as a mitigation for 
the noise. However, unless that is made a condition of approval, the noise analysis must be done 
using the current speeds. This is particularly important since speeds are often higher at night 
IM'"len the traffic is lighter and the effect of the noise more significant. 

This is most iikely a significant impact at Receptor 3 and suitable mitigations (traffic calming 
measures) should be required. 

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns and recommendations. 

Regards, 

PriaGraves 

Coordinator, College Terrace Residents' Association 

Cc: Planning Commission, Santa Clara County 
Joseph Simitian, County Supervisor 
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Dear Joe and Sarah, 

Below is a complete copy of email I sent earlier this week to the Palo 
Alto City Council and to the Planning and Transportation Commission. 

Based on public web information and on personal phone calls, it is clear 
that Stanford's growth plans are way out of line with plans of four peer 
institutions. I believe the County would be completely justified in 
asking Stanford for a.major cutback in the current proposals. 

Sarah, could you please include this in the public comments regarding 
the EIR? Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

jeb eddy, palo alto 

============================================================================ 

Subject: 
Other University Growth Plans 

Date: 
Mon, 24 Jul 2000 18:14:51 -0700 

From: 
jeb eddy <jebeddy@wigl.com> 

To: 
city_council@city.palo-alto.ca.us 

TO: Palo Alto City Council, and Planning and Transportation Commission 

RE: Stanford Community Plan and GUP 

Subject: Informal Research on Other University Growth Plans 

From: Jeb Eddy 

Date: 24 July 2000 

As promised, I enclose a list of web addresses, and comments. 

I would be delighted to discuss any of this with you, City staff, or 
anyone else you care to suggest. 

Institutions contacted: 

Harvard 
MIT 
Yale 



Princeton 
City of Cambridge 
City of New Haven 

Sources: 

A) the web 
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1) All the universities have a Web-based "fact-book." To me it is 
frankly very exciting to view so much history of great institutions in 
this manner. Of course, the specific data and the periods of time 
covered in these public facts vary widely; the units of measure may not 
be strictly comparable across schools, etc. But many basic facts like 
acreage, student body composition, faculty size, etc. are described. 

2) Three universities (Harvard @ $2.l billion, Princeton @ 1.1 billion, 
and MIT @ 1.5 billion) have recently completed campaigns or are in the 
midst of raising substantial amounts of money. (Bill Gates gave a 
measley $25 Million to MIT; I trust Stanford can do MUCH better it its 
next fund raiser.) Information on the web sites for these development 
campaigns indicates in considerable detail what this money is to be 
spent on. 

3) Current and archived news releases are a good source of financial 
and administrative highlights for many years, including the capital 
campaigns. 

4) All the universities have offices for things like Facilities, 
Architecture, Planning, Buildings and Grounds. 

Sites: 

Yale: 
http://www.yale.edu/oi.::-/factsheet.html 

MIT: 
http://web.mit.edu/ofms-space/www/wsahpimages/MIT_GFA_GDT.pdf 
http://web.mit.edu/newsoffice/factsmit.html 
http://web.mit.edu/campaign/x/notoptional.html 
http://web.mit.edu/campaign/x/researcheducation.html 

Princeton: 
http://www.princeton.edu/pr/facts/profile/99/25.htm 
http://www.princeton.edu/pr/reports/wythes/02.htm 
http://www.princeton.edu/pr/news/00/q3/0719-campaign.htm 
http://www.princeton.edu/pr/admissions/u/brief/brief.html 
http://www.princeton.edu/pr/reports/nude_olympics/finalrep.htm 

Harvard: 



http://vpf-web.harvard.edu/factbook/ 
http://www.haa.harvard.edu/html/contin03.html 
http://vpf-web.harvard.edu/factbook/99-00/pageSa.htm 
http://vpf-web.harvard.edu/factbook/99-00/page37c.htm 
http://vpf-web.harvard.edu/factbook/99-00/page37b.htm 
http://vpf-web.harvard.edu/Budget/factbook/99-00/page38b.htm 

B) Personal contacts 

After doing some initial homework on the web, I started calling by 
phone. 

I clearly and consistently identified myself as a citizen gathering 
information so that the Palo Alto Planning Commission and City Council 
can understand Stanford's growth of plans in the the context of some 
peer institutions. 
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At no university or city did I contact people in identical positions; I 
was happy to talk with whomever was there, usually a mid-level 
university or city administrator. I have no doubt that "official" 
channels would say that some of these contacts were unauthorized. In 
one case I asked the Provost's administrative assistant to write down my 

15-1 question ("Does the forseeable future include significant growth in 
student body or faculty?") and the answer came back simply "No." 

Obviously I do not claim that the web resources I found and the 
telephone contacts I made are a scientific or statistically 
representative sample. And the local legal contexts and time frames 
used by these schools are of course d':t-f-ferent. 

Main Conclusion: 

Nevertheless, in my opinion, these explorations result in some 
satisfactory and relevant general conclusions. The most important is 
this: 

Except for 500 undergraduate students at Princeton, there is no mention 
of plans for major expansion of student body, faculty, staff or 
facilities at any of the other universities. 

Other findings include: 

-- there is a definite mention of improved student housing, and 
extensive upgrading of academic facilities, but little or no **net** 



expansion (except for Princeton). 

-- except for Harvard, there has been the only modest growth in 
academic space during the past decade. 

Letter 15 

during its recent $2.l billion campaign, Harvard expanded its faculty 
by a total of 28 . 

the size of the student body and faculty at all these institutions 
has remained quite flat for the past decade . 

-- Yale has very recently completed a 25-year ("one generation") plan, 
called a "framework" for future development. By telephone, a senior 
planner told me that expansion of student body or faculty were 
explicitly NOT included in the assumptions used for this long-range 
vision. 

-- a City of New Haven planner praised the new framework, and described 
the current excellent relations between city and university. He said 
that the university has learned from its past mistakes, and that large 
plans would be met with an immediate strong backlash. 

In closing ... 

>From all this, I conclude that Stanford is not necessarily being 
externally driven to the rapid continued growth being applied for in its 
Community Plan and General Use Permit. 

Compared with this set of its peers, I believe that Stanford will not be 
permanently hurt by growth on the order of the Reduced Scale project 
disc~ssed in the EIR. 

Stanford has totally disregarded repeated requests for some indication 
of vision and ultimate build-out; Yale has done this quite successfully. 

15-2 I urge the Palo Alto Planning and Transportation Commission and City 
Council to send a strong message to the County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors in favor of a substantially reduced plan and 
permit for Stanford (while still encouraging more housing), as indicated 
in the excellent draft document already prepared by Mr. Gawf and the 
City Planning Department. Our local communities and Stanford need some 
time to adjust to the recent and current growth shocks from roads, 
housing, and academic buildings of the past decade. 

And, says Jeb, waving a blue bumper sticker, 

"SAVE THE FOOTHILLS." 



16-1 

16-2 

Hi. 

"PICKERING,BARB 
ARA 
(Non-H P-SantaCla 
ra,ex3)" 
<barbara_pickeri 
ng@non.hp.com> 

07124100 11 :46 AM 

To: '"sarah.jones@pln.co.scl.ca.us'" 
<sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US>, 
'"joe.simitian@bos.co.scl .ca.us"' 
<joe .simitian@ bos. CO .Santa-Clara. CA. US> 

cc: 
Subject: Stanford's Dish Hill -- keep it open space 

Letter16 

I would like to register my support for limitation of Stanford's development 
on their Dish Hill area, and for maintaining it as an "open space.• 

I understand that this is private property, but I also know that Palo Alto's 
Urban Service Boundary is along Ju~ipero Serra Blvd. (excluding the golf 
course) and this can be used as a natural boundary to limit further urban 
development. If a progressive institution such as Stanford will not support 
limiting urban sprawl, who will (the local government hopefully ... :-) 

As a resident, I frequently use Dish Hill as a place to hike that is close 
to home, and is a welcome relief to the urban sprawl that is quickly 
overtaking the South Bay area. I particularly notice that there are many 
breeding pairs of red-winged blackbirds, and many other breeds of bird, and 
think this is a wonderful place to maintain as an open space. 

I'd also like to say that although I don't own dogs, I think the bit about 
enforcing on-leash or no-dogs on the hill is ridiculous. The impact to the 
•salamander" population will be much greater if their natural lake is filled..._ 
in and acres of buildings are erected. Give the dogs a place to run. 

I support the proposal to change the classification of the area from 
"Academic Reserve and Open Space" to "Open Space and Field Research," as 
recommended by County staff. 

That's my two cents. Please vote on behalf of the environment: and not on 
behalf of the controlling institution. Thanks!! 

Barbara Pickering 



"David E. To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
Wilkins" cc: wilkins@ai.sri.com 
<Wilkins @ai. sri.c Subject: Stanford Development 
om> 

07/25/00 06:31 PM 

As a resident of the Palo Alto area for 27 years, 

I would like to communicate my concerns about Stanford's 
plan to develop its golf course. 

17-i I believe such development would significantly detract from 
the quality of life here. A few brief points: 
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1. The Stanford Golf Course is a area-wide recreational resource in an area 
with too few golf courses; moreover, it is a world-famous, championship golf 
course, the work of the great golf architect George Thomas; 

2. It has Open Space and environmental protection values; 

3. That elimination of the first hole-the University's "modest proposal"-
would effectively cripple the golf course, and Stanford has no realistic 
plans to replace the hole; You can't separate the Clubhouse from the first 
hole by a quarter mile. 

17-2 I am against any plans that would remove the First Hole or any other 
portions of the Golf Course, and would encourage Stanford to increase 
the density of it's housing to accommodate more people on less land, or to 
redo its agreement with Palo Alto on the use of the land between the golf 
course and Sand Hill Road. 

- '-- ·--
Thank you for your time, 

David Wilkins 

(fixed-width font required:) 

David E. Wilkins 
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STATE Of CAL1CORNIA- 3USINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 

DE? ARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
PO BOX23660 
OAKLAND. CA 94623-0660 
Tel: (510) 286-4444 
Fax: (510) 286-5513 
TDD (510) 286-4454 

July 26, 2000 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
Santa Clara County Planning Office 
East Wing, 7th Floor 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110-1705 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

- - r •• - !~ 

! '. ~; 
I • .:.. ,' 
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SCL-280-20.61 
1999112107 
SCL280278 

GRAY DAVIS GgyelT' 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Stanford University Draft Community 
Plan and General Use Permit Application, Santa Clara County 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the proposed project. We have examined the above-referenced 
document and have the following comments: 

18 -1 Volume II, Appendix C2 (Level of Service Calculation); turning volumes in the Signalized 
Intersection Summary for Intersection #20 (Middlefield Road/Willow Avenue) should be for 
intersection #19 (Middlefield Road/University Avenue). This mistake has been carried out 
through the entire level of service analysis for future year 2010. In addition, the Alpine Road I 
Interstate 280 interchange should be included in the level of service analysis. 

I 

Please provide Caltrans with detailed design plans early in the development process as the 
geometric layout of State facilities will be impacted by the proposed project. 

Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please call 
TT , '71- .C ff (510' 6"" ' r •' nmyan L.uang 01 my sta at J """-1o<+i. 

Sincerely, 

HARRY Y. YAHATA 
District Director 

By 

tv-r JEAN C. R. FINNEY 
District Branch Chief 
IGR/CEQA 

c: State Clearinghouse 



To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
cc: 

letter19 

"Jon Corelis" 
<jcorelis@hotmai 

I.com> Subject: Comment on Stanford Draft EiR (SCH #1999112107) 

07127100 07:00 PM 

FROM: Jon Corelis 
2134 Williams Street 
Palo Alto CA 94306 
tel ( 650) 691-2235 
jcorelis@hotmail.com 

TO: Sarah Jones, Associate Planner 
Santa Clara County Planning Office 
70 W. Hedding St., E. Wing 7th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 
sarah.jones@pln.co.scl.ca.us 

Dear Ms Jones: 

I am writing to comment on the Stanford University Draft Community Plan 
and General Use Permit Application (State Clearing House Number 1999112107) 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

First let me state the basis of my concern with this issue. I live in 
the College Terrace neighborhood of Palo Alto, my home is a sixty second 
walk from the area on Stanford Avenue which serves as the focus of much of 
the Draft, and I daily walk, commute, and shop using the streets studied by 
the report. I have also lived for thirty years (with brief breaks) in Palo 
Alto and Stanford, and I am a Stanford graduate and a former long term 
Stanford scaff member. 

··~ 

I can sum up my comments by saying that, having read the response to the 
Draft which has been prepared by the College Terrace Residents Association 
(CTRA), and which I understand will be submitted on August 3 at the County 
Planning Commission hearing by CTRA Coordinator Pria Graves, I fully endorse 

19-1 every point made by that document and feel that it covers every concern I 
have about this project as a long term local resident. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Yours truly, 

Jon Corelis 

Gee Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hocmail at http://www.hotmail.com 
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Letter20 

July 28, 2000 

Dear Santa Clara County Planning Commission, 

Several months ago the Palo Alto Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors 
commented on specific aspects of the Stanford Draft Community Plan and 
General Use Permit applications. While we are still reviewing the results of the 
recently released EIR report and have not taken a formal position, we do feel it is 
important to comment once again on the plan. 

We have been pleased with Stanford's efforts throughout this process to be 
inclusive of the many constituencies in the Stanford and Palo Alto communities as 
well as the larger region impacted by this plan. We have also been impressed by 
the willingness of members of those constituencies to play an active role. The role 
Stanford University plays in maintaining the remarkable quality of life we ali 
erijoy cannot be underestimated. Stanford's ability to continue to be a world
leading educational institution is of critical importance to the well-being not only 
of Palo Alto but of the entire region. 

The Chamber has long been a strong supporter of the construction of new 
housing. Stanford's proposal to build significant on-campus housing for students, 
faculty and staff is not only commendable, bi.It grows ever more critical to the 
overall economic and social well-being of this area. High-density housing on the 
sites identified, as well as the provision of a variety of housing types, are 
seriously needed and will have tremendoU-s-nenefits. In addition, these units will 
be located near and have access to transit systems. 

Other goals in the plan--preservation of open space over the duration of the 
permit; conservation of sensitive biological resources; concentrating development 
in the core campus; reducing reliance on the automobile through alternative 
transportation and circulation improvements; and providing limited, on-site retail 
to serve on-campus residents--are all appropriate and beneficial. 

The Chamber is also encouraged by the progress made through the continuing 
dialogue among Stanford, the school district and the City of Palo Alto. We urge 
that the parties continue to work toward a solution to the increase in school 
population as a result of new housing. We are also concerned \Vi th the possible 
displacement or loss of services provided to residents of this community. \Ve 
strongly urge that negotiations among Stanford, the school district and the City of 
Palo Alto continue so that a solution be reached that addresses the very real 
concern of overcrowded schools, as well as the related traffic. childcare and 
diminished public services impacts . 

n .. ·, ,1,, ~.1:r._.,;. '°"'·"'"' ... -,- ,·:-.,, ....... - ..... ~ .. ".::;·~""! . ..,.,::: 
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Again, we continue to be encouraged by the progress being made by the City of 
Palo Alto, Stanford University and Santa Clara County in reaching a General Use 
Permit for the next decade. We look forward to taking an official position on the 
final plan. 

Sincerely, 

/I/ 

/ 

e 
air, Government Action Council Chair, Board of Directors 



ROBERT AUGSBURGER 
176 Alta Vista Avenue 

Los Altos, California 94022 
Phone 650-948-1760/FAX 650-948-8266 

e-mail raugs@pacbell.net 

Planning Commission 
County of Santa Clara 
County Government Center 
70 '\Nest Hedding 
San Jose, CA. 95110 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission, 

July 28, 2000 

Letter 21 

This letter is in response to the draft environmental impact report concerning 
the Community Plan and General Use Permit application of Stanford 
University. 

21 -1 In response to a request for comments on the scope of the proposed EIR, I 
wrote to Sarah Jones of the County Planning Department on December 17, 
1999 recommending some three alternatives and eight mitigation measures 
to be considered in the preparation of the EIR. The draft EIR addresses some 
of these and completely ignores others. 

One of the alternatives ignored is of sufficient importance that I have chosen 
to limit my comments to it. The suggested alternative was: 

"Relocation of all new faculty-staff housing proposed for the academic 
campus and Stanford Avenue, together with middle and elementary 
schools and community services, either to the area southwest of Page 
Mill Road and Junipero Serra Boulevard or alternatively to the area 
south of Page Mill Road between Foothill Expressway and Deer Creek 
Road." 

Subsequent events have proven that the failure to consider and evaluate this 
alternative is unfortunate for both Stanford and the greater community of 
which it is a part. 

In my twenty-nine years as a resident of this area there has always been a 
housing shortage, particularly of that deemed to be "affordable" . Today, it 
has reached crisis proportions. This shortage is largely attributable to 
resistance to change by the body politic and the resultant reluctance of 
governmental officials to plan for and meet growth in demand. Everyone 
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knows that housing is needed and wants to see it built as long as it is not in 
their neighborhood. For example, it has taken the University twenty-five 
years from the time housing was first proposed on Sand Hill Road to bring 
those plans to fruition. How very sad. 

Stanford, in its own self-interest has proposed 2000 new units of student 
housing, 350 units of postgraduate housing, and between 302 and 668 units of 
faculty-staff housing in its General Use Permit application. The ink was 
hardly dry when the protests began to come in ----first from its own campus 
residents over modest infill projects, next from residents along Stanford 
A venue over a row of townhouses across the street, then from the golfers 
over the destruction of their beloved Hole #1. And, we haven't even heard 
yet from the students who may be affected by the housing developments near 
them. 

Couple these events with the suggestion in the draft EIR that academic 
growth be linked to housing construction, i.e. that permits for construction of 
academic facilities be issued only after the completion of associated housing. 
Given the prevalence of NIMBYism on and off campus, it is entirely possible 
that Stanford would be completely stymied in its efforts to meet new 
academic needs. While some segments of the community would be happy 
with that result, I do not think it is a responsible position to take. 

In order to give the University some flexibility over the next ten years, it 
must have more housing alternatives than those proposed by it. 
Consequently, the EIR should include an evaluation of the use of either or 
both of these two sites along Page Mill Road. There are obvious pluses and 
minuses to the use of these sites for these purposes, but we need to have a 
detailed analysis if we are to do an adequate job of planning. 

I ask that you direct that this alternative be considered in the final EIR. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Augsburger 

cc: Sarah Jones - County Planning Office / 
Larry Horton - Stanford University 
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Letter 22 

GForman806@aol. To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
com cc: 

07129100 01
: 
15 

PM Subject: Fwd: Stanford's Development Plans 

----- Message from GForman806@aol.com on Sat, 29 Jul 2000 16:09:16 EDT ----
To: lizkniss@earthlink.ne 

t 

Subje Stanford's 
ct: Development Plans 

Dear Mayor Kniss: 

Thank you for inviting responses to Stanford's GUP. I was one of the 
concerned citizens holding up the Save the Foothills bumper stickers at the 
July 26th City Council Meeting. I went to that meeting despite having to 
tote along my one-year old because of the seriousness and importance of the 
issue. As a graduate of Stanford, former faculty member in the School of 
Medicine, citizen of Palo Alto for 19 years, and mother I am VERY concerned 
about Stanford's growth during the past decade and proposed growth over the 
decade to come. I am not usually an activist, but Stanford's proposed 
development plans are such an egregious assault on our community that I had 
to get involved. I joined the Stanford Open Space Alliance. 

I moved to Palo Alto from the L.A. area to attend Stanford 19 years ago. I 
recall how struck I was at the improved quality of life in Palo Alto due 
largely to the lack of congestion, lack of urban sprawl, and presence of 
green open spaces compared to L.A. However, I have been appalled at the rate 
of growth in Palo Alto and Stanford's rate of development.over the past 10 
years and both have significantly impacted my quality of life as a citizen. 
The traffic is unbearable, the price of housing is obscene, and more and more 
green open spaces are being developed and turned into concrete. Palo Alto 
and surrounding areas are on a fast-track to becomming another L.A. basin and 
Stanford has a large role in this destruction. 

Stanford appears to have lost sight of it's responsibility to the community 
in which it operates. Stanford's plans to redesignate land southwest of 
Junipero Serra as core campus allowing development in the foothills is 
appalling disregard of the environment and the quality of life of our 
community. I urge you to work tenaciously to oppose Stanford's plans and set 
aside the foothills as permanent open space. Additionally, I believe that 
Stanford should find an alternative to the current site proposed for the 
Carnegie Foundation. Stanford's plan to re-classify the golf course to allow 
for housing development is a potential major change in land use and I urge 
you to strongly oppose this. 

In summary, Stanford's plans for development are, in my opinion, an appalling 
affront to our environment and our community and if allowed to proceed will 

22-4 destroy precious open space and create increased traffic and congestion that 
will forever change the quality of life in this area. 
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I urge you to oppose Stanford and protect our community :rom urban sprawl and 
becornming another L.A. basin. 

Christy Telch 
1130 Hamilton Ave 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 
(650) 321-9439 
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July 30, 2000 
... 1:1· ~: 
."•I l·.J 0 V j 

Sarah Jones 
Santa Clara County Planning Dept. 
/OWesfRedding St., 7th-Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Subject: Stanford CP/GUP Draft Environmental Impact Report 

1Jear"Ms. Jones: 

I am submitting the following comments in response the Stanford Community Plan 
DEIR. 

General Comments 

Given the size and scope of the current projec4 which includes four million acres of 
new developmen4 it seems an appropriate time for the county to establish a genuine 

-long-term open space plan on the unincorporate(l-lands that constitute the-Stanford 
foothills. 

23 -1 Stanford's relentless expansion is having a tremendous negative impact on the quality of 
life in neighboring communities. Mitigation for the proposed GUP/CP must include a 
commitment to maintain open space and to continue to maintain pub1ic access to the 
foothills west of Junipero Serra. 

Stanford owns and controls some of the Mid-Peninsula's largest commercial corridors. 
Yet, after building tens of millions of square feet of commercial and residential 
deve1opment in the foothills, Stanford has repeatedly ba1ked at any commitment to open 
space on any part of its contiguous 8100 acres. Instead, they now only offer a 10-year 
moratorium on development of one section of the foothills while they continue to whittle 
away what remains. This hardly constitutes an open space plan. 

Academic Growth Boundarv 

23-2 The Academic Growth Boundary should be consistent with Palo Altors Urban 
Service Boundary along Junipero Serra and should be made permanent. 
The entire golf course should remain outside the boundary and remain protected from 
development. 

Lathrop Development District 

23-3 The proposed CP land use designation (Academic Campus) for the Lathrop 
Development District is inconsistent with existing low-intensity structures and 
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access roads in the area. The re-designation ofLanthrop also sets a precedent for future 
development west of Junipero Serra. 

Land Use Designations 

23 -4 The area outside ofthe Academic Growth Boundary should be changed from 
"Academic Reserve and Open Space" to "Open Space and Field Research" as 
recommended ·by County staff. 

Stanford Game Refuge 

23 -5 The-Stanford-property is designated a. California state-legislative refuge-based ·1tn -its 
value as a wildlife study area. Both the EIR and community plan fail to properly 
identify the refuge and the value of its wildlife resources in this context. The refuge 
should be identified in long-range planning documents and the accompanying EIR I 
brought this matter before the county in the 1989 GUP EIR and it was never properly 
addressed. I will submit a short letter reviewing the issue and attach relevant sections of 
the 1989 GUP and correspondence. 

Access Policy in the Foothills 

23 -6 Stanford has allowed public access to the foothills for decades and should continue 
to do so in the future. The DEIR does not adequately address Stanford's foothills 
access policy as significant impact or mitigation issue. 

The DEIR inaccurately suggests that Stanford does not officially sanction public use of 
OfJCI1 space in the Foothills. Section 4.2A states that the foothills around the dish are "not 
offi'ciafly designated for recreational use, but are commonly used by the public for 
jogging and hiking." 

Regardless of whether Stanford chooses to officially designate the Dish as a recreation 
area, it rivals Stevens Creek and Rancho San Antonio as one of the most popular public 
open space areas in the county. 

In fact, Stanford has invited the public to use the trails here for several decades. They've 
added pedestrian access gates and posted large inviting signs at the trailheads, which 
described-the academic reserve and its trail system. In the late 1980s Stanfordwent so 
far as to hire a ranger to patrol the area complete with a public relations campaign that 
included an·article introducing the ranger to the public in the Palo Alto Weekly. 

The failure to recognize the public as a legitimate recreational user group is brought out 
when the EIR discusses open space impacts of the project. 

The Impact analysis in section 4.2C, OS3 does not seem to refer to impacts of the project 
as it affects public access to open space at alL The section is entitled "OS-3: Will the 
project adversely affect recreational opportunities for existing or new campus residents 



and facility users?" The section goes on to analyze impacts as they affect campus 
residents and faculty. It reads as follows: 

In addition to housing development in recreational areas, Stanford proposes to 
engage in habitat and environmental restoration in the portion of the foothills 
known as the "Dish". Consistent with the goals of habitat management, existing 
recreational opportunities will be restricted by the establishment of formal trails in order to 
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avoid habitat degradation that results from uncontrolled access as part of Stanford's 
Conservation and Use Plan for the Dish area. This Plan calls for restoration of degraded portions 
of the foothills, restriction of use to 4. 5-mile trail loop, and prohibition of dogs in the area. This 
plan is not-a part of the CP/GUP project, and is- not guaranteed to happen. It is also subject to 
change. 

The plan the EIR refers to actually concerns a decision earlier this year to restrict public 
access to the area. Why then does it only list it as an impacts as they concern "campus 
resident and faculty"" recreation? The EIR should accurately reflect the current setting 
regarding public access in order to mitigate the effects of any changes to Stanford's open 
space recreation policies in this ptan. 

In addition, I challenge-the·EIR-s contention-that-the proposed restrictions on access are 
not part of the community plan. Stanford's new access policy should be part of the 
community plan and should be included in the EIR. 

L?+ 
Eric Fertig 



Ms. Sarah Jones 
Associate Planner 
Santa Clara County Planning Office 

Letter 24 
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251 Embarcadero Road '- · , .. - -.- i ., -

Palo Alto, CA 94301 ! • • ·-. 

July 30, 2000 
• /!; ? I 

. ' ·- ; 

70 West HeddingStreet, East Wing, 7th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Re: DEIR for the proposed Stanford University Community Plan/General Use 
Permit (County File #7165-07-81-99GP-99P-99EIR) 

Dear Sarah, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Stanford 
Community Plan and General Use Permit. 

I noted the various analyses done, and appreciate the attention paid to various 
issues raised during the scoping process. Some of these comments are regarding 
the analyses, and some of them are to express a preference for certain decisions to 
be made. 

24 -1 1. Limit number of new parking spaces. See page 4.4-84. As the analysis notes, 
a parking surplus will be created if the requested 2873 parking spaces are 
permitted and "this parking surplus may undermine future trip reduction 
efforts, as parking restrictions are a recognized means to reduce auto use." 

Combined with a strong alternative transportation system and parking charges, 
the amount of parking is perhaps the single most important controlthat the 
government can impose on a development. Stanford already has a mind
boggling 19,351. parking spaces! I strongly support limiting the amount of new 
parking spaces on campus, especially for non-residential development and at 
most to the 2267 spaces noted in the analysis. 

24 -2 2. Do more to minimize traffic impact/parking for the proposed arena and 
performing arts center. Although these two centers are welcomed as 
cultural/sports centers for the peninsula, I did not see adequate discussion about 
managing them to maximize public transit access. Regional facilities need 
regional public transit to avoid massive traffic problems. Can we condition their 
approval on a commitment to frequent "special event" shuttles to Caltrain 
designed for special events, to charge for parking, and effective public relations 
campaign to minimize new car trips? Even if they do not impact peak hour 
traffic, automotive traffic in evenings and on weekends undermine the 
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liveability of our residential arterials and neighborhoods. 

24-3 3. Analyze parkin~ structure in site-specific study.The Daper area will have 
1267 new parking spaces, according to the DEIR. This sounds like an undesirable 
increase of traffic on Embarcadero Road, which already suffers from noise, 
pollution and safety problems. I would like to see a "site-specific traffic study" for 
any parking structure planned for that area. 

24 -4 4. Need better miti~ations for bike/pedestrian crossin~ at El Camino.I would 

24-5 

like to see mitigations for bicyclists and pedestrians who try to cross El Camino at 
any of the intersections near Stanford. It is already intimidating and dangerous 
because of the speed and volume of traffic, all the cars taking a left hand turn 
over the crosswalk even when the pedestrian light is green, and the long length 
of road we have to cross. Unless we take the shuttle, commuters, students and 
visitors must somehow cross El Camino safely to get to Stanford from the train 
station or Palo Alto. Besides the safety issue, it is noisy and unpleasant to walk 
along these streets and cross them, which encourages people to take their cars 
rather than walk or bike. 

So I fully support the No Net New Commute Trips (TRAN-A), Tran-C (trail 
system), Tran-D (reduced parking and Rous-A (linkage between housing and 
academic development) as key to reducing traffic impact on an area and street 
system which is already overwhelmed. 

In addition, I fully support the concept of "permanent" open space in the foothills 
as partial mitigation for the dense development proposed. 

There is more to be said, but I will close here -- thank you very much for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

oriko Kishimoto 
6so-322-7831 
I 



Deanna Mann 
<dlmann@ix.netco 

To: Sarah.Jones@mindspring.com, 
County .Associate. Planner: @CO .Santa-Clara. CA. US 

m.com> cc: 

07131100 
OB:07 PM Subject: Save the Stanford golf course 

Dear Ms. Jones 

I am a faculty spouse at Stanford, so I do see the necessity to 
create new housing for faculty and graduate students. However. it 
makes no sense to me to destroy Stanford golf course in order to 
build housing. There are other alternative sites for building the 
necessary housing if Stanford would take the time and spend the money 
to use these other sites. Suggestions that have been made to 
Stanford such as building parking structures, making existing housing 
more dense etc have gone unheeded due to the cost and effort it would 
take to implement these other ideas. 0 I hope that the County does not 
give into the demand from Stanford for authorization to build housing 
on the 15 acres that make up the first hole of this historic golf 
course. 

Please don't let the golf course be destroyed on our watch. Thank you 
for your time. 

Deanna Mann-Gaba 

Deanna Mann 

(650)965-3035 

letter 25 



Sarah: 

"Mark Lerner" 
<mlerner@norteln 
etworks.com> 

07/31/00 07:20 PM 

Letter 26 

To: "sarah.jones" <sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US> 
cc: 

Subject: Open Space 

I will be unable to attend the planning meeting but would like to express my concern over Stanford's planned 
development west of Foothill expressway. 

26 -1 Maintaining open space is key to quality of life in this area. Once development starts West of Foothill, it will 
be hard to stop it. 

Thanks 

Mark Lerner 
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Kkais@aol.com 

07/31100 06:47 PM 

To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US, 
joe .simitian@bos. CO.Santa-Clara. CA. US 

cc: 
Subject: (no subject) 

Letter 27 

Stanford is out of control, or at least the Planning Department at Stanford 
is out of control. There are many ways Stanford can add housing to the 
campus without tearing up the golf course. 

Last week Stanford sought and received preliminary approval for the Hewlett 
Foundation to build a 48,000 square foot two-story office building to house 
the Foundation on 6.7 acres of Stanford land off Sand Hill road and Junipero 
Serra. The Foundation offices are currently on Middlefield Road. The 
Stanford land is zoned residential and could accommodate quite a number of 
housing units. This is just one example of Stanford's ineptitude. They 
would rather have rent from, and cozy up to, the Hewlett Foundation than to 
put housing on property where it wouldn't disrupt the golf course. 

It is time for the surrounding communities to say "no" to Stanford's crazy 
and not very considerate expansion. 

Kent Kaiser 
82 Elena Ave 
Atherton, 94027 
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Sally 
Barlow-Perez 
<sbarlow-perez@ 
jup.com> 

07/31/00 03:04 PM 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

To: "'sarah.jones@pln.co.scl.ca.us'" 
<sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US> 

cc: 
Subject: Stanford Open Space 

With regard to the Stanford Open Space. I urge you to support ending 
development at Junipero Serra Blvd. 

Please bear in mind the fact that once lost, the open space 
represented by the land around the dish can never be replaced. If you 
fail to protect that open space now, think how you will feel when years 
from now, you view the clutter that was once such a rare and treasured 
community resource. It would be a pity to act carelessly now and 
regretit later. 

Thank you for your attention. I'm sure you will approach this with the 
intelligence and concern that has marked your decisions in the past. 

Sally Barlow-Perez 

Letter 28 
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Allan Abbott 
<aabbott@microdi 
splay.com> 

07131100 06:18 PM 

Dear Sarah, 

To: sarah.jones@p!n.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
cc: 

Subject: Stanford Golf Course 

There are two prime reasons to reject Stanford's plan to put housing on 
the first seven holes of the current golf course. 

The first is that even if an accommodation can be made for losing hole 
#1, it's going to raise traffic congestion and air pollution carting 
players from the clubhouse to the "new" first hole. And don't waste 
time thinking about an entirely new course somewhere in the hills . 
you and I will both be under the sod long before that gets approved. 

The second is that San Francisquito Creek will be severely impacted by 
the proposed housing construction. It's hard enough preserving habitat 

. the last thing we need is to lose it to housing that can just as 
well be handled near El Camino or in the Stanford Industrial Park or on 
any of several other University-owned parcels that don't have similar 
habitat impacts. Stanford needs to build up, not out, and certainly not 
out where a creek gets compromised. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Allan Abbott 

Letter 29 



Allen Cypher 
<cypher@stageca 
st.com> 

07/31/00 07:52 PM 

To: sarah.jones@pln. CO. Santa-Clara. CA. US 
cc: 

Subject: DEIR for Stanford's GUP 

Letter 30 

I will be out of town for your meeting on August 3, so I wanted to send you 
my corrunents. 

30~1 My main concern is for permanent Open Space protection of the Dish area at 

30-2 

Stanford. 

Please do not approve Stanford's new development plans unless the Dish area 
is permanently protected as accessible Open Space for the public to enjoy. 

Palo Alto is greatly changed by Stanford development. The most important 
factor for my quality of life in this area, and for that of many residents 
like me, is convenient access to Open Space. At the end of the work day, I 
often go to the Stanford Foothills. The open hills are a unique open space 
area in Santa Clara, and they are also the most conveniently accessible area 
for Palo Alto residents. 

Not only should this area be permanently protected, but it should be done in 
a way that makes it *accessible*. This means that it must be 

* open to the public, 
* that dogs be allowed, and 
* that people be allowed to walk on the myriad beautiful paths throughout 

the Dish area. 
Hiking the paths is how I truly appreciate the area, and it is important to 

my enjoying the many hawks that I watch in the Foothills. The plan to ban 
dogs and limit hikers to .tl_l~. single paved loop would mean that we have yet one 
more beautiful area, like Jasper Ridge, that we cannot appreciate. 

The DEIR shows that Stanford's massive development is going to have 
irremediable effects on our corrununity. As compensation for the impacts we 
must suffer from this development, please keep this unique Open Space area 
permanently accessible to Santa Clara County. 

I would also like to see Stanford development constrained within Palo Alto's 
urban growth boundary. Stanford's huge develoopment plans are going to change 
the face of Stanford. It makes much more sense to change the face of El 
Camino Real, a central area in our County for development, than to build on 
the first hole of the golf course. 
Thank you, 
Allen Cypher 
860 University Ave. 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 

Allen Cypher 
cypher@stagecast.com 
www.acypher.com 

Stagecast Software, Inc. 
(650) 599-0399 

www.stagecast.com 



From: Nils Davis <nils.davis@netiq.com> 
Date: Mon, 31 Jul 2000 17:30:36 -0700 

letter 31 

To: '"lizkniss@earthlink.net"' <lizkniss@earthlink.net>, "'city_ council @city.palo-alto.ca. us'" 
<city _council@city.palo-alto.ca.us> 
Cc: '"barbara.laskin@pln.co.santa-clara.ca. us"' <barbara.laskin@pln. CO.Santa-Clara. CA. US>, 
'"joe.simitian@bos.co.santa-clara.ca. us.'" <joe.simitian@bos.co.san ta-clara.ca. us .. CO .Santa-Clar 
a.CA.US> 
Subject: New middle school; Stanford GUP issues 

The Stanford GUP includes plans 3000 new housing units, and offers $1 OM in mitigation. This is close to the cost 

*just for new classroom space* for the new students added to the schools, but covers none of the $3-6M in added 

yearly costs. Stanford should provide additional mitigation. 

I agree with the City's staff report, which basically says, on this issue: 

* legally required impact fees are not enough to cover the actual impacts of the proposed SU development to schools 
within the PAUSD. 

* options "include the possibility of constructing a third middle school on Stanford land, reopening closed schools, 

or modifying existing schools. The City of Palo Alto strongly believes Stanford needs to be actively involved in the 

discussion and eventual implementarion of additional oprions for addressing school impacts." 

31 -1 *"The EIR should provide a more viable school site than [Deer Creek] 
Alternate school sites should be more proximately located to the population 

they are to serve and should be within the Palo Alto urban service area." 

31 -2 

I believe that the$ IO million offered by Stanford in lieu of a site on their 

land is inadequate. 

I also believe that the old Mayfield School site at Page Mill and El Camino should be considered for a new middle 
school. 

31 -3 I also believe that there are significant issues, including additional traffic especially. with the proposal to put the 

·middle school in the Terman site, and the proposal to put the district offices on or near "Strawberry Hill" near Gunn. 

I live in Barron Park, but seldom am impacted (thank God) by the high school traffic on Arastradero. I always make 

certain not to drive by JLS during drop-off and pick-up times. My daughter just graduated Palo Alto High in June, so 

I'm speaking merely as a concerned citizen. I was much less impacted than parents of *current* middle school 
students are by traffic and other problems, having just missed the huge wave of kids. 

Nils Davis 

========== 
Nils Davis 

Product Manager 

NetIQ Corporation 
-+08-330-7112 

nils.davis@netiq.com 



Herb Borock 
P. O. Box 632 
Palo Alto, CA 94302 

July 31, 2000 

Palo Alto City Council 
250 Hamilton Avenue 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 

Letter 32 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY DRAFT COMMUNITY PLAN AND GENERAL USE PERMIT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, STATE CLEARING HOUSE # 
1999112107 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY FILE # 7165-07-81-99GP-99P-99EIR 

"Once land has been developed and Stanford has made a substantial investment in off-site 
improvements (streets, utilities, etc.), financial considerations generally will militate against 
returning the site to open space use. Consequently when a decision is made that land is to be 
devoted to development, it should be considered lost for open space purposes not only for the 
lease term but for a long time beyond, perhaps permanently." 

-- Stanford University Land Use Policy/Plan prepared by Livingston and Blayney, City and 
Regional Planners, 1971, pages 12-13. <BR> 

"PAW: What would you say your biggest failure has been? 

"Knox: One of things I'm most upset personally is when we did the Comprehensive Plan (in 
1976) I felt there wasn't much use trying to rezone industrial land for housing. It was an idea 
whose time had not come. And I didn't see any problem wit~ going on with the build-out of the 
industrial park. ~ ... 

"I think that. in a sense, as a planner I failed the city in not recognizing that little by little, 
increment by increment. those buildings were going to surround Coyote Hill and you weren't 
going to be able to see the top." · · 

-- Palo Alto Weekly interview of Palo Alto Planning Director Naphtali Knox published February 
26, 1981, at page 13. 

Dear City Council: 

At your joint meeting with the Planning Commission on July 19, 
2000, I used the overhead projector to show you three views of 
Stanford lands. 

If I had five minutes for my presentation on July 19, 2000, I 
would have showed you two other views of Stanford lands. 

I showed you: 

(l) "Golf Course Location Alternatives" from the 1971 Stanford 
University Land Use Policy/Plan prepared by city and regional 



Letter 32 

planners Livingston and Blayney. 

(2) "Figure 16: Recommended circulation plan -- long cul-de-sacs" 
from the August 1987 Foothills Region Plan -- Phase 1 prepared 
by the Stanford Planning Office. 

(3) An aerial photograph of Stanford lands that demonstrates the 
relationship between Stanford foothills lands in Palo Alto and 
unincorporated Santa Clara County. 

These three views of Stanford foothills are included in your 
agenda packet for the July 31, 2000, City Council meeting a few 
pages from the end of the stapled together correspondence for 
this agenda item, between the testimony of Dan Logan and the 
letter from Micki Schneider and Lanie Wheeler. 

If I had additional time for my presentation, I would h ave 
showed you two other views of Stanford lands that you had 
previously seen: 

( 4) "Current Land Status" from the 1971 Stanford University Land 
Use Policy/Plan that depicts which land at that time was 
"Alienable Land Not Leased". 

(5) Map L-2, "Sphere of Influence & Urban Service Area" from the 
1998-2010 Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan. 

This letter provides more information about those four figures 
and one aerial photograph. 

GOLF COURSE LOCATION ALTERNATIVES 

The 1971 Land Use Policy/Plan, in land use plans facing pages 16 
through 20, and facing page 28 showed five possible locations for 
the Stanford Golf Course: 

In Alternative A, "The seven holes of the golf course north of 
Junipero Serra Boulevard were relocated adjoining the present 
course, and the land made available was earmarked for campus 
expansion." 

In Alternative 8, "The golf course was moved to land along San 
Francisquito Creek in Webb Ranch West, making t he site of the 
present course available for campus expansion." [Webb Ranch West 
is the area between Interstate 280 and the Jasper Ridge 
Biological Preserve.] 

In Alternative C, "The golf course was relocated immediately 
south of the present si:.e." 



In Alternative D, "The golf course was left at is present 
location." 
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In Alternative E, "The golf course was moved to Interdale." 
[Interdale is the triangular area formed by Interstate 280, San 
Francisquito Creek, and Felt Lake.] 

At page 28, the Policy/Plan states, "A decision to keep all or 
part of the present golf course and to add a second course would 
be consistent with the Policy/Plan." 

The 1987 Foothills Region Plan identified a "potential Golf 
Course expansion or relocation" as one of the academic programs 
"which may require sites in the Region at sometime in the 
future": 

"A feasibility study explored the potential for Golf Course 
expansion in the Region. This could be required in the future 
either for additional holes or the need to relocate existing 
holes because of University facilities expansion or the widening 
of Sand Hill Road. This study presented two options for this 
expansion. Either would carry fairly high development, 
environmental and opportunity costs. From this preliminary 
analysis, it seems likely that the best permanent solution would 
be to build an entirely new course at another site." (Foothills 
Region Plan -- Phase 1, pages 21-22.) 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY GOLF COURSE DESIGN GUIDLINES 

On July 23, 1996, the Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors 
adopted Environmental/Design Guidelines for Golf Courses and 
Standard Development Guidelines after receiving a recommendation 
from a Golf Course Guidelines Review Corrunittee that included 
Julia Bott of the Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter; Camas 
Hubenthal of the Corrunittee for Green Foothills; and Craig Breon 
of the Santa Clara County Audubon Society. 

A summary of the golf course design guidelines and a link to the 
guidelines is at htto://www.sccolanning.ora/osaolf.htm. 

The table of contents and links to the various sections of the 
guidelines is at htto://www.sccplannina.o-a/osaolfl.htm. 

You may wish to review those guidelines to see if any of the golf 
course alternatives considered in 1971 are viable alternatives. 

GOLF COURSE REGULATIONS IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE 
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32-1 Stanford should be required to abide by the conditions for golf 
course development as set forth in Section 36-22, Golf courses 
and driving ranges, in Appendix I: Zoning, of the County of Santa 
Clara Ordinance Code, including the following: 

''Medium scale agricultural areas: Golf .courses and driving ranges 
may be permitted in medium scale agricultural areas as designated 
on the county's general plan land use map, must be found 
consistent with all of the following criteria: 

(1) The proposed use is contiguous to a designated urban service 
area or includes an irrevocable off er of development rights for 
all lands between the use and the urban service area; 

(3) A permanent open space easement is provided for the site of 
the proposed use; 

(7) Facilities associated with the golf course and/or driving 
range shall be limited to those which serve golfers on the course 
or range (for example: locker and shower facilities, pro shop 
with incidental sales of golfing equipment, snack bar and 
maintenance operations). Such facilities shall not include 
restaurants, other retail sales, lodging, health clubs, or 
similar uses." 

--·-
The current golf course and all land that could be used for a 
second or relocated golf course should be designated with the 
Medium Scale Agricultural land use designation, or assigned a new 
land use designation that has the same conditions for golf course 
development as the Medium Scale Agriculture land use designation. 

FOOTHILLS CIRCULATION PLAN 

My previous letters to you indicated that Stanford's Foothills 
Region Plan -- Phase 1 covered only the area between Junipero 
Serra Boulevard and the high ridge between that road and 
Interstate 280. 

I recently reviewed the plan for the first time in several years 
and I need to correct my former statements. 

The Foothills Region Plan -- Phase 1 includes all Stanford land 
in unincorporated Santa Clara County on both sides of the high 
ridge between Junipero Serra Boulevard and Interstate 280, but 
excludes the land south of Interstate 280 (the Felt Lake area and 
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the Interdale area) and excludes the land east of Page Mill Road 
(Stanford North and Stanford South). 

Figure 16 of Stanford's Foothills Region Plan shows the 
recommended circulation plan for the foothills consisting of long 
cul-de-sacs. 
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"Summary. The long cul-de-sacs alternative (figure 16) Is 
recommended as a guiding principle in the evolution of an in 
terior road network. Benefits of this alternative include: 
minimizing through traffic, maintaining site opportunities, 
minimizing cost and minimizing environmental impact. Over time 
these cul-de-sacs can be connected to provide greater connection 
if necessary." (Foothills Region Plan -- Phase 1, page 49.) 

Figure 16 also shows how a realigned Campus Drive East would 
connect the main campus north of Junipero Serra Boulevard with 
the recommended circulation plan for the foothills. 

Figure 20 of the Foothills Region Plan shows in detail the 
changes at Campus Drive East that are the same as the changes 
proposed in the current Stanford application before the County. 

"Changes at Campus Drive East. Some changes will be necessary at 
Campus Drive East to accommodate the main Foothills access road 
in the future. The portion of Campus Drive East between Gerona 
Road and Junipero Serra Boulevard will need to be re-aligned 
eastwards to permit a normal 90 [degrees] intersection with 
Junipero Serra Bou~evard (figure 20). From this intersection it 
is recommended that the road be extended as a 22 foot rural 
section (i.e., two lane, no curbs), following the topography to 
meet the present alignment of the service road which winds uphill 
to the Big Dish. 

"There is no present: int:ent: or need t:o buil.d t:his road unt:il. an 
academic program in t:he.Region is sit:ed which requires such 
access." (emphasis added) (Foothills Region Plan -- Phase 1, 
page 53.) 

··~ 

The Stanford University Land Use Plan -- 1980 in the map "Central 
Campus Land Use Plan: 1980-2010" at page 29 shows a realigned 
Campus Drive East as a "future road". 

32-2 Stanford's General Use Permit application of November 15, 1999, 
at page 7 states that "Anticipated roadway changes include ... 
[r]ealigning Campus Drive East to form a "T'' intersection with 
Junipero Serra Boulevard to provide a safer, calmer 
intersection." 

This application is the first time that "safety" instead of 
develo pmen~ has been given as a reason to realign Campus Drive 
East. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report contains no evidence that 
there is any safety problem at this intersection. 



The realignment should be prohibited. 

STANFORD FOOTHILLS LANDS IN PALO ALTO 

32-3 The aerial photograph I provided you shows the relationship 
between Stanford's foothills lands in Palo Alto and 
unincorporated Santa Clara County. 
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The DC Powers site is adjacent to other alienable in the Felt 
Lake area. 

Coyote Hill and the adjacent parcels in Palo Alto are separated 
by Deer Creek from Stanford North and Stanford South in 
unincorporated Santa Clara County. 

Stanford's November 15, 1999, "Summary and Explanation" at page 
28 indicates that the DC Powers site in Palo Alto is a potential 
faculty and staff housing site. 

The DC Powers site has a Palo Alto land use map designation of 
Open Space ... Controlled Development, an obsolete PC -- Planned 
Community Zone Distri ct designation, and an expired use permit. 

The City Council should initiate a rezoning of the DC Powers site 
to OS -- Open Space, which is the appropriate zone for the site's 
land use designation. 

The "Summary and Explanation" at page 28 also indicates that 
"Stanford has no current plans to propose development" on ''the 
parcels below the top of CoyoL:e Hill". 

Stanford should dedicate Coyote Hill and the adjacent parcels to 
permanent open space, including those parcels known as Parcel C 
(Coyote Hill), Lots 1, 2, and 3 (the western flank of Coyote 
Hill), and Parcel 1 (the parcel across Coyote Hill Road from Lot 
1) . 

JASPER RIDGE BIOLOGICAL PRESERVE 

32-4 The "Summary and Explanation" at page 29 indicates that Stanford 
is "considering some form of designation" for the long term use 
of Jasper Ridge as a biological preserve. 

Therefore, Stanford should be required to agree to a 99-year 
conservation easement for the Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve. 

LAND OUTSIDE URBAN SERVICE AREA ALONG EL CAMINO REAL 

32-5 Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan Map L-2, "Sphere of Influence & 
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Urban Service Area" shows all of Stanford's 1989 County General 
Use Permit Special Condition Areas A and D outside the Urban 
Service Area, including the areas proposed along El Camino Real 
and along part of Stanford Avenue for housing in Stanford's 
current County application. 

Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan Policy L-1 states, "Continue current 
City policy limiting future urban development to currently 
developed lands within the urban service area. The boundary of 
the urban service area is otherwise known as the urban growth 
boundary." 

The paragraph following Policy L-1 states, "The City's Urban 
Service Area boundary identifies areas that may be developed 
during the term of this Plan." 

The map of potential Housing Sites on page 34 of the Stanford 
University Draft Community Plan dated November 15, 1999, contains 
at least three designated areas (D and I, and part of E) that are 
located outside of Palo Alto's Urban Service Area. 

These sites are also located in the historic arboretum created by 
Jane Lathrop Stanford. 

Buildings in the arboretum, whether for housing, public schools, 
or some other use would cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of this historical resource as defined in Section 
15064.5 of the regulations of the California Environmental 
Quality Act·:--· 

Buildings in this area also violate Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan 
Policy L-1 that limits building to the Urban Service Area and 
defines its boundary as the urban growth boundary. 

The project approval should eliminate sites D, E, and I, and find 
alternate locations for the proposed housing, and the project 
approval should prohibit new buildings in the arboretum. 

32~6 The Stanford University document "Summary and Explanation" dated 
November 15, 1999, at pages 7 and 8, indicates that the proposed 
350 apartments for hospital rresidents and postgr aduate fellows 
on potential housing sites H and I could also be used for young 
faculty, that Stanford plans an early application for one of 
these two sites, and that Stanford has no target date set for 
building the second phase of that housing. 

The document at page 8 also indicates that the proposed faculty 
housing on site E is likely to be postponed until after the 
addition of new housing at site C in Escondido Village. 
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The same document at page 28 indicates that the Pasteur Drive 
site in Palo Alto is a potential housing site for hospital 
residents. 

Therefore, the project approval should require Stanford to first 
build apartments for hospital residents and postgraduate fellows 
on site H. 

Stanford is currently building 628 apartments in Palo Al.to along 
Sand Hill Road that µe for faculty and staff. 

These 628 apartments could be occupied by persons not affiliated 
with the university, but Stanford retains the right to claim all 
of these apartments for university-affiliat ed residents. 

Therefore, the project approval should require Stanford to occupy 
all 628 apartments in Palo Alto with Stanford faculty and staff, 
and build on all other designated postgrad/hospital residents, 
faculty, and staff housing sites (Pasteur Drive site, and sites 
H, K, L, M, N, and O) before building housing on potential sites 
E and I. 

The project approval should require Stanford to build student 
housing on potential housing sites A, B, C, F, G, and J, before 
building housing on potential housing site D. 

ALIENABLE LAND 

32-7 Page 4 of the meeting summary of the August 7, 1999, Community 
Forum on Academic Trends & Land Use records Larry Horton's 
response to Nonette Hanko's question about Stanford's ~lienable 
and inalienable lands. (The videotape of the meeting contains the 
complete question and answer.) 

Horton confirmed that "The lands originally described as part of 
the Palo Alto Farm are inalienable." 

I have previously provided you w ith a copy of the map "Current 
Land Status" that appears opposite page 3 in the 1971 Stanford 
University Land Use Policy/Plan. 

This map shows that all Stanford foothills land from the high 
ridge south to Arastradero Road is alienable land, and fails to 
show the status of the land on the other side of Page Mill Road 
known as Stanford North and Stanford South. 

The Land Use Policy/Plan at page 3 states that "A total of about 
1,900 acres not included in the original grant from Senator and 
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Mrs. Leland Stanford is not subject to the restriction against 
sale. These alienable lands include 1,175 acres on both sides of 
the Junipero Serra Freeway embracing the entire Felt Lake -
Interdale area, the General Telephone property on Arastradero 
Road [now called the DC Powers site], some steep acreage on 
Alpine Road in Portola Valley, lands around Searsville Lake, 
small portions of the present golf course in San Mateo County, 
and a parcel on the east side of El Camino Real in Menlo Park." 

Note that these alienable lands include 1,175 acres in 
unincorporated Santa Clara County, or over 25% of Stanford's 
4,017 acres in the county. 

As much of Stanford's alienable land as possible should be 
permanently protected from future development, because it can be 
sold any time a majority of Stanford's Board of Trustees decide 
to sell it. 

The most flexibility for Stanford's foothills lands (both 
alienable and founding grant lands} can be obtained by Stanford 
identifying clusters of foothills land for future development 
that equal ten percent of the acreage in the foothills, obtaining 
a vested right to develop in those clusters under current county 
zoning regulations, selling the remaining ninety percent of the 
alienable land to Palo Alto for park land, and selling 
ninety-nine year easements on the remaining ninety percent of the 
founding grant land. 

Once development rights are vested in the clusters making up ten 
percent of Stanford's foothills lands, the remaining land would 
have no developm ent potential and, therefore, its dollar value 
for purchase would be within the means of public agencies. 

For those lands that are protected by open space easement grant 
deeds, Stanford could at any time apply for a county resolution 
amending the grant deed to rearrange the location of the clusters 
set aside for future development. 

Stanford's application identifies two regions, called the 
Foothills Region and the Lathrop Region, that together encompass 
a total of 2,244 acres, of which the Lathrop Region contains 154 
acres that are designated for development. 

Stanford should be required to designate clusters for development 
that total 224.4 acres (including the 154 acres in the Lathrop 
Region), or ten percent of 2,244 acres, and permanently remove 
the remaining 2,019.6 acres from development. 

The Campus Report Supplement, Number 10, of April 6, 1970, 
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published by Stanford University contains a series of questions 
with answers provided by representatives of the office of the Pre 
sident, the Vice President and Provost, and the Vice Presidents 
for Business Affairs and Finance of Stanford University. 
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Following is Question 10 and the answer provided by Stanford. 

"10. What about the recent survey in Palo Alto which showed that 
residents there preferred no further development in the 
Foothills? 

"The survey was a door-to-door survey of 835 residents, 
two-thirds of whom said they would pay $20 or more per family a 
year to preserve open space in the city: 

"The question. was a fair one because it assigned a value to a 
social need; that is, it did not simply ask if citizens preferred 
open land to developed land, leaving the landowner to subsidize 
that space for everyone else. 

"If the majority of Palo Alto voters and their representatives in 
city government feel the same way, Stanford would be ready to 
explore ways to hold campus lands open. 

"True conservation will come when the public finds the means to 
acquire land in a reasonable manner and set i t aside as 
permanent open space. This will require much work and public 
education, and should receive far more attention from those who 
earnestly support land conservation." 

W'nile we are waiting for Stanford to agree to permanently 
preserve its foothills lands as open space, Palo Alto should act 
now to prop_erly zone Stanford land in case Stanford decides to 
develop tha ·E land. 

You should rezone the DC Powers site from PC to OS, and prezone 
the 1,175 acres of unincorporated alienable land ei.ther OS or AC. 

You should also recommend to the County that their General Plan 
text for Stanford be changed to reflect the fact that 1,175 acres 
of the 4,017 acres in the County's jurisdiction are alienable 
land. 

NEW ROADWAY ALTERNATIVE 

32-8 The Draft Environmental Impact Report analyzed a proposal to 
extend Campus Drive West to Alpine Road to bypass the congested 
intersection of Alpine Road with Junipero Serra Boulevard and 
Santa Cruz Avenue. 

The July 18, 2000 , staff report to the Menlo Park City Council 
at Page 28 notes that: "the projected traffic volume data 
presented makes evident that the analysis presumes none of the 
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east-west movements projected on Sand Hill Road through the Santa 
Cruz intersection without the extension would shift to the Campus 
Drive West-Alpine corridor if the extension were made. This is a 
completely illogical presumption that invalidates the traffic 
component of the analysis. It is evident that the traffic 
mitigation benefits of the extension would be considerably 
greater than indicated in the DEIR." 

The same report at Page 49 notes that: "the DEIR analysis grossly 
overstates the potential adverse effects of the roadway extension 
component .... If a more practi~al alignment were considered, it 
would be expected to cut the purported impacts of the component 
on grading, loss of oak woodland and annual grassland by 
two-thirds or more, and eliminate ridgeline lighting impacts. The 
purported growth inducing pr~ssure s in the area traversed by the 
road is a non-issue that can be dismissed since the project 
applicant controls the entire area and can dedicate this area as 
Open Space as part of the CP/GUP." 

The 1971 Stanford University Land Use Policy/Plan recommended 
extending Foothill Expressway from its present terminus at Page 
Mill Road to connect with Alpine Road about half a mile south of 
the Junipero Serra Boulevard-Alpine Road-Santa Cruz Avenue 
intersection to solve the problems of that intersection. 

The proposed extension of Foothill Expressway would create an 
area for campus expansion between Junipero Serra Boulevard and 
the proposed extension that includes~e currently proposed 
Lathrop Region, plus other land, that together total about ten 
percent of Stanford's foothills land. 

If the golf course remained at its present location, the proposed 
extension of Foothill Expressway would be just south of the golf 
course, and an extension of Campus Drive West would intersect the 
Foothill Expresswa y extension at the southeast corner of the 
golf course. 

Traffic from Alpine Road could then reach the main campus by 
using the proposed road extensions. (See the map, "Preliminary 
Land Use Alternative D" opposite page 19 in the Land Use 
Policy/Plan.) 

ACCESS TO FOOTHILLS PARK AND STANFORD FOOTHILLS LAND 

32-9 If Stanford faculty and staff residents want to have the right to 
enter Foothills Park they should annex their residential area to 
Palo Alto. 
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While the annexation process is taking place, Stanford can allow 
mountain bikers to use its foothills land, instead of directing 
them to the Arastradero Preserve. 

Stanford has issued a Conservation and Use Policy for The 
Stanford Dish Area that it claims is based on the need to 
preserve the area. 

If Stanford genuinely wanted to preserve the area it would 
permanently protect its foothills from development. 

Stanford's application includes a realignment of Campus Drive 
East that would enable Stanfa rd to connect the realigned road to 
the service road to the Dish to facilitate development of the 
foothills. 

That is the same service road that Stanford now says is the only 
place hikers and joggers can use in the Foothills. 

The general community's sense of entitlement to use Stanford's 
foothills for recreation is a relatively new idea. 

As recently as the 1987 Foothills Region Plan: "A pass available 
from the Office of Real Estate and Lands Management authorizes 
access for recreational use of the Region. Only persons holding a 
current Stanford I.D. are eligible for this pass which must be 
carried at all times while on the land." (Foothills Region Plan 
-- Phase 1, page 10.) 

. ._ 
The areas shown as conservation areas in Stanford's application 
are the same areas shown in the Foothills Region Plan that noted 
that: "The same features which make these areas ecologically 
sensitive -- topography, drainage patterns and tree cover -- give 
these areas high development costs." (Foothills Region Plan 
Phase 1, page 38.) 

The criteria used to select these "environmentally sensitive" 
areas excluded the visual features that were included in 
Stanford's 1980 Land Use Plan, where the most visible foothills 
areas had the highest sensitivity ratings. 

Limiting development to the current main campus is a form of 
compact development that could work, because it is being 
advocated by those who want the foothills permanently protected. 

New urbanizers who want Stanford to build taller buildings on the 
main campus don't say whether they want the resulting open spaces 
on the main campus permanently preserved or made available for 
additional urban development. 
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CORNELL PLANTATIONS 

If you want to see how a university is able to manage open space 
areas that are permanently protected and that have open public 
access, visit the internet site of Cornell Plantations at 
http://www.plantations.cornell.edu, 

"The Plantations' holdings include 3,600 acres in and around 
Ithaca, all open to t.~e public. On or near campus are the 
arboretum and botanical garden (200 acres) and 500 acres of 
natural areas encompassing woodlands, trails, streams, and 
gorges." 

Cornell Plantations also manages "2,800 acres of diverse natural 
areas that include bogs, fens, glens, gorges, wet and dry 
meadows, and open and dense forests." 

"Situated not far from the main campus" is the Laboratory of 
Ornithology. The "laboratory's facilities include the Lyman K. 
Stuart Observatory, which overlooks a 10-acre pond and a 
bird-feeding garden, and the 200-acre Sapsucker Woods, a wildlife 
sanctuary with more than four miles of trails." 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Herb Borock 

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http://www.hotmail.com 
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letter 34 

Your June 23, 20000 letter along with the Draft EIR entitled "Stanford University Draft 
Community Plan and General Use Permit Application" has been reviewed. Our comments are as 
follows: · .__ 

34 -1 1. Figure 4.4-6 shows study intersections. It is recommended that the Draft EIR study also 
include the intersections on Foothill Expressway and Page Mill Road, to assess the traffic 
impacts due to the project. 

34 -2 2. As stated on Page 4.4-90, Two County intersections i.e. Junipero Seera Blvd/Page Mill Road 
and Junipero Serra Blvd/Stanford Ave. will be significantly impacted. On Page 4.4-92, Tier 
1 and Tier 2 Intersection capacity expansion have been listed. Since Tier 2 intersection 
capacity expansion measures are difficult to implement, it is stated that Stanford will be 
required to provide their fair share contribution. 

34-3 3. On Page 4.4-103, it is stated as follows: 

Junipero Serra Boulevard and Page Mill Road (Congestion Management Plan in Palo 
Alto) Mitigation at this intersection would require adding a second southbound right 
turn lane. This mitigation is considered technically feasible. This improvement is within 
the jurisdiction of the City of Palo Alto, and, Santa Clara County has no authority to 
require improvements at this location. This improvement should be considered a Tier 2 
improvement. 

Boarcl 01 Supervisors: Donalcl F Gage. Blanca 1\lvarado. Pere C-.lcHugl1. James T. Beall Jr. S. Josepl1 Sirnirian 
Cm in r,· 1:: .v (" ·1 ni ,. 1 ': !'{i•.~11'1rcl \ \.; t rrnht"r'..! 
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The draft EIR's text should be corrected to state that the intersection improvement is within the 
county jurisdiction and the County has authority to require the implementation of the mitigation 
measures. 

34 -4 4. Pedestrians cross Junipero Serra Blvd. at various uncontrolled locations between Stanford 
Ave. and Campus Drive. The draft EIR needs to address the impacts of traffic due to the 
project on pedestrian and bike-users. 

34 -5 5. We have enclosed an extract from "Junipero Serra Blvd. operational and Safety Study" Final 
Report dated December 1999. The draft EIR needs to address the concerns listed in the 
subject study. 

Please call me at 573-2462, if you have any questions. 

We thank you for the opportunity to review this matter. 

Attachment 

Cc: RBP, DEC, JME, MA, AKC, RYE & file 
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DKS Associates 

ISSUES OF CONCERN 

As outlined above, the majority of vehicles that use the JSB corridor travel at speeds in excess 
of the posted 35 mph speed limit. Excess speeds along JSB are believed to be the cause of 
most the traffic incidents, and thus are the source of the majority of the concern of residents 
and transportation officials. 

The traffic issues prompted the following language to be included in the 1989 modification of 
Stanford University's General Use Permit, first granted to the University in 1962 (Section 5: 
Existing Conditions): 

"Stanford shall convene regular meetings of a multi-jurisdictional group to address the 
existing traffic problems of volume, safety and noise on Junipero Serra Blvd. and Stanford 
Avenue. The group must include representatives from the Stanford Campus Homeowner's 
Association (Currently the Stanford Campus Residential Leaseholders), and may include 
representatives of the fifth County Supervisoral District, the County of Santa Clara, City of 
Palo Alto, and the California Highway Patrol. The objective of these meetings is to identify 
feasible solutions to the existing problems of the Junipero Serra Blvd. corridor and Stanford 
Ave., as described in the FEIR. 

Tne existing traffic problems are multi-jurisdictional in nature; thus it is desirable that both 
the planning for solutions and the implementation of those solutions be fairly shared between 
all the responsible jurisdictions and parties. Stanford's annual reports to the Planning 
Commission will indicate the success or failure in addressing these concerns. Tne County 
Planning Commission, based on the conclusions of the multi-jurisdictional group may take 
appropriat~_actions to resolve these concerns, including requiring collaborative actions by 
the various junsdictions and parties. 

In addition, if traffic mitigations affecting Stanford Avenue or Jumpero Serra Blvd. are 
triggered by either failure of the Transportation Demand Management system or triggered 
mitigations for approved projects, Stanford, with the participation of the multi-jurisdictionai 
group, will evaluate the mitigations in the DEIR, and the additional noise and safety 
concerns they may cause, and determine if modifications or alternatives are preferable. In 
doing so, members of the group may help form solutions, comment on their feasibiiity, and 
participate in their prioritizing. This process will also facilitate the ability of participants to 
comment to the agency or agencies having jurisdiction over such mitigations." 

Meetings held with DKS staff and Santa Clara County officials, as well as a public meeting 
including the Stanford Campus Residential Leaseholders (a community group), identified the 
following primary issues: 

• Safety. The JSB corridor is multimodal. It provides vital pedestrian, bicycle and 
automobile access to the Stanford campus. The adjoining open space to the south of 
the JSB corridor attracts pedestrians and bicyclists, who cross the arterial to access the 
trails. Sections of the arterial provide the only access to and from some residences. 
The relatively high speeds that characterize traffic along the arterial may create unsafe 
conditions for these bicyclists, pedestrians and those entering and leaving residential 

Junioero Serra Blvd. Ooerational and Saietv Studv 0Ac<=:mber 1999 

; 
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DKS Associates 
driveways. Specifically, the residents expressed concern about the following safety 
issues: 

- Driveway Access. Motorists travelling along JSB have difficulty recognizing the 
residences and their driveways, in part due to sight distance and vegetation, and also 
due to the character of the corridor. Residents view as dangerous the entrance and 
exit movements from and into their driveways, especially by those motorists that are 
using the driveways to make a U-turn. 

- Illegal Movements. The residents have observed dangerous maneuvers along JSB, 
such as U-tums (which are prohibited), and vehicles entering the bike lane to pass 
on the right. 

- Truck Traffic. The JSB corridor west of Campus Dr. East is designated as a truck 
route, while the eastern portion is not. Nonetheless, trucks have been observed 
along the eastern portion (w,here most of the residences are located), creating noise 
and safety concerns. 

• Capacity. As stated previously, JSB is designated as a principal arterial, and is 
traveled by approximately 14,500 vehicles on an average day. It provides the only 
east-west access through the area between of Highway 280 and El Camino Real. 
Traffic volumes exhibit peaks in the morning and afternoon, indicating that the corridor 
is used by commuters. Maintenance of current capacity and efficiency are therefore 
important. 

• Livability. Because the corridor receives medium to heavy bicycle and pedestrian 
traffic, and because of its proximity to the campus and to local residences, livability is 
an issue. Residents along the corridor desire a safe, quiet, and attractive area in which 
to live. High speeds along the JSB corridor tenclt.o increase noise and decrease safety. 

• Cost. The implementation of any proposed improvements is limited by budget 
constraints and competing projects. 

Identification of these criteria leads to the formulation of the objective for this study: to 
maximize safety and livability, while minimizing reduction of roadway capacity and 
minimizing cost. 

Junipero Serra Blvd. Operational and Safety Study 7 December 1999 



"susan m. ivey" 
<Sm_ivey@pacbel 
I.net> 

08/01/00 10:12 PM 

To: sarah.jones@pln. CO. Santa-Clara. CA. US 
cc: 

Subject: Foothill Preservation 

35-1 We don't need another parking lot. 

Sincerely, 

Susan M. Ivey (SJSU) 
Ted c. Herman (Stanford) 

letter 35 
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"Donald L 
Nielson" 
<don.nielson@sri. 
com> 

08/01/00 09:55 AM 

Please respond to 
don.nielson 

Dear Ms. Jones, 

To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
cc: 

Subject: The Stanford Golf Course at Risk 

Letter 36 

Stanford planners are, I believe, encering into a land use alternative that 
they will come to regret later in this era that places increasing value on 
open 
space. 

If, as its planners indicate, Stanford's long term goal is to have a golf 
course 

as part of its athletic program, then the status quo is by far the least risky 
of the options now being discussed. Any plan that promises to relocate 
part or all of the present course will face a strong uphill battle over the 
conversion of any new location. May I remind you of earlier attempts 
to plan for golf courses in the foothills near Coyote Hill (near Page Mill 
and Junipero Serra) in Palo Alto and Edgewood Road in Redwood City, 
both of which were scrapped after strident opposition from environmentalists. 

To use part of the present course for housing now with the chance of 
converting existing, more isolated open space to a new course later may 
well leave the University with a much smaller course that would not meet its 

or 
anyone's golfing needs. Of the choices for land available for new housing, 
the Golf Course represents one of the greacest impacts on the signature 
characteristics of the University. 

As a VP of SRI, I learned well the difficulty in bringing good staff to the 
Peninsula and I applaud the initiatives for this form of incentive. But I 
doubt that those new staff who would benefit would support the loss 
of one of the area's most well-known and remarkable vistas given the 
several alternatives. Just as the no-building zones at the entrance to the 
Universtiy clearly enhance its habitability, park-like interludes around the 
campus do so as well, even if it means higher density in selected areas. 

Please don't put golf ac Stanford at risk by a entering into a plan that 
would require land for a whole new 18-hole layout somewhere to the west. 
It may never happen! 

Respectfully, 

Don Nielson 



37 -1 

37-2 

37-3 

DanWagner@aol.c 

om 
To: joe .simitian@bos.CO .Santa-Clara.CA.US, 

sarah.jones @pin. CO. Santa-Clara. CA. US 

08/01/00 08:59 AM cc: 
Subject: Stanford golf course 

Dear Mr. Simitian and Ms. Jones, 

letter 37 

I write to you as a Stanford graduate (1956, 1962) and member of the 
Stanford Mens' Club section. I attended a forum of the mens' and womens' 
golf groups with representatives of the University last week. The results of 
this discussion were very disappointing, primarily in that the University's 
representatives appeared to reject every alternative to siting housing on the 
first hole of the golf course. I believe there are potential, viable 
alternatives which will both serve the need for housing and protect a 
precious golf course and environmentally important area. I offer the 
following: 

1. The Stanford Golf Course is a superb layout; in addition to its golf 
character it is often recognized as being one of the most 
thoughtfully-designed courses in its natural fit to the terrain. This golf 
course treats golf and the environment as thoroughly compatible interests. 
As I understand the "plans," removing and relocating the first hole is 
environmentally wasteful because it will require constant auto and golf cart 
driving simply to get from green to tee. There is no such requirement today. 

This is a walker's golf course. 

2. Without crying wolf prematurely, it is very clear that the buildout 
direction starting with the first hole would impact San Francisquito Creek 
just past the second green. In my view even the development of the first 
hole is an unacceptable incursion on the land and wildlife it supports. 

I hold the opinion chat there are significant amounts of acreage closer 
to the campus proper which could well be redeveloped as high-rise parking 
and/or multi-story residences. By building or re-building up instead of 
increasing footprint the University would minimize its incursion on open 
land. In spirit this is the very same issue held by the environmentalists 
who protest potential incursion across Foothill Expressway. 

Stanford's plans have the look of urban sprawl: use the land, it's 
cheaper and it is a course of lesser resistance. I strongly urge that Santa 
Clara County require Stanford to re-cast its plans, and commit to 
preservation of the golf course and its environment. Thank you. 

Dan Wagner 



"Gary Shade" 
<garyshade@emai 
l.msn.com> 

08/01/00 12:02 AM 

Dear Sarah Jones, 

To: <sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US> 
cc: 

Letter 38 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Stanford's 
General Use 

38-1 Regarding the DEIR, as a twelve year resident of the Bay Area, I urge you to 
act for total protection of the Stanford Foothills in accordance with 
proposals by the Stanford Open Space Alliance. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Shade 
Menlo Park 
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Nambuat@aol.com To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 

08/01/00 12:42 PM cc: 
Subject: Stanford University Draft EIR 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

39-1 I am sending you this message to document my dismay with the Stanford 
University Draft Environmental Impact Report and Community Plan and Use 
Permit Application. I am specifically upset with the University proposal to 
redesignate Golf Course lands from Open Space to Academic General. The 
current plan to build several hundred housing units on what is now the first 
hole is simply unacceptable. 

39-2 The Stanford Magazine published in its July/August 2000 issue a letter which 
I wrote, criticizing the University's unwillingness to take a stand on behalf 
of open space. When I wrote this letter, I did not know that Stanford was 
preparing a Use Permit Application that ignores hundreds of acres closer to 
the campus center (much of which is paved over parking lots) in favor of 
permanently eliminating a popular recreational resource that also serves as a 
wildlife habitat. 

39-3 The housing crisis is real, not just at Stanford University, but throughout 
the Bay Area. Quality of life, however, is vital for Stanford residents and 
the neighboring communities. I do hope that you and your colleagues will 
direct Stanford towards greater intensification of its current housing so as 
to accommodate more people on less land, while simultaneously preserving the 
environmental treasures over which it has stewardship. Once the Stanford 
Golf Course is gone, it will be gone forever. 

Sincerely, .__ 

Charles N. Taubman 
20658 Shelly Drive 
Cupertino, CA 95014 
(408) 257-3251 
narnbuat@aol.com 



"David E. 
Wilkins" 
<Wilkins@ai.sri.c 
Om> 

To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US, 
city _council@city.palo-alto.ca.us, 
joe.simitian@bos.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US, 
hennessy@stanford.edu 

08/01/00 07·.ss PM cc: wilkins@ai.sri.com, dwilkins@ai.sri.com 
Subject: Stanford Golf Course 

40-1 I believe Stanford's proposed development of its Golf Course would 
significantly detract from the quality of life here. The Stanford 
Golf Course is world-famous and a area-wide recreational resource in 
an area with too few golf courses. 

40-2 Fred Templin and I have prepared a short report on the wild birds that 
use the golf course. I encourage you to read this report, which can 
be found on the web at: 

http://www.ai.sri.com/-wilkins/golf/birds.html 

Thank you for you consideration, 

David E. Wilkins Ph.D. and Kathy Wilkins 
1943 Camino a los Cerros 
Menlo Park, CA 94025-5209 

Letter 40 
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41 -2 

~ 
~ 

sjaronson@webtv 
.net (Steven 
Aronson) 

08/0i/OO 09:56 PM 

To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
cc: 

Subject: Stanford Golf Course 

I have lived in Palo Alto for 50 years and been a member of the Stanford 
Golf Club for 35 years. 

Stanford's DEIR wants to reclassify a portion of the golf course from 
OPEN SPACE to a part of the core campus so that they can build in that 
area. This is particularly true of the first hole. 

I know Stanford needs to build housing but to destroy a part of the 
famous course seems impractical. With all the "open• areas in the core 
campus there must be alternatives to ruining the course. 

I don't know.if you're aware of the fact that Stanford Golf Course has 
been considered in the top 100 courses in the U.S. several times. 
There are environmental reasons to save it as well as recreational 
ones. Over 34,000 rounds of golf are played by students, faculty and 
staff. which is almost one half of the total rounds played annually. 

Please do not let Stanford do away with the golf course open space. 

Steven Aronson 
1914 Channing Ave. 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 
(650)856-9625 

Letter 41 



Hi Sarah, 

"Tom" To: <Sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US> 
<tom@keelin.com cc: 

> Subject: Stanford's GUP and the Stanford Golf Course 

08102100 12:42 PM 
Please respond to 
"Tom" 

Letter 42 

As a holder of three Stanford degrees, as a former captain of the Stanford Golf Team (during the Tom 
Watson era), and as a Stanford-Palo Alto-Menlo Park ~esident for 25 of the last 30 years, I urge you to 
reconsider whether Stanford does indeed need to build on the first hole of the golf course in order to have 
enough housing to meet its needs. I believe Stanford's decision process has not been creative in its 
examination of alternatives, and that. as a result, Stanford's public position (in essence, "we've run out of 
land so we have no choice but to build on the golf course") is indefensible. Consider, for example, the 
following alternatives: 

• Stanford's 175 acres of surface parking lots. Why not put in a few parking structures and free up, 
say, 100 acres for housing? (The first hole of the golf course is only 15 acres) 

• Stanford's self-imposed planning guideline that "no new building should be higher than four 
stories." It is self-evident that this is inconsistent with good land-use planning in the face of such 
enormous development needs. 

• Stanford's significant. untapped redevelopment and intensification opportunities (e.g Stern Hall, 
Wilbur Hall, Escondido Village) that should be exhausted before Stanford should be permitted to 
invade "Academic Reserve and Open Space." 

So the issue about lack of space for housing is simply not credible. Moreover, there are a number of 
reasons overall why we should save the Stanford Golf Course. Please consider them and appreciate 
their importance. 

42 -1 1 . The County should encourage Stanford to increase the density of it's current and planned housing 
to accommodate more people on less land. We don t need more sprawl. The University owns 
hundreds of acres that are closer to the center of campus, not as environmentally and 
aesthetically sensitive as the golf course, and are better suited to urban development than the 
Golf Course. 

42 -2 2. It is environmentally wasteful to destroy certain holes on the Golf Course to rebuild them 
elsewhere, as Stanford plans to do. Saving the first hole would avoid forcing people to drive a 
half-mile during a round of golf. This would happen under the current proposal, which separates 
the proposed new first tee from the existing 18th green. Separating the beginning and the end of 
the course would waste gasoline and increase traffic and pollution in the area. 

42 -3 3 . The Stanford Golf Course is an area-wide recreational resource in an area with too few golf 
courses. For over 70 years, it has benefited not only the University, but the mid-Peninsula, 
Northern California, and the world of golf. Crippling it, starting with the first hole and moving on to 
other holes later, would destroy that precious resource. 

42 -4 4. It is a world-famous, championship golf course. and the work of the great golf architect George 
Thomas. It is a jewel of a course that should not be tampered with. It has produced great golfers 
(Tom Watson, Tiger Woods. Mickie Wright, and others). It is a resource we all should be proud of 
and not one to dismember to satisfy housing needs that could be satisfied elsewhere. 

42 -5 5. With the San Francisquito Creek meandering along or through most of the first seven-holes. the 
course acts as a wildlife habitat for many species. It is a valuable buffer zone between the central 
campus and the Foothills. It should not be developed by should be designated as permanent 
open space. 

I hope this all makes sense to you. If you disagree with anything I've said, please let me know. I would 
be happy to discuss it with you in person. 

Sincerely yours, 



Tom Keelin 
1820 Oak Avenue. 
Menlo Park, CA 
(650) 321 1785 (home) 
(650 321 1872 (work) 
tom@keelin.com 
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GRADUATE STUDENT COUNCIL 
ASSOCIATED STUDENTS OF STANFORD UNIVERSiifYi:.E:~ :_i'.'_~_!.'J_, ~-

,. ~ ,·' .~ : : : . ·-
101 TRESIDDER UNION• 459 LAGUNITA DRIVE #7 . . 

Hand Delivered 
Ms. Sarah Jones 
County of Santa Clara 
Office of Planning and Development 
County Government Center 
East Wing, 7th floor 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 951 I 0 

STANFORD, CA 94305 :·. ! .· ·: "'. - -; -: 1 :n· .., : . 
...... - .. : I 1•-J' -.J \i' 

August 2, 2000 

RE: Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit Application, 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms_ Jones: 

The Stanford Graduate Student Council (GSC) wishes to thank the Planning Commission and the 
County Supervisor's Office for their thought and concern in addressing the desperate need of 
graduate students for housing_ We also wish to thank Stanford for initiating this process by 
asking for permission to apply to build this housing during the next use permit period. From the 
beginning of this process, Stanford has loudly and publicly told the community how concerned it 
is with responding to the calls for more housing by its graduate students, whose need for housing 
has ga_i_ned near universal support from the entire community. We applaud the commission for 
proposing to hold Stanford to its publicly stated goals of solving the graduate housing shortage as 
mitigation for the ambitious expansion it plans over the next decade. We believe that this 
approach is the best way to ensure that the admirable goals that Stanford has promoted to the 
public and to its students actually get realized in completed construction of affordable housing. 

Due to the housing shortage in the cities surrounding Stanford, especially in low cost rental 
housing, the demand by Stanford graduate students for affordable on-campus housing has grown 
rapidly. Graduate student income is currently less than half the HUD low-income designation for 
single individuals_ The inability of the graduate students to survive in this market has motivated 
the GSC from its inception to advocate for affordable graduate student housing. 

The GSC favors mechanisms that directly condition additional academic development upon 
construction of new graduate student housing. As Stanford has publicly acknowledged, its 
continued strength as a world class academic institution depends on immediately addressing the 
fundamental housing needs of its graduate students, \vho help maintain the university's 
excellence. This linkage is appropriate since Stanford's rapid growth combined with the low 
income of its graduate students creates hardships on the graduate students and impacts the 
surrounding communities. 

HTTP: 1.
1GSC .ST AN FORD .EDU/ 
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Specifically, the GSC supports the mitigation conditions outlined in PH-3 (page 4.3-l 8 in the 
DEIR), but wishes to suggest some modifications that address the problem while continuing to 
support Stanford's needs as a thriving academic institution: 

43 -1 l) Stanford University plans for continued academic development should be contingent on a 
housing commitment of a net total of 1900 newly constructed graduate student units. We 
believe that these mitigation conditions should specify graduate student units as distinct from 
undergraduate units. This is necessary because historically Stanford has not needed 
encouragement in meeting undergraduate housing needs. Indeed for several years, Stanford 
has made a four-year guaranteed housing commitment to its undergraduates. We also believe 
specifying graduate student housing is appropriate since Stanford is projecting its student 
growth to be "virtually entirely'' in its graduate population. This distinction would also be in 
keeping with the other distinctions made in this section that specify housing for faculty, staff, 
and postdoctoral units. . 

43 -2 2) We recommend that this mitigation condition specify that this number of new units excludes 
any graduate housing construction initiated prior to the passing of the GUP. In addition, it 
should refer to actual new construction, rather than stuffing additional students into existing 
apartments. 

43 -3 3) As stated in the DEIR, the GSC believes the commitment should be as follows: 

• 500 newly constructed graduate student units within the first two years of the GUP. 
We believe it is important that these units actually be completed or under 
construction, rather than simply permitted in this time. We also believe that this 
commitment should be fulfilled before the permits for the GUP's first 500,000 square 
feet have been completed. 

• 500 additional newly constructed graduate student units within the four years of GUP 
approval. Again, we believe that this housing should be completed or under 
construction during this period, and that ;t should be built before the permit process 
for the first l ,000,000 square feet has been completed. 

• We agree entirely with the recommendation in the DEIR that 75% of the GUP 
graduate student housing construction be finished prior to completion of 1,500,000 
square feet of academic development. 

• We also agree entirely that 100% of the GUP graduate student housing construction 
must be finished prior to completion of2,000,000 square feet of academic 
development. 

Additionally, the GSC wishes to emphasize two further points for consideration. First, we wish to 
ask that Stanford University and the County, in committing to build these new graduate student 
units, also commit in a meaningful and binding way to ensure that they are affordable to the 
graduate students that Stanford employs, many of whose limited income is determined by the 
university. Since the mitigations are intended to address the high demand for low cost housing by 
graduate students and to ameliorate the hardships caused on graduate students and the community 
as a whole, it is essential that the new units be affordable on a graduate student stipend. 
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Second, although the EIR states, "The net increase in graduate student housing proposed by the 
University will exceed the projected increase in student enrollment," we caution that that the 
current estimate of 1900 new units needed for graduate students is based on the current student 
population with zero growth. It does not factor in the projected increase of 683 graduate students 
over the next ten years. The current estimate assumes a constant demand for off campus housing 
by a fraction of the graduate student population. This demand is likely to grow if prices off
campus continue to increase. While it is too late in the process to propose any additional housing 
construction beyond that outlined above, we wish to emphasize how important it is that every one 
of these units be constructed as soon as humanly possible. We encourage Stanford to complete 
the constrnction of all these new units well prior to the deadlines suggested in the DEIR. We are 
enco.uraged by Stanford;s stated commitment to housing, and sincerely hope that it will seek 
innovative solutions to address housing shortages that will inevitably occur after all these units 
are completed, as well as in the intervening years. 

On behalfofStanford's 7,500 graduate students, the Graduate Student Council, with active 
members from all seven academic units of the university, unanimously adopts these 
recommendations. In doing so, we also thank the Planning Commission, Supervisor Simitian, 
Sarah Jones, the surrounding communities and Stanford University for the commitment and 
initiative they have each taken to solve the housing crisis that has so substantially and adversely 
affected so many Stanford graduate students. 

Adopted unanimously: August 2, 2000 
Graduate Student Council 

For further information, please contact Paul Hartke at (650) 723-5897 or email 
lli!<K~i2ifilflt9rd.~d_y. 

Cc: Supervisor Joseph Simitian 
Larry Ho1ton 
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August 2, 2000 

Sarah Jones 
Associate Planner 
Santa Clara County Planning 
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 7th Foor 
San Jose, CA 95110 
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Stanford University Community 
Plan/General Use Permit 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District staff has reviewed the DEIR for the Stanford 
Community Plan and have some very serious concerns about the completeness of the 
Plan and the adequacy of the environmental review with respect to open space and 
environmental resources. 

In the Impact and Mitigation Summary (Table S-1) the DEIR finds significant 
unmitigated impacts under Open Space. Recreation and Visual Resources (OS-2 and OS
C2), under impacts on intersections in Traffic and Circularion (TR-5), and in two 
categories under Historic and Archaeological Resources (HA-1 and HA-Cl). Review of 
the DEIR, and particularly the various alternative comp.onents, indicates that the Project 
also has significant impacts in conflict with land use policy (LU-1 ), on scenic routes and 
visual resources (OS-1, OS-4, OS-5, OS-6, and OS-C 1 ), and on population and housing 
(PH-3 and PH-C3). In addition, avoidance of other significant impacts such as biological 
(most categories) and recreational opportunities (OS-3, OS-C3) depends on assumptions 
and mitigations that are not a part of the current Community Plan. The DEIR fails to 
recognize the cumulative impacts of Project alternatives that are proposed and/or likely to 
occur, such as a new connector road, a new school site, and relocation of a portion of the 
existing golf course, all of which would impact existing open space. 

44 -1 Table 3-1 on page 3-3 indicates Project consistency with the Santa Clara County General 
Plan Policy R-LU 68 on the Academic Reserve and Open Space Lands. The Policy states 
that .. These lands are important for their scenic beauty, visual relief, grazing, and wildlife 
values, as well as their academic potential." The project is found to be consistent "'with 
the exception of the golf course and research uses south of Junipero Serra Boulevard 
(JSB ). and a portion of the Arboretum ... ". The Project is also found to be consistent 
with Policy L-1 of the City of Palo Alto General Plan, as presented in Table 3-3 on page 
3-7. 

These findings of consistency do not take into account the likely (as announced in the 
press) Project alternative of relocation of the portion of the golf course north of JSB to 

.130 Distel Circle • Los Altos, CA 94022-1404 • Phone: 650-691-1200 
FAX: fi50-i19i-0485 •E-mail: mrosd@opensoace.ort; •Web ,;ite: www.openspace.or~ 
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44 -2 currently undisturbed open space areas (see Impact OS-3 on page 4.2-21 ). The findings 
also do not account for the likely impacts of the proposed new school site. Although not 
designated in the Community Plan, the new school site proposed by Stanford, which is 
required to mitigate Project impacts on local schools. is also in the Open Space and 
Academic Reserve at Page Mill and Deer Creek Roads (see Table 7-3 on page 7-48). 
The fact that the site is not specified in the Plan does not mean that the primary open 
space impacts, and secondary biological and recreational impacts, of the proposal are 
avoided. 

44 -3 Similarly, the alternative of construction of a new road through the open space (see 
section 4.4F on page 4.4-84) has not been considered in the findings of consistency of the 
Project with open space policies. This is in spite of the fact that the Traffic and 
Circulation studies conclude that this road would be badly needed to relieve significant 
unmitigated traffic impacts of the Project on Sand Hill Road, Alpine Road and other 
roads and intersections. 

44-4 Also, the DEIR does not address the cumulative impacts of the currently proposed 
Carnegie Research Facility on open space in the Lathrop District. This project must be 
included as part of the Community Plan process to make any sense or use of the DEIR 
process. 

44-5 The inappropriateness of the findings of consistency with land use policy is underscored 
by the DEIR analysis regarding development proposed for the Lathrop District, on page 
4.1-18: .._ 

·'The proposed CP designation for the Lathrop Development District is Academic 
Campus, which is a change from the existing land use designation of Academic 
Reserve and Open Space. While the GUP only proposes 20,000 square feet of 
additional development, the CP designation would allow the consideration of 
future development that is consistent with the Academic Campus designation. 
Such future development could result in the need to relocate the golf course. 
Additional academic development in this development district would have the 
potential to conflict with natural resources protection and open space uses that are 
afforded in the surrounding area. In addition, access to this development district is 
currently limited, and would likely require additional capacity to accommodate 
additional development." 

In spite of this statement, the DEIR finds that the Project is consistent with County 
44 -6 General Plan Policy R-LU 68 and Palo Alto General Plan Policy L-1. The DEIR also 

finds that the impacts of development in this District are less than significant in terms of 
land use. The rationale is that ''potential effects and recommended mitigation measures 
for open space and biological resources are addressed in their respective sections of the 
DEIR" and: "it is anticipated that these uses could be provided in the development district 
without conflicting with adjacent non-Stanford land uses because of existing buffers, 
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including portions of the golf course, San Francisquito Creek and Alpine Road." The 
conclusion is not supported by the analysis: further, findings in the Open Space and 
Biological Resources sections do not support these conclusions. 
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44 ·7 The DEIR finds significant unmitigated loss of open space resulting from the Project (see 
page 4.2-20), and this does not take into account the cumulative impacts of Project 
alternatives and other projects outlined above. The Biological Resources section of the 
DEIR, beginning on page 4.8-L finds that Project impacts on many critical resources, 
including the endangered California Tiger Salamander, can be mitigated to a less than 
significant level only by extensive creation of new habitat and native vegetation in 
remaining open space areas, along with careful monitoring, protection, and pro-active 
management. Yet, the Project does not ii;iclude these measures, nor does it contain 
guarantees that the remaining open space will be permanently protected, or provide the 
means to address the conflict between increased campus population, reduced areas for 
public open space and recreation, and use of the same areas for critical habitat mitigation. 
The DEIR does not recognize the difficulty of achieving full and permanent mitigation of 
biological and recreational impacts given these conditions. 

44 -8 The DEIR finds in Table S-1 on page S-5 and on page 4.2-15 that the Project will be 
consistent with Santa Clara County General Plan policies concerning scenic routes and 
will have no significant impacts on scenic resources of JSB, which is a County
designated scenic roadway. This is in spite of the finding that 38 acres of new housing 
will be built north of JSB, 20,000 square feet of academic space would be constructed on 
the south side ofJSB, and two pockets of housing of 1 to 12 units and 2 to 18 units would 
be constructed on the north side of JSB. The rationale that there would be no scenic 
impact is that "a thick grove of trees screens view of the golf course from most 
viewpoints along JSB" and "any structure within 100 feet of JSB will be subject to design 
review as required by the County zoning ordinance." This level of analysis and these 
assumptions are not adequate to support the finding of no significant scenic impact. 

44 -9 The Impact and Mitigation Summary does not include Growth Inducing Impacts; 
however, in Section 5.3, starting on page 5-5, the DEIR concludes, under Impact GI-1, 
that the project will have significant indirect impacts due to growth and concentration of 
population, which cannot be mitigated. This is in spite of the theory that the project 
includes housing components that will improve the local imbalance bet:weenjobs and 
housing. Under Impact GI-Cl on page 5-9, the DEIR clarifies that the indirect 
employment demand generated locally by the estimated 1000 academic and related jobs. 
and the additional local residents, would result in another 500 to 1000 jobs in service and 
support areas. Even if the jobs and housing being created at Stanford are assumed to 
match Stanford's current and projected needs, this indirect job creation (especially in 
light of the 1.3 million square feet of office, commercial, and retail space envisioned in 
other known and potential projects) will result in a net worsening of the local housing 
shortfall, and related transportation impacts. This relates to categories PH-3 and PH-CJ 
in the Impact and Mitigation Summary. Also, though the summary notes significant post-



Sarah Jones 
July 31, 2000 
Page 4 

Letter 44 

44 -10 mitigation impacts on local intersections, the DEIR traffic analysis does not evaluate the 
local and regional traffic impacts of this indirect growth. 

44 -11 . In addition to failing to acknowledge the likely cumulative impacts of components of the 
Project, the DEIR in many instances is unable to describe the Project in sufficient detail 
to evaluate the impacts at all. Many of the findings of no significant impact are based on 
vague assumptions, on mitigations that are not included in the Community Plan, or are 
contradicted by the analysis in the DEIR. This demonstrates that the Community Plan 
proposal is entirely too vague to provide the basis for adequate community planning or 
environ..T.ental review. The prnposai is still open-ended in terms of future use of 
proposed Open Space and Academic Reserve lands, which makes it impossible for the 
DEIR authors to realistically evaluate or mitigate the ultimate impacts of the proposal. 

44-12 We strongly urge the County to require Stanford to provide a more detailed Community 
Plan that accounts for all of the land uses, projects (including the Carnegie proposal) and 
alternatives that are necessary to provide a complete and clear picture of what is to occur, 
and how the impacts are to be minimized. We urge that, based on a more complete Plan, 
the DEIR be extensively revised and expanded to fully address the Project and the 
impacts and mitigations. It is clear that this project will have major, unalterable impacts 
on the quality of life of the entire region. Stanford has the responsibility and the 
resources to do the best job possible. The County has the responsibility to make sure that 
Stanford follows through. 

··-

;"'"'"'-"". uresident 
Board of Directors 

cc: MROSD Board of Directors 
Joe Simitian, Supervisor, Santa Clara County 
Luke Connelly, Palo Alto Planning Department 
Planning Department, City of Menlo Park 
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Diagnostic-code: smtp; 550 

<"sarah.jones@pln.co.scl.ca.us;hennessy"@stanford.edu> ... Relaying denied 

----- Message from Schofield <pkevins@pacbell.net> on Wed, 02 Aug 2000 00:04:02 -0700 

To: joe.simitian@bos.co.santa-clara.ca.us 
cc: "sarah.jones@pln.co.scl.ca.us;hennessy"@sta 

nford.edu 
Subje Stanford Community Plan/General Use Permit 

ct: Plan Application 

To: Joe Simitian 
Re: Stanford University General Use Permit 
CC: Sarah Jones, Santa Clara County Planning 

John Hennessey, Stanford University 

Dear Mr. Simitian: 

I write to object to the Stanford University General Use Permit in its 
current form. The specific provision that triggers this letter is the 
plan to further encroach on open space by converting the first hole of 
the golf course to housing. In the interests of full disclosure, I am 
an eighteen-year resident of Palo Alto, Stanford graduate and member of 
the Stanford Golf Club. 

I finally decided to write because of the flawed process in developing 
and communicating the plan as well as concerns about the plan itself. 
We (members of the golf community) were specifically led to believe that 

·~ the course was not on the endangered species list -- the University told 
the Golf Club as recently as March, 2000 that " ... cont.:::-ary to some 
rumors; the Athletic Dept. is committed to the golf course remaining 
intact." 

45-2 

This quote is directly taken from the minutes of a meeting of the 
Stanford Golf Club Board of Directors - 7 March 2000. At the time, the 
matter under discussion had to do with whether or not the 3rd and 4th 
holes would have to be modified because of possibility that Sand Hill 
Road may be widened, a possibility that has been known about and 
generally accepted for some time. 

My point in including this quote is to argue that the golf community is 
NOT a rabid fringe group that opposes all change, but to highlight the 
lack of a documented, sustainable process. Given that the University 
has been clearly inconsistent, if not completely open, about the plan to 
members of its own community, I must question whecher there are other 
surprises in the plan. 

I acknowledge the difficulties in housing, rec.:::-~iting strong faculty, 
etc. Somewhere in the thousands of acres, better alternatives must 
exist. It's hard to believe that the rate of change brought on by the 
internet age will not change the University and college-level education 



in ways that are unimaginable. It's better for the University to figure 
out NOW how to deal with the physical realities of no new land than 10 
years from now. 

Mr. Simitian, please help make the plans better for ALL by rejecting the 
application until the University demonstrates a thorough, thoughtful 
process that convincingly reflects a clear balance of educational, 
economic, environmental and architectural integrity interests. 

Respectfully yours, 

Kevin Schofield 
4107 Solana Drive 
Palo Alto, California 
pkevins@pacbell.net 

-~ 

Letter45 



August 2, 2000 

Mr. Ed Gawf 
Director of Planning and Community Environ.~ent 
City of Palo Alto 

Dear Mr. Gawf: 

letter 46 

Here are some examples of a type of problem found in recent DEIRs involving 
Stanford; It is relevant background. The July 31 city council meeting 
brought forth excellent points regarding the need for proper analysis of the 
CP/GUP DEIR. Analysis and comment by the city also requires proper care; 
please consider whether the noted problems might exist in the current DEIR 
in various sections. The certified EIR is very important because it will be 
used to prepare future CEQA analyses, not just as a planning document. 
Incorrect information will propagate. 

46-1 The "Stanford University Escondido Village Graduate Student Housing" project 
Initial Study (April, 1999) states on p. 39: 
" ... East Campus Drainage Study to assess storm drainage capacity and flood 
hazards in the East Campus area. That report, expected to be completed in 
mid-1999 ... " 

I asked Sarah Jones where the results could be found in the current DEIR 
analysis, and part of her July 19, 2000 response is: 
"The drainage study was/is conducted by Stanford. You can contact them for 
a copy. However, I think the conclusions have not been finalized." 

What's up with that? Do we need a "top ten" list of reasons why to certify 
the "Hydrology and Water Quality" section of the EIR with a missing study? 
The study is referenced (Shahabi) in the above document, but not mentioned 
in the current DEIR. Why would a study of such importance be delayed by 
more than a year, and why would the study not be mentioned in the DEIR? 

46-2 Continuing with storm drainage, we learned the difference between detention 
and retention basins last Monday. I believe that there is already 
permanently standing water along Serra between El Camino and Campus Drive. 
Can the city take a look or should I take my own photographs, or should the 
DEIR analysis be accepted? 

46-3 The current DEIR was prepared by the same company (Parsons) that prepared 
the November, 1998 "Stanford University Foothill Reservoir No. 2" Initial 
Study and Negative Declaration. The county approved the reservoir project 
without the university disclosing that it would be using 33% of the 
reservoir capacity (or about 2M gallons/day) for other uses. County Planner 
John Davidson replied on July 26, 1999 to my question about ·.v-hy daily use 
was not analyzed in the CEQA Initial Study: 
"My reading of the project description is that the reservoir will provide 
adequate storage capacity for emergency situations. This does not preclude 
the reservoir from being used to provide water for everyday use." 
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I hoped the county would consider that it is a good idea to know what the 
real purposes of a project are before analysis. 

46-4 The Carnegie DEIR was primarily prepared by CH2M HILL. The same company 
also prepared the 1994/95 Palo Alto "Wastewater Reclamation Program" EIR. 
The company accepted without verification false facts provided by Stanford 
on existing habitat. That project included an earlier attempt to construct 
a reservoir similar to "Stanford University Foothill Reservoir No. 2". I 
did not question why the Carnegie project had to have 20 acres for a 20,000 
sq. ft. facility and parking spaces in my letter commenting on the DEIR. 
Maybe they low-balled the acreage. I didn't question why such a low use 
project required a new access road (Vista) to pave over open space when the 
existing road is adequate. 

The above information is public knqwledge. 

The university completely "replaced" their planning staff about 3 years ago. 
The current staff has a knowledge of past planning decisions and the area 

commensurate with their time on the job. Not to imply that Palo Alto, 
county and other planning staffs have no recent additions but, the 
whole staff?. 

Sincerely, 

John Baca 
P.O. Box 18527, Stanford, CA 94309 650/473-0996 verdosa@hotmail.com 

cc: 
Palo Alto City Council, Frank Benest, Lisa Grote, Joe Simitian, Sarah Jones, 
Sylvia Donati, Terry Trumbull, Pria Graves 

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http://www.hotmail.com 
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lornaWard@aol.c To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
om cc: 

08102100 1
0:

38 
AM Subject: Stanford golf - 1st fair.vay 

47-1 We are appalled to read that Stanford is planning to delete the first hole of 
their historic golf course. We are not golf members at Stanford but the 
public always considers the course, Hoover Tower and "the Barn" as part of 
our heritage. Surely there is a way to avoid destroying a beautiful green 
expanse in order to build student/faculty housing. 
There must be a alternate course to take. There is such an expanse of dry 
unsightly fields belonging to Stanford . Please reconsider your decision. 

Bill and Lorna Ward 
18 Stadler Drive 
Woodside, Ca 94062 



"Cheryle Gail" 
<cheryleg64@hot 
mail.com> 

08102100 08:34 AM 

To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
cc: 

Subject: 

Letter 48 

48-1 I'm sick that our community will be unable to have picknicks, gatherings, 
dogs at the dish, without these things we are not a community, how can we 
be? where do we gather? We need space to be free, without it we will 
deteriate into nothig good!!! 

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http://www.hotmail.com 

- ..._ 
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~ w 
Mike McTeigue 
<mcteigue@pacbei 
I. net> 

08102100 11 :13 AM 

Please respond to 
mcteigue 

Dear Sarah 

To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
cc: 

Subject: save the stanford golf course 

letter49 

I am opposed to changing the stanford golf course for all the reasons 
mentioned by everyone opposed to Stanford's draft EIR. My special reasons 
are the following 
1. It is famous landmark, at least as important as Hoover Tower, the quad 
or the Oval. In fact, I'd argue that many prospective students at the 
medical, business and law graduate schools pick Stanford over Harvard 
because of the weather and the golf course! 
2. It is the beautiful last work of a famous golf architect. 
3. It is a natural habitat, recognized by the Audibon Society 
4. The plan to change it is half-baked, at best. 
5. The University has plans to destroy the first seven holes, with no 
comprehensive plan to replace this lost jewel. 
6. The University offered us no chance to participate in the planning prior 
to submitting the draft EIR. 
7. The proposed plan will increase traffic and congestion. 

I entreat you to seriously consider making the Stanford Golf Course a 
permanent open space. 

Thank you for your attention to this vexing matter. 

Michael McTeigue, 
Stanford MBA 1985 

- winmail.dat 



"Barbara To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
Dawson" cc: 
<barb.d@mindspri Subject: Draft Enviro Impact Report 
ng.com> 

08102100 08:22 PM 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

Letter 50 

Through the EIR study and public comment periods. one of the arguments used by Stanford and 
its supporters has been that Stanford is the engine for community prosperity. 

In large part. this is true . However, Stanford cannot claim to be the engine for local growth 
without accepting the responsibility for the adverse impacts of that growth. 

Stanford suggests that it is Palo Alto which has planned poorly, although the main promoter, 
developer and beneficiary of this planning has been Stanford. The Stanford Research Park, the 
Stanford Medical Center and the Stanford Shopping Center are all projects driven by Stanford. 
Consequently, Palo Alto has permitted too many jobs to come into town for which there is 
insufficient housing local! y. 

All organisms have an optimum size and cease growing when that size is reached, except for 
cancer. We would agree that a 16 foot tall man , a 3000 pound dog, or a 25 foot high sunflower 
were all past their optimum stage, especially if they were continuing to grow. 

50-1 Since the "engine" issue has been raised by Stanford. the EIR should study the optimum level for 
Stanford's development and density. Likewise. quid pro quo agreements should be studied. As 
Stanford has already used up all of the rights which come with its A-1 agricultural zoning. the 
countv could reguire Stanford to offer 50% of all the new apartments on Ohlone Field to staff. 
students and faculty in order to mitigate traffic. 

A this-for-that agreement should be examined in exchange for allowing them to build additional 
structures in the core campus area. Stanford's profits each year are-significant and tax exempt. 
They could well afford to make a greater percentage of Ohlone housing available at below 
market costs. 

The County's right to regulate Stanford's development is clear. In fact, the Marguerite Shuttle 
was required by the County. not volunteered by Stanford. It is a simple and logical answer to 
part of a transit dilemma. We need to take a closer look at common sense solutions. 

Barbara Dawson 
2365 Emerson St. Palo Alto 
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Letter 51 

To the Santa Clara County Planning Commission; 

We would like to make the following comments on Stanford University's 
application for expansion. In brief, it is much, much too large. They 
should not be allowed to build at all beyond the urban growth limit. If 
Palo Alto is responsible for providing utilities to them they should be 

51 -2 confined to those boundaries. The land beyond Junipero Serra should be 
kept as open space and permanently dedicated as such. It is not at all 
unreasonable to require this of Stanford. The citizens of the county 
have voted many times to tax themselves to buy open space lands and 
parks that are available to Stanford residents as well as all others. It 
is not too much to expect Stanford to dedicate some of their bequest for 
permanent open space. Anything less than permanent is not at all 
adequate. Palo Alto will not decide to build on Arastradero Preserve in 
twenty years; why should Stanford expect to consider this a meaningful 
offer. 

Furthermore, Stanford has not negotiated in good faith in the past. When 
the Sand Hill Road development was being discussed they refused to state 
if there were any other building plans in the future. The day after the 
judge ruled that the suit by Menlo Park was not valid, the very next 
day, Stanford officials unveiled an extensive plan for building student 
and other housing. Admittedly, this is necessary and desirable but it 
was certainly known to them during the Sand Hill discussions. Future 
building should be confined to the core campus and not extend into the 

51 -3- foothills. An ideal place for student housing would be the Eucalyptus 
area near El Camino Real, near bus and train service. This would 
encourage some of the residents to live without cars or to use them 
less. The Eucalyptus have practically no wildlife value, are a fire 
hazard and not native to California. The new landscaping could be native 
oaks and shrubs to complemenc the few oaks that are in the area. 

51 -4 

51 -5 

Housing should be completed before any more academic expansion is 
allowed. They should be encouraged to build up rather than out and, if 
more parking is absolutely required, it should be structures rather than 
more acres of parking lots. Stanford has contributed greatly to the 
increased urban congestion, housing shortage, air pollution and traffic 
in the area. Before they are allowed to expand further they should make 
serious efforts to help solve these problems. The rapid growth in the 
area, which Stanford likes to take credit for, has created many problems 
that have not benefited the area. Stanford should help to solve them. 
Perhaps some innovative transportation alternatives should be explored; 
"yellow' bicycles that are available to anyone to ride, a car pool 
which is available to Stanford residents for a fee so that it is not 
necessary to own a car that is used only occasionally, more free 
shuttles. What ever the means, we should require no new car trips as 
part of the plan. 

Four million square feet of new construction is simply too much and we 
hope you will not allow them to inflict this on the surrounding areas. 
More open space is needed for recreation and preservation of a beautiful 



area. Stanrord has steadily reduced the natural recreation areas on its 
lands. First Searsville lake was closed for public swimming and access. 
Then Lake Lagunitas was closed and the boathouse and swim area taken 
away. Now they are proposing to build on the golf course and the 

51-6 salamander habitat. Mitigation for the salamander should be completed 
and proven to be successful before any building is allowed. Preferably 
the habitat should stay where it is and the natural environment kept and 
the building be done somewhere else. 

The 'TExas Vision" of a completely built up and commercial area should 
not be granted and we hope you will hold fast to the previous limit and 
allow only needed housing to help relieve the shortage by providing 
affordable space for students and staff. 

Thank you. 

Dr. and Mrs. George Gioumousis 
992 Loma Verde Avenue 
Palo Alto 

Letter51 



Letter52 
Peninsula Conservation 
Center Foundation 
3921 East Bayshore Road 
Paio Alto, CA 94303 
(650) 962-9876 Fax (650) 962-8234 
info@PCCF.org 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Suzanne Bauer 

Craig Barney 
Phil Bobe! 

Geoff Brosseau 

Janet Cox 

Mary Davey 
Andrew Fenselau 

Sylvia Gregory 

Larry Hassett 
Walter Hays 

Jerry Hearn 

August 3, 2000 

To: Santa Clara County Supervisors and members of the County Planning 
Commission 

From: Peninsula Conservation Center Foundation Board 

re: Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit/DEIR 

Kirsten Liegmann-Zdenek 

Bettina Oelke 
Allean Richter 

Laurie Mueller 
Executive Olfector 

Peninsula Conservation Center Foundation Board Supports 
Permanent Protection of Foothills Open Space 

The Board of Directors of the Peninsula Conservation Center Foundation 
submits the following comments on Stanford University's Community 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Plan/General Use Permit Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

Jim Baer 52 -1 Our primary concern is permanent protection of existing open space in the 
foothills, with no new development in the Lathrop District or modifications to Ann Bnggs 

Bob Brown 
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Tony Carrasco 
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Jerry Elkind 
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Ernie Goitein 
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John Joynr 
Mel Lane 
John Northway 
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Terry Trumbull 
Cole Wilbur 

52-2 

the golf course northeast of Junipero Serra Boulevard. In order to accomplish 
this, we support: 

• A modification of "Academic Growth Boundary Alternative B," which would 
bring the boundary into conformance with the City of Palo Alto's Urban 
Service Boundary. Adoption of this boundary would also afford the best 
protection for the California Tiger Salamander. ' 

52 -3 • County staff's recommendation that Stanford lands outside the Academic 
Growth Boundary be designated "Open Space and Field Research," instead 
of "Academic Reserve and Open Space." 

Stanford's daytime population density in unincorporated Santa Clara County 
already exceeds Palo Alto's daytime population by 40 percent. Since the 
University has already developed the land so extensively, expansion of the 
magnitude being proposed (adding 4 million square feet over the next 10 years) 
should only be permitted if it is offset by a commitment to permanent protection 
of the foothills. 

Our secondary concerns, also central to quality of life for all of us who live in the 
area, are housing and traffic. 

52 -4 • We recognize the need for additional housing and academic facilities at 
Stanford. The housing proposed in the draft environmental impact report 
should accommodate the projected increase in faculty I staff employment and 
the postgraduate population; however it will not address the existing 
shortfall of housing for faculty and staff (p. 4.3-16-17). More significantly, the 
new development will exacerbate our area's low-to-moderate income 
housing crisl.s (p. 5-8). 

52 -5 • We believe that all future development on the Peninsula must be carefully 
planned to add no new commuter trips based 9n actual counts. 

. ..._ -



Letter 52 

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

In general, we recognize that additional development will not come without significant impacts 
to open space, plant and animal communities, traffic, air quality, schools, and water. While we 
find the draft report does a fair job of identifying these impacts, we note several areas in which 
the significance is underestimated. We hope a final report will select alternatives with the fewest 
harmful impacts. 

Loss of California Tiger Salamander habitat 

The California Tiger Salamander is a federal candidate for listing as threatened or endangered 
under the Endangered Species Act. In 1998 a Management Agreement for the species was 
negotiated and signed by the California Department of Fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Santa Clara County, and Stanford University. The current proposal for 
development in the Lathrop District far exceeds the expectations of that Plan. 

52 -6 The draft plan/EIR relies on proposed artificial breeding ponds to mitigate effects of 
development in the Lathrop Development District on the salamander's native habitat. 
However, construction of new breeding ponds is an unproven technique. In fact, experimental . 
ponds that have already been constructed have failed to produce salamanders in both of the 
past two years. 

Please note that the plan sets no standards for measuring success of this unproven mitigation 
strategy, and successful mitigation is not proposed as a condition for development to proceed. 
Under the current proposal, monitoring could continue for decades without showing any 
success. 

In summary, reliance upon construction ponds or on "salvage of salamanders" cannot be 
counted on to reduce impacts on salamanders or to support terms of.the California Tiger 
Salamander management agreement, under which new development should have "less than 
significant" impact on the species. 

52 -7 We believe that Stanford's inability to predict successful mitigation of significant impacts to 
salamander populations is a strong argument in favor of retaining open space protections in 
these animals' habitat. If Stanford is allowed to proceed with development as. proposed, 
performance standards must be written and met before development proceeds. 

Loss of rare, threatened, and endangered plants 

52 -8 Similarly, with regard _to the loss of rare, threatened and endangered plants, transplantation or 
substitution of habitat should be demonstrated to be successful for some reasonable period of 
time before mitigation is approved and development is allowed to proceed. 

Future growth in the foothills; proposed new road west of Junipero Serra 

The DEIR states, "The proposed land use designation (Academic Campus) for the Lathrop 
Development District would allow for much greater future development of this area in 
subsequent development proposals. The land use designation would essentially remove the 
open space protections afforded by the existing land use designation and GUP on the 154-acre 
Lathrop District." 

52 -9 The new road through the Lathrop Development District (Traffic and Circulation, section 4.4F) 
w41uld clearly be a growth-inducing development, although it is proposed to mitigate increased 
traffic on Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz A venue. This is further reason to urge that the 
Academic Growth Boundary be set at the Palo Alto Urban Service Boundary. 

New jobs and housing 

52 -10 The report states that proposed development will bring 1,000 new faculty and staff employees 
and as many as 1,200 new graduate students to the campus, and housing for these new 
members of Stanford's community is provided for in the plan. We are gratified to note the 
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University's support of "linkage" between academic development and housing for faculty, 
staff, and students. 

It is imperative that academic buildings and housing be given equal weight in the planning 
process. We urge inclusion of performance standards that would make construction of new 
academic buildings conditional upon completion of housing, so as not to worsen the area's 
current jobs/housing imbalance. 

However, and perhaps even more significantly, the report also cautions, 

"The implementation of the GUP may result in the creation of approximately 500-1,000 new 
jobs over and above those created at Stanford University. Many of these jobs will be in the 
service industry where pay scales would place the employees in the low- to moderate-income 
housing market. Based upon current inadequacies of low- and moderate-income housing 
supply, any increase in demand would exacerbate the existing supply problem. At this point, 
housing prices are so high that many higher income employees also find it difficult to find 
affordable housing. Implementation of the growth management policies in the Santa Clara 
County General Plan and proposed CP would help alleviate many of the related environmental 
effects associated with the growth inducement. The proposed mitigation measures will require 
Stanford to participate with the County and local cities in the identification of offsite housing 
sites and funding. However, because indirect employment generation will increase population 
and therefore, traffic and public services impacts, this impact is considered to be significant and 
unavoidable." 

We find this impact on the County's already dire low-to-moderate housing supply problem to 
be significant and unacceptable. We urge amendment of the plan to include effective mitigation 
for low-to-moderate housing supply impacts. 

Increased runoff and flooding 

52 -11 The draft report variously estimates an increase of 39 or 60 acres of impervious ground surface. 
Clearly, storm runoff from all this pavement and roof surface area could contribute to 
downstream flooding. To mitigate this impact, the report proposes site-specific hydrology and 
drainage studies before commencing each individual building project, to be followed by 
construction of stormwater detention ponds and new ground water recharge facilities. 

-·~ 

We request a determination of whether space will be available to mitigate all new runoff 
impacts in the east-of-Junipero Serra project area before the plan is approved. A final EIR 
should conclude that such sites are indeed available and consistent with building plans. It is 
critically important that we do not find ourselves in a situation where academic buildings can be 
built because plans accommodate hydrological concerns, but the housing is held back because 
there is no more space for stormwater facilities. 

Traffic 

52 -12 We have serious concerns about the significant, unavoidable impacts of the proposed 
developments upon traffic. We continue to urge inclusion of "no net new commuter trips" as 
performance standards in the plan and pen:nit. Calculation of "no net new trips" should be 
based on actual counts, not on the formula involving housing and other factors, which is used 
under the existing GUP. 

In addition, we urge inclusion in the final EIR of a traffic-reducing strategy based on reduced 
new parking spaces. including an option limiting new spaces to the minimum required for new 
housing, and no provision for new parking to support single-occupant car <'.:Ommuters. 

PCCF p. 3 August 3, 2000 
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FRC~ ~r.Davtd 3.Mon~gomery Stanrcrd PHONE NO. ~15493 ... !l 79 

Seat by FAX to (408) 288-9198 

Sarah Jones 
Santa Clnru: County Planning Office 
70 W. Hedding 
7th Floor 
San Jose, Calif. 95110 

960 Wing Pf. · 
Stanford, Calif. 94305 
Augusr 3. 2000. · · 

Re: Comments on DraftEnvimnnicnraJ·Jmp~ct Report for the Stanford Community Plari: 
!nd General Use Pem'lit · 

Dear Santh. 

Thi~ letter is written in response to Sant.'l Clara County's Draft EovironmeJ1\al 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Sumford Community Plan 11ncl G~nen.l Use Permit (OUP). 

We live in Ille faculty residential u.reu. of the Stanford campus. As campus 
residents we arc very concerned about the Tr.sffic and Cin.'lihition portion of the Ell~. 

53 -1 · The traffic mitigation mea~urei; propos~d by the county. generally invnlve 
widenin; ro~ds, adding additlonal turn lanes cm ~isting roiids. etc. In many cu.,.,s the 
"mitig11t:1on 1

' measures appear to cause .~arious prohle1ns for tht! campus res1denrial 

:;a:it~; J;!;c9P~~·:ii!f~!~!Jei~1:0:i~~c~;~s?!;i~~;~~fii:f~!!£~~~ress 
53 -2 A case in point is the pmpo~uJ in Section 4.4 of the 'l'ruffic a11d Cii:-cuJtttion section 

to add M i>.rlditiona.l turn l!ine on Stanford Ave. at the Junipcro Sierra intersection and to 
add an u.dditiom~l traffic lane on Junipcro S<ma all the wa.y belween Stanford Ave. rind the 
Page Mill ~d intcrscclion. Our re!l1,.fonce biu:ks onto Stanford Ave .. The quulir:Y. of life h1 _: 
our re..ll:idcntial ncibhbc>rhol'ld hits 11treudy been seriously rednced by the county's creation· 
of formal l'arking area behind our re..;i.dence. It i.<; imper:•tive thl\t .the county : 
acknowledge thut the Stanford Ave /Junipcro Sen-a area is a residantial neighborhood and 
that traffic mitigation measures must not be undertaken at the expense cif neighoorhood · .· 

53-3 

53-4 

53-5 

~rvtllion. · · · · 

We request that the county: ' 

1) Insure that all traffic and circulation r:"lirig!ttion me<isures be uridcnakcn 
jn a manner that will re!IJ'ect and £lrolaict our t!xisting re..~1d~ntiai (;l:lmpus neighborl'loods. 

2) Thoroughly w1uly~ and tt-Ucc uccounc.of neighborhood consequences. · 
of all proposed traffic "mitiga1ion" projects to be consjdered in conjunct.ion witn the . 
OUP and ElR. · . 

3) Co11duct 11. now noise study of th~ Slanford i\ ve./Junipero Sen-a 
Jloulev~rd residential areas, and ~quirt! appropriate mitigation to adrlres~ cumulative 
condition~. At a minimum, rhe noise srudy shm1ld updace the dttta for the seven locations 
for whic.:h bitseline dilt.as js 11vailablc from the 198& acoustical study conducted by Vincent 

: I 
• "i .. 

I. 

I 

' 

~ ' 

I. 

J • 

. .. 
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Salmon. P.E.for the Stanford PJ1mning Office in coojunction with the 19&9 General ·use 
Permit. The values for the point~ measured in the DEIR for 1his area (Table 4. I ~l) . . 
suggest a dcre.1ioration from oondition.s at that time •. when a Condition of Approval cal!ed 
for Srirnford LO work to improve conditiomL Updated d21a for these poinxs will also . 
quamify the resulrs of the .noise mi1isation work Stanford did carry ouc at the Page Mill · 
/Ju.nipcro Serra intersection, a potentially useful model. · . . 

Sincerely, 

~~ €:;14,_.., 
David B. Montgomery 

CC: Charles Carter, As11isumt Dirc:ctor for Environmental and Communhy Planning. 
Stanford. University Planning Office, Scanford University, 
by FAX to.(650) 725-8598 

K.,thy L. Sharp, Ex.ecutive Director, Stanford Campus Residential Lease.tu::ild~. 
by FAX to (650) 725-6075 . . · ·: 
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Remarks to Santa Clara County Planning Commission 
Re. SU GUP DEIR 
Jeannie Siegman 
550 Junipero Serra Blvd. 
Stanford, CA 94305 

Letter 54 

August 3, 2000 

I've lived on the Stanford campus more-or-less continuously since 1961, but I would prefer to think of 
myself as a citizen of the larger community comprising the University and its neighbors. The process 
we have going here tonight is certainly a contrast to the way planning was done in that simpler time in 
the GO's. I have to say I don't envy the dilemmas you all face as planners, particularly if the issues get 
framed as golfers vs. housing, or more congestion vs. more asphalt. 

The formal purpose of the hearing tonight is for the Planning Commission to hear the range of views of 
the public. But there is another possible outcome, a positive thing that may be beginning to happen
and that is that a fevv of the stakeholders here are listening to each other. And beginning to talk to each 
other. And if, out of that better understanding, even a few of the dilemmas can be partly resolved, then 
the community can be proud to have had a hand in crafting solutions, not just lobbying their particular 
agendas and leaving all responsibility on you all as planners to play Judge and issue a Verdict. 

So this first part of my remarks is really directed nor just to you, the Planning Commission, but also to 
those of you in the audience. Think about staying on after you've said your piece and talking with the 
QJhg stakeholders. [ad lib at this point, since some special interests had already letl]. 

54-1 OK, that's the end of the sermon. The one other point I'd like to make tonight has to do \vith the 
Traffic and Circulation element. In trying to understand and evaluate the Hundred and Twelve pages 
of analysis of traffic impacts, the thing that jumps out at me most is the amount of new asphalt -1 do 
understand that the first line of recourse is Transportation Demand Management, but just in case TDM 
doesn't work out like we'd all hope, we'd better be sure we can live with the Tier 2 plans. As it stands, 
the EIR consultants have defined the Tier 2 mitigations entirely in terms of intersection enlargements, 
lengthening of turn lanes, etc. In one case, an additional turn lane on Stanford Avenue would feed into 
to a new receiving lane on Junipero Serra. and that lane would extend all the way to Page Mill, 
requiring a widening of Junipero Serra. So what starts out as an added turning lane becomes a 
widening of the road overall, with all the attendant secondary effects on bicyclists and pedestrians -
not to mention the traffic-inducing effects of the enlarged road on the surrounding circulation system. 

54 -2 I've been told that this is a standard approach for an EIR analysis - but my request to the County is to 
work on the final EIR make it much less prescriptive about how capacity increases are accomplished if 
needed. Instead of tying our hands now and maybe sentencing us to all this asphalt, how about 
requiring thorough analysis of alternative ways to increase capacity when and if these mitigations are 
triggered. Over the past few years, there has been a huge increase in real field experience with 
alternative designs, including roundabouts, median wait-overs for pedestrians, etc. We understand a 
lot more about when they work and when they don't, and exactly what kind of capacity and safety 
improvements can be expected in different configurations. I'd hate to be trying to plan some project 
today under a mandate set l 0 years ago in the last EIR. I hope that you as planners can build in some 
more flexibility so that future projects will benefit from our full knowledge base at the time. The 
bottom line is: get rid of the orescriptive Tier 2 mitigations, and rewrite them in a way that's consistent 
with the traffic calming, bicycle friendly, pedestrian friendly, transit friendly, neighborhood friendly 
policies embraced not only by Palo Alto but also by the County in its own General Plan, not to mention 
the Stanford ComrnWlity Plan. 
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Proposed Stanford University Community Plan/General Use 
Permit. Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report dated 
6DUOO. 

Santa Clara County Planning Department 
Attention: Sarah Jones, Planner in Charge of Project 
70 West Hedding Street 
East Wing, 7th Fioor 

San Jose, CA 9~~ 
~~ '/rt· 

Thomas S. Jor n, Jr. 
Palo Alto Resident 

August 3, 2000 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 

I. Absence of Standard Regarding Stanford's Application. 
State law requires objective standards for population density and building 
intensity. Nothing in the DEIR regarding these standards or how 
Stanford's present or proposed development relates to them. 

IL The Academic Growth Boundary. 
DEIR did not study the current line in the County General Plan betWeen 
Campus on one side and Academic Reserve/Open Space on the other. 

III. Community Plan Definitions. 
DEIR does not provide options for definitions of proposed land use 
designations. 

IV. DEIR Study of Alternative Legally Inadequate. 
DEIR analysis of 50 percent Project clearly wrong. Two other alternatives 
proposed. 

V. School Impact. 
DEIR can and should provide public information on actual impact 
regardless of state law req11irement of finrling of full witigation_ 

VI. No Net New Commute Trips. 
What authority for DEIR statement that County cannot require this of 
Stanford? 

VII. County Policy Against Applicant Doing Its Own EIR Studies. 
All factual matters and studies provided by Stanford or its employees must 
be independently verified by EIR firm. 
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Proposed Stanford University Community Plan/General Use 
Permit. Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report dated 
6/23/00. 

Santa Clara County Planning Department 
Attention: Sarah Jones, Planner in Charge of Project 
70 West Hedding Street 
East Wing, 7th Floor 
San Jose, CA~ 90 
~J l?"' 

Thomas S. Jord , Jr. 
Palo Alto Resident 

August 3, 2000 

Absence of Standards Regarding Stanford's Application. 

A. Introduction. 

There are no standards stated in the DEIR against which the County 
can measure square footage, more daytime population and more 
parking. Stanford is simply asking for more. The DEIR is 
proceeding as though the County can simply say "yes," without 
reference to any objective standards based on (a) the County General 
Plan, (b) County zoning, or (c) the densities of the surrounding area 
(i.e., Palo Alto). This is wrong. It is not planning. It is bad policy. It 
is illegal. 

The County Al and A120S zoning that applies to Stanford's land in 
the County is for single family residential and agricultural use, with 
educational institutions permitted only under special use permit. 
There is a minimum lot size density stated in the Al and A120S 
zoning ordinances for residential use and single family density 
stated for agricultural uses. A special use permit can allow an 
educational use in a residential/ agricultural zone, but the use 
permit cannot increase the density allowed by the zone. 

A county's general plan must contain a statement of the standards 
of population density and building intensity for each land use 
designation. Government Code§ 65302(a). Twain Harte _ 
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Re: Proposed Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit. Comments on 
Draft Environmental Impact Report dated 6/23/00. 
August 3, 2000 
Page2 

QUESTION 1 

QUESTION 2 

QUESTION3 

QUESTION 4 

QUESTION 5 

Homeowners Association v. County of Tuolomne 138 Cal.App.3d 
664, 698-99 (1982). Failure to state population density and building 
intensity results in the county's general plan being legally 
inadequate and the county being prohibited from issuing 
development permits to landowners. 

B. Present Countv General Plan for Stanford Lands. 

1. The DEIR does not state anywhere the population density or 
building intensity for Stanford lands under the present County 
General Plan. 

2. What is the population density for Stanford lands permitted by 
the present County General Plan? the building intensity? 

3. If the present County General Plan does not state either 
population density or building intensity for Stanford lands, 
please state that fact. Also, state the land planning consequences 
of your conclusion. 

4. Relate the present and proposed population density and building 
intensity on Stanford lands to the standards set by the present 
County General Plan. If there are no such County standards set, 
on what legal authority has the County been proceeding in 
granting Stanford development permits in the past? On what 
legal authority can the County grant Stanford development 
permits in the future? 

C. Present Zoning for Stanford Lands. 

1. The DEIR does not state anywhere the population density or 
building intensity for Stanford lands under the present zoning. 

2. What is the population density for Stanford lands permitted by 
the present zoning? the building intensity? 

3. If the present zoning does not state either population density or 
building intensity for Stanford lands, please state t.11.at fact. Also 
state the land planning consequences of your conclusion. 

4. Relate thP nrPsent oonulati.on densitv and building intensity on --- ----r---~--1 ..c- _, ..., -

Stanford iands to the standard set by the present zoning. If there 
are no County standards set, on what legal authority has the 
County been proceeding to grant Stanford development permits 
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Draft Environmental Impact Report dated 6/23/00. 
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QUESTION 7 

QUESTION 8 

QUESTION 9 

D. 

QUESTION 10 

QUESTION 11 

QUESTION 12 

QUESTION 13 

in the past? On what legal authority can the County grant 
Stanford development permits in the future/ 

5. How many acres of Stanford lands are zoned Al? Al20S? other 
zoning? 

6. It is my understanding that Al zoning, which applies to Stanford 
Campus, permits a maximum of eight residential units per net 
acre. How many total units is Stanford permitted under the 
present Al zoning? How many total units does Stanford 
presently have? Can residential unit density be converted to 
nonresidential building density? At what conversation ratio? 
On what authority? 

7. How does the County convert eight units per net acre in Al to 
Daytime Population (which measure is expressed as a number of 
people), which measure the County currently uses to regulate 
Stanford population density? 

Proposed Community Plan (General Plan) for Stanford Lands. 

1. The DEIR does not state anywhere the population density or 
building intensity for Stanford lands under the proposed 
Community Plan. ·~ 

2. What is the population density for Stanford lands permitted by 
the proposed Community Plan? the building intensity? 

3. If the proposed Community Plan does not state either 
population density or building intensity for Stanford lands, 
please state that fact. Also state the land planning consequences 
of your conclusion. 

4. Relate the proposed population density and building intensity 
on Stanford lands to the standards set by the proposed 
Community Plan. If there are no standards set in the proposed 
Community Plan, on what legal authority can the County 
proceed to grant Stanford development permits in the future? 

5. The two proposed "Campus Residential" land use designations 
do have a population density indication and, perhaps from that, 
a building intensity, but the other land use designations do not 
have any such indications. What are the population density and 
building intensity standards set for "Academic Campus"? Is any 
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QUESTION 14 

E. 

QUESTION 15 

QUESTION 16 

QUESTION 17 

F. 

development at all permitted in "Open Space and Academic 
Reserve," "Special Conservation" and "Campus Open Space"? If 
so, how much? 

6. What is the total increase in population density and building 
intensity for all Stanford lands from the present County General 
Plan to the proposed Community Plan? State this increase by 
reference to each of the Development District Boundaries shown 
in Figure 2-6 of the DEIR and by use of both charts and maps. 

Proposed Zoning. 

1. Has Stanford proposed new zoning under the proposed 
Community Plan? 

2. If so, please indicate by chart and map what new zones are 
proposed for what land. The same chart should indicate acreage 
and increase in population density and building intensity. 

3. If rezoning of Stanford land is premature at this time, indicate 
the zoning designations available to Stanford (upon application 
to the County) under each proposed land use designation. What 
are the population densities and building intensities of each 
such zoning designation available to Stanford? 

. ,__ 

Population Density on Stanford Lands As Related to Comparable 
Population Densities of Palo Alto. 

1. The County has regulated Stanford land development since at 
least 1989 by setting maximum square footage, daytime 
population limits and parking space limitations. The current 
daytime population limit under the 1989 GUP is 33,905, and 
Stanford's current application is to increase the number by 2,201, 
to 36,106. 

2. The DEIR contains no comparison of Stanford daytime 
population to Palo Alto's daytime population. That comparison 
was expressly requested irL my conlments at tl:le Scoping Hearing 
(see DEIR Volume II) and is necessary to evaluate the 
environmental burden that Stanford's past and proposed 
develooment is olacirnr on the local environment. 

L .l V 

3. All of the significant environmental impacts found in this DEIR 
relate directly to population growth requested by Stanford. The 
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respective population densities of Stanford and Palo Alto need 
to be known to show the respective burdens each is placing on 
the local environment. 

4. If the DEIR will look, it will find that Stanford's present daytime 
population is 30-40 percent greater than Palo Alto's and the 
proposed daytime population for Stanford will create an even 
larger gap between the two communities. If Stanford develops 
all of its land at its current density (there is no control in place or 
presently under consideration to prevent that), the Stanford 
density will be 250 percent that of Palo Alto's-all accomplished 
under Al zoning for single family residential and agriculture. 

5. All facts needed to make this comparison of Stanford density to 
Palo Alto density are known: 

a. Stanford county lands 4,017 acres. 
b. Stanford daytime population 33,905 moving to 36,106. 
c. Palo Alto acreage 25.98 square miles x 640 acres = 16, 627 acres. 
d. Palo Alto official population 60,000±. 
e. Palo Alto daytime population per ABAG 100,000±. 

The daytime populations need to be checked and fine tuned (for 
example, the Stanford number excludes dependents and seems 
to undercount the "other" category) but should be computable 
without any delay. 

QUESTION 18 6. What are the daytime populations of (a) Stanford County lands 
and (b) Palo Alto, expressed in people per acre? What are those 
daytime populations projected to be if Stanford's application is 
granted in full? 

QUESTION 19 7. Since Stanford may request amendments to the County General 
Plan and to County zoning to permit further development in 
the future, what is the projected development densities for 
Stanford land in 2020 based on current County policies? 

II. The Academic Growth Boundary ("AGB"). 

55-2 A. Figure 7-1 of the DEIR shows the Academic Growth Boundary 
("AGB") proposed by Stanford and two alternative AGBs. 
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B. 

REQUEST FOR STUDY 

QUESTION 20 

r 
'-• 

The DEIR did not study or comment on the most iogical AGB, 
which is the line on the County's current General Plan between the 
Campus and the Academic Reserve/ Open Space land use 
designations (also the Al zoning and A120S zoning) running along 
Junipero Serra Boulevard northward to Campus Drive, then going 
north then west to Sand Hill Road. This is the current County 
General Plan line and should remain unless there is a persuasive 
factual showing of why the line should be changed. Stanford 
has given no grounds for making the change. Stanford simply said 
it wants to change. The other lines studied seem to have come 
forward as compromises to Stanford's request, but why should there 
be a compromise to a request that has no basis? 

The current General Plan line is also the same (approximately) as: 

1. The present Al/ A120S County zoning line. 
2. The Palo Alto UrbanService Line. 
3. The Palo Alto Urban Limit Line. 

D. The significant environmental impact on Open Space could be 
diminished by the alternative of maintaining the current General 
Plan line. The DEIR has not even studied the AGB line that most 
diminishes the significant environmental impact on open space. 

REQUEST FOR STUDY 

QUESTION 21 

F. 

REQUEST FOR STUDY 

QUESTION 22 

The DEIR has not stated dearly the increased development 
potential of moving the current General Plan line between 
Campus and Academic Reserve/Open Space. The DEIR must study 
this, quantify it and state it clearly. 

The AGB should be part of the Community Plan, and the legal 
consequences of the AGB should be stated in the Community Plan, 
as well as the effect of the AGB. The DEIR needs to state clearly the 
full range of options for the County to adopt as the consequences of 
the AGB. For example, one option that the County could adopt 
would be: no application for any development outside the AGB 
will be accepted for filing. 

IIL Communitv Plan Definitions. 

55-3 A. The present County General Plan does not define the two land use 
designations that it uses for Stanford's lands sufficiently for public 
understanding. For example, the Carnegie Foundation (an 
educational research nonprofit) has filed an application to build a 
21,000-square foot two-story office building with 40+ employees and 
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60 parking spaces on a newly requested 20-acre parcel in the hills 
west of Junipero Serra Boulevard on land designated in the County 
general Plan as "Academic Reserve and Open Space." The County 
is processing the application as though it were appropriate. Given 
that situation, what is the meaning in the present General Plan: of 
"Academic" (the public would think it requires use by Stanford 
itself or, at least, a school with teachers, students, librarians, exams 
and degrees, not a research facility), of "Reserve" (the public would 
think that the word "reserve" refers to that which is kept for use 
when the Campus is full, not whenever Stanford arbitrarily decides 
to use it), and Open Space (should mean no structures, not a 
landscaped two-story office building). 

B. The Community Plan contains terms that need clear definition to 
prevent the Carnegie situation from recurring: 

1. Open Space (both in the hills and in the campus). 
2. Field Research. 
3. Academic Reserve. 
4. Special Conservation. 

C. The DEIR should state the full list of options for the definitions of 
REQUEST FOR sTuov these land use designations. the public can then comment and the 
QUESTION 23 Supervisors choose. At present there is no adequate definition of 

General Plan land use desigirations and abuses have occurred. 

IV. DEIR Study of Alternatives Legallv Inadequate. 

55-4 A. The DEIR looked only at one (the legal minimum) alternative 
project, namely a 50 percent Project, and concluded, without setting 
out a detailed analysis for the public, that the 50 percent Project had 
significant environmental impact also, so should be dismissed. 

B. The DEIR dismissal of the 50 Percent Project is the clearest case I 
have ever seen of "legally inadequate analysis." Other DEIRs leave 
out topics that should be studied or omit facts or get facts wrong, but 
seldom does one see DEIR analysis so clearly wrong as to be clearly 
legally inadequate. The DEIR says that all levels of significant 
environmental impacts are the same, that losing one-half of your 
oak trees is the same as losing all of your oaks, that waiting at a road 
intersection through two stoplight changes is the same as waiting 
through four or six light changes. Clearly, there are significant 
differences among significant impacts. The DEIR is wrong. 



Letter 55 

Re: Proposed Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit. Comments on 
Draft Environmental Impact Report dated 6/23/00. 
August 3, 2000 
Page8 

c. Please drop that alternative project anyway. It was not the 
alternative to look at. The DEIR should look at either or both of the 
following alternatives: 

REQUEST FOR STUDY 

QUESTION 24 

Option 1: All of the housing and none of the academic (utilizing 
conversion of existing areas of the Stanford campus for all new 
projects). 

QUESTION 25 

Option 2: All of the housing and half of the academic. 

Each will yield far better environmental results than the 50 Percent 
Project alternative. This time the comparative analysis should be 
set forth in a form the public can understand and evaluate. 

D. Note that the alternatives to the Project are the most important part 
of the CEQA process. The California Supreme Court has said: "The 
core of an EIR is the mitigation and alternative sections." Citizens 
of Goleta Valley 52 Cal.3d at 564. 

E. In studying the alternatives suggested above, look at the specific 
buildings Stanford is proposing. For example, Stanford wants a new 
basketball arena. Stanford has an 8,000+ seat basketball arena. 
Stanford says nothing about tearing down the old arena when the 
new arena is finished. That teardown could be a square footage 
credit against the new arena,. When this approach is taken _of 
looking at converting old space to new (which is what all of-··· 
Stanford's academic competitors have to do), the County permitting 
none or one-half of the new academic space requested becomes very 
doable. The entire approach of looking at recycling space has been 
ignored by Stanford and the County. The purpose of the EIR is to 
explore these options. 

F. This raises the question of how is Stanford athletic space counted 
for square footage. For example: 
1. FootbaH stadium. 
2. Two Olympic-size swimming pools, one 25-yard competitive 

pool and diving pool and related decking and buildings. 
3. Tennis stadium. 

V. School Imoact. 

55-5 A. Current state law requires an EIR to find that impact on local 
schools are mitigated upon payment of school impact fees, and this 
DEIR has so found. 
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QUESTION 26 

B. This is a false statement of mitigation, but it is required by law. In 
this case, it is even more false because the 570± new students going 
to PAUSD from Stanford campus will pay nothing ($0.00) to PAUSD 
each year. Stanford has the right, being within P AUSD boundaries, 
to send children living on campus to Palo Alto schools, but no taxes 
or share of bond payments are paid to P AUSD for their education. 

STATEMENTS OF CLARITY REQUESTED 

C. The law requires that the EIR make a finding of mitigation, but this 
situation requires a full disclosure to the public that this is a finding 
required by law and is not a finding of factual mitigation. 

QUESTION 27 
STUDY REQUESTED 

D. The DEIR should state the dollar difference to P AUSD of 570+ 
children attending P AUSD from Stanford compared to 570+ 
children attending P AUSD from homes in the City of Palo Alto. 
The public has a right know this. The EIR is the vehicle to inform 
them. The mitigation finding required by law stands, but the actual 
facts should be stated as well. 

VI. "No Net New Commute Trips" 

55-6 

QUESTION 28 

A. DEIR page 7-57 states, in relation to "no net new commute trips," 
that: "although the County cannot require this of Stanford." No 
authority is cited. No analysis is given. On what basis does the 
DEIR make this statement? If this conclusion is based on a legal 
opinion given the EIR firm by Stanford or the County or the EIR 
firm's own staff, the public has a right to see the authority and 
reasoning so that a public rebuttal is possible. 

B. This is a major issue, because the 1989 GUP required "no net new 
commute trips" and the great weight of public comments (notably 
the cities of Palo Alto and Menlo Park) are insisting that this 
requirement be continued in the new GUP. 

C. My questions 3, 6, 12 above (and perhaps some others) ask the EIR 
firm to make statements based on basic land use law. Since the EIR 
firm was willing to give a legal opinion on Vol. I, page 7-57, it 
should be willing to answer my questions. 

VII. County Policy Against Applicant Doing Its Own EIR Studies 

55 -7 Santa Clara County has a written policy against applicants doing their own 
EIR studies. Any information obtained from Stanford on factual_ 
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matters-whether it is wildlife studies on campus or traffic counts or 
whatever-must be independently verified by the the EIR firm. 

QUESTION 28 The final EIR should contain a statement that the EIR firm is aware of this 
poiicy, has followed it, and t.1Lat each factual statement from Stanford has 
been satisfactorily verified by an independent, qualified person who will 
accept signature responsibility for having verified the facts. 

cc: J. Simitian, Supervisor 
T. Trumbull, Planning Commissioner 
Palo Alto City Council 
Menlo Park City Council 
L. Horton, Stanford University 
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Gerhard Casper 
President 
Stanford University 
Stanford, CA. 94305-2060 

Dr. John Hennessy 
President-Elect 
Stanford University 
Stanford, CA. 94305-2060 

Supervisor S. Joseph Simitian 
Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors 
70 West Hedding St., 
San Jose, CA. 95119 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
County Associate Planner 
Santa Clara County Planning Commission 
70 West Hedding St., 
San Jose, CA. 95119 

Re: Proposed Rezoning of Portions of the Stanford Golf Course 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

'-

Letter 56 

VIA EMAIL 

I am writing this letter on behalf of myself and other new members of the Stanford Golf Course 
listed below to express our strong objections to the University s plans to redevelop the I 51 hole of 
the Stanford Golf Course, and possibly holes 2-7. 

The members listed below and I all have the following in common: 

• We all joined the Stanford Golf Course within the past 12 months. 
• All of us eagerly waited 13 or more years on the wait list for the chance to join a golf 

course that is unquestionably the finest university course in the world, and ranks with 
Olympic, San Francisco, Pasatiempo and the notable courses in Monterey as the finest in 
California. 

• We all love this course because it is an integral part of our experiences at Stanford, and 
presents a great way to tie us regularly back into the campus. Knowing my golf 
membership was imminent, I, for one, became a life member of the Stanford Alumni 
Association, and will be getting involved in other ways on campus as well. In short, 
thanks to the golf course, Stanford is again becoming part of my life. 

• All of us have paid or are paying S50,000 to join the course on a non-equity basis despite 
a 250% increase in the fee charged the prior year. 

• Neither the Athletic Department nor the University provided any of us any information 
whatsoever regarding the University s plans to rezone the golf course or to develop 
housing on any part of it. 
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• We all believe that the University will never gain approval trom the various competing 
interest groups to rebuild holes to be taken under this plan. The land that ostensibly 
cannot be found now to build additional housing will not somehow be available later to 
build replacement holes. Therefore, once holes are taken, they cannot be replaced at all. 

56 -1 While we understand Stanford s desire to address housing issues on campus, we are certain other 
soiutions such as alternate sites on campus and minimal increases in density are superior 
alternatives to destroying a precious, historical University asset. 

With this in mind, we urge the County to deny Stanford s plans to modify or remove Hole # 1 or 
any other portion of the Golf Course, and urge the University to find less destructive solutions to 
its housing concerns. 

Best regards, 

Rex S. Jackson 
Shirley Merrill 
David Obershaw 
Lynn and Olivier Pieron 
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Good Evening, my name is Gerry Plunkett, my husband, .Jim 
and I have teamed up together to ask you NOT to support 
Stanford's proposal to redesignate the Stanford Golf Course 
from open space to academic campus and not to support the 
building of housing on the first hole. 

The FIRST HOLE, we consider, to be the signature hole and 
the golf course is a wildlife sanctuary, with many naturalized 
zones. 

57 -1 These zones have been expanded and are connected together 
through what is called a ''native corridor." We have the Great 
Blue Heron's that use these naturalized roughs to hunt 
rodents. Currently, there are 21 nest boxes for swallows, 
bluebirds, and nuthatches. There are also several dead trees 
along the course that are left standing where possible for bird 
colonization. The San Francisquito Creek borders a number 
of holes on the golf course and it's natural and heavily 
vegetated state provides excellent habitat for numerous species. 
The stream provides water and cover for animals venturing 
out on the golf course. There are also numerous birds, foxes, 
deer, bobcats, raccoons, coyotes, and skunks living here. We 
believe this particular area is unique and should not be altered 
or destroyed in anv wav because of the important wildlife 
habitat it provides. 

57-2 Besides it's environmental importance, Stanford hosts a 
variety of charitable golf tournaments, which benefit the 
community and the university. Nearly, every week there is a 
fund raising tournament held at the Stanford Golf Course. 
The Second Harvest Food Bank, The Breast Cancer 
Foundation, :\'larch of Dimes and The Ronald YkDonald 
House are just a few who have all depended on the golf course 
to help in their fund raising efforts. I am very proud to say 
that over the past 21 years we have held the ••.Jim Plunkett Golf 
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Tournament" and have raised nearly a million dollars. This 
has provided student athletic scholarships at Stanford for 
women's goif, women's volleyball and men's footbail. 

So, as you can see, this Historical Golf Course is not onJy a 
sanctuary for the wildlife it is also doing a wonderful job in 
serving the community. It would be a terrible loss to ALL OF 
US if we destroyed this heritage. ONCE IT IS GONE, IT CAN 
NEVER BE REPLACED! 

Before you make your final decision, I ask you to walk at least 
The First Hole, and than I'm sure you'll feel, as we do, and 
support us in our efforts to SAVE THE STANFORD GOLF 
COURSE! 



Herb Borock 
P. 0. Box 632 
Palo Alto, CA 94302 

August 3, 2000 

Santa Clara County Planning_Commission 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Letter SS 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY DRAFT COMMUNITY PLAN AND GENERAL USE PERMIT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, STATE CLEARING HOUSE # 
1999112107 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY FILE # 7165-07-81-99GP-99P-99EIR 

Dear Planning Commission: 

Thank you for taking the time to hold your public hearing in Palo 
Alto on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Stanford 
University's application for a Community Plan and General Use 
Permit. 

The issues in this letter need to be properly addressed before 
you can recommend to the Board of Supervisors that they certify 
the Final EIR as complete and adequate. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Stanford University should be required to take the following 
actions as mitigations for any County approval of its ap 
plication: 

58-1 1. Initiate a rezoning of the DC Powers site from PC (Planned 
Community) to OS (Open Space), if Palo Alto has not already done 
that. 

58-' 2. Initiate a prezoning of its alienable land in Palo Alto to 
either AC (Agricultural Conservation) or OS (Open Space), if Palo 
Alto has not already done that. 

58-3 3. Permanently protect as open space Lots 1, 2, and 3 on the 
western side of Coyote Hill. 

58-4 4. Analyze the effects of relocating the Stanford golf course to 
each of the alternative locations identified in prior Stanford 
planning documents. 



Letter 58 

58-5 5. Eliminate from the project the anticipated realignment of 
Campus Drive East. 

58~6 6. Permanently protect from development the open space created by 
the anticipated realignment of Serra Street. 

STANFORD FOOTHILLS LANDS IN PALO ALTO 

The relationship between Stanford foothills lands in Palo Alto 
and in unincorporated Santa Clara County is clearly shown in the 
color aerial photograph on the rear cov er of the document 
Summary and Explanation, Stanford University ·Draft Community Plan 
and General Use Permit Application, Submitted to Santa Clara 
County, November 15, 1999. (A black and white copy of that 
photograph is attached.) 

The DC Powers site in Palo Alto is south of Felt Lake in 
unincorporated Santa Clara County. 

Coyote Hill and the adjacent parcels in Palo Alto are east of 
Page Mill Road and separated by Deer Creek from Stanford North 
and Stanford South in unincorporated Santa Clara County. 

Coyote Hill is surrounded on three sides by developed parcels in 
the Stanford Research Park in Palo Alto. 

The attached map of "Governmental Jurisdictions" on page 26 of 
the November 15, 1999, Stanford University Draft Community Plan 
also shows the relationship between Stanford foothills lands in 
Palo Alto and in unincorporated Santa Clara County. 

DC POWERS SITE 

The DC Powers site is listed as a potential faculty and staff 
housin g site on page 28 of the "Summary and Explanation" 
document. 

If Palo Alto does not rezone the DC Powers site before the 
adoption of the Community Plan and General Use Permit (GUP), then 
a mitigation for County approval of the Plan and GUP should be a 
requirement that Stanford initiate an application for a zone 
change of the DC Powers site from PC to OS. 

ln 1972, Palo Alto downzoned its foothills to the newly created 
OS (Open Space) zone district for all parcels except two parcels 
tha~ had site-specific and project-specific PC (Planned 
Community) zone district designations. 

One of these two parcels was the DC Powers site, which had a PC 
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zone district applied to it for a use that was demolished in 
1986. 

It is reasonable now to require that the DC Powers site be 
rezoned to OS to conform to other parcels in the area. 

ALIENABLE LAND 

The 1971 Stanford University Land Use Policy/Plan prepared by 
city and regional planners Livingston and B layney at page 3 
states that land "not included in the original grant from Senator 
and Mrs. Leland Stanford is not subject to the restriction 
against sale. These alienable lands include 1,175 acres on both 
sides of the Junipero Serra Freeway embracing the entire Felt 
Lake -- Interdale area, the [DC Powers site] on Arastradero Road, 

" 

Stanford's 1,175 acres of alienable land in unincorporated Santa 
Clara County constitute over 25% of Stanford's 4,017 acres in the 
county. 

If Palo Alto. does not prezone this alienable land before the 
adoption of the Community Plan and GUP, then a mitigation for 
County approval of the Plan and GUP should be a requirement that 
Stanford initiate an application in Palo Alto to prezone these 
1,175 acres to OS (Open Space) or AC (Agricultural Conservation), 
unless the land is permanently protected from development as part 
of ·-the County approval. 

It is reasonable now to require that the alienable land be 
prezoned, because it can be sold any time a majority o f 
Stanford's Board of Trustees decide to sell it. 

COYOTE HILL 

The attached map shows five Stanford-owned parcels in Palo Alto, 
including Coyote Hill, that have had Scenic Restriction Grant 
Deeds since the settlement of a lawsuit in 1972. 

Stanford notified Palo Alto that it was not renewing the Scenic 
Restrictions on Lots 1, 2, and 3 that are between Coyote Hill and 
Stanford open space lands in the county. 

A mitigation for County approval of the Community Plan and GUP 
should be that Stanford permanently protect the three lots on the 
side of Coyote Hill from development. 

The three lots total 39 acres and are zoned AC, which means they 
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have little development potential, because the only permitted 
uses are agricultural uses or residential uses that are related 
to permitted agricultural uses. 

It is reasonable to require that these parcels be protected from 
development, because they provide a buffer between the millions 
of square feet of developm ent on the Stanford campus and the 
millions of square feet of development in the Stanford Research 
!?ark. 

GOLF COURSE ALTERNATIVES 

The Stanford golf course has been identified as a potential site 
for housing in the Draft Community Plan. 

The EIR must evaluate the effects of moving the golf course to 
provide space for the housing. 

The 1971 Stanford University Land Use Policy/Plan identified 
four alternative sites for the golf course that are shown on the 
attached map that appears opposite page 28 of the Policy/Plan. 

The environmental effects on each of these sites must be 
evaluated for each of two options: (1) relocating the golf course 
to the alternative site, and (2) building a second golf course at 
the alternative site while keeping all or part of the current 
golf course at the current site. 

CAMPUS DRIVE EAST REALIGNMENT 

Stanford University's GU!? application of November 15, 1999, at 
page 7 states that "Anticipated roadway changes include .... 
Realigning Campus Drive East to form a 'T' intersection with 
Junipero Serra Boulevard to provide a safer, calmer 
intersection." 

The GUP application is the first time that Stanford has argued 
that a realignment of Campus Drive East is needed for "safety" 
reasons. 

There is no evidence in the Draft EIR about the accident history 
at the intersection of Campus Drive East and Junipero Serra 

The Final EIR must ~ontain the accident history for that 
intersection and evaluate it according to recognized standards to 
determine if it justifies a realignment of Campus Dr~ve East. 

Attached is a copy of Figure 16 from Stanford's Foothills Region 
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Plan -- Phase 1 that shows the recommended circulation plan for 
development of Stanford's foothills. 

Page 53 of the Plan states that the realignment of Campus Drive 
East will be necessary "to accommodate the main Foothills access 
road in the future", but "There is no present inte nt or need to 
build this road until an academic program in the Region is sited 
which requires such access." 

A mitigation for County approval of the Community Plan and GUP 
should be that the Campus Drive East realignment be prohibited. 

It is reasonable to prohibit the realignment of Campus Drive 
East, because it is needed only for development of the Foothills 
Region, and no development is proposed in the application for the 
Foothills Region. 

SERRA STREET REALIGNMENT 

Stanford University's GUP application of November 15, 1999, at 
page 7, states that "Anticipated roadway changes include ... 
Modifying the Serra Street alignment from Campus Drive East to El 
Camino Real to accommodate more landscape b.uf fer at Escondido 
Village." 

The Final EIR must contain a map that shows the anticipated 
realignment. 

A mitigation for County approval of the Cornmuni ty Plan- ·;;nd GOP 
should be that Stanford agrees to permanently protect from 
development the landscape b uffer created by the realignment of 
Serra Street. 

It is reasonable to permanently protect this area from 
development, because the applicant states that the purpose of the 
realignment of Serra Street is to create a landscape buffer. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Herb Borock 

cc: without attachments 

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http://www.hotmail.com 
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Santa Clara County Planning Commission 
70 W. Hedding St.. E. Wing 7th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Good People: 

l467 College Avenue 
Palo Alto. CA 94306 
3 August 2000 

Letter 59 

'59-1 I live in the College Terrance neighborhood of Palo Alto. There is a common misconception 
about my neighborhood -- namely, that it is a "closed" neighborhood due to the traffic barriers on 
many of its streets. 

College Terrace is not closed and thousands of non-resident motorists wind their way through our 
open streets every day, probably to avoid congested arterials. In addition, many trucks and SUVs 
ignore the barriers and enter our neighborhood at the street closures. We know, from studies and 
our own observations, that more than half of the traffic on certain streets, my own included, is 
"cut-through" traffic. 

Attached to this letter is a map showing our neighborhood (marked with a green star) and how it 
is surrounded on three sides by Stanford land (the fourth border is El Camino Real). We believe 
that most of the cut-through traffic in our neighborhood is bound for either the Stanford Research 
Park or the central campus. 

Even if Stanford achieves the laudable goal of no new net commute trips, the development they 
are seeking will have definite environmental impacts on our neighborhood. For example, 
Stanford is proposing adding 1,000 units of housing in their East Campus area (all of College 
Terrace, by the way, contains approximately 850 homes) in an area immediately adjacent to and 
bordering College Terrace. Regardless of how low the trip generation is by these new residents, 
we will still be significantly impacted. The residems of these homes will cut through our 
neighborhood: their visitors will cut through our neighborhood and the delivery trucks delivering 
all their Amazon dot com purchases will cut through our neighborhood - unless something is 
done. 

The time is ripe for a comprehensive traffic study of our neighborhood followed by the 
implementation of traffic calming measures to mitigate the impact of Stanford's development. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours. 

J. Paul Lomio 
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Letter so 

MARY C. DAVEY 
12645 LA CRESTA DRIVE 

LOS ALTOS HILLS, CA 94022-2512 
Phone: 650-941-0876 FAX: 650-941-3022 

email: daveymo b@ix.netcom.com 

August3, 2000 

My name is Mary Davey and I am speaking as an individual. I am an elected 
official, Ward 2 of the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District, a board 
member of the Peninsula Conservation Center and Midpeninsula Citizens for Fair 
Housing. An official letter from Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 
concerning the DEIR is on its way to the County Planning Department. 

Others will speak more specifically to the DEIR, my comments are directed to 
some basic principles that the Planning Commission needs to take into 
consideration before adoption of a Community Plan and the General Use Permit. 

I think it imperative that the County adhere to the Palo Alto Urban Services 
Boundary along Junipero Serra; this boundary includes the golf course at the 
corner of Junipero Serra and Alpine Road. 

This means NO development beyond this boundary, including the proposed 
Carnegie Foundation facilities. 

This means NO development on the golf course. 

All the foothill lands north west of Junipero Serra should be protected as 
permanent open space and field research. 

.. .:~---·· 

Stanford is proposing 3000 + units of new housing for students, post docs, faculty 
and staff. This housing should be built within the University's core campus and 
should be: 

designed with the village concept in mind, 
tied to no net new commute trips and 

affordable to all pocketbooks with an emphasis on low income. 

Most of us in the community can support this large number of new housing units 
because Stanford is presently about 1400 housing units short of providing 
housing for the jobs that have been created on campus over the past ten years. 
With this in mind, Stanford should be required to build needed student, faculty 
and staff housing before any other development is allowed. The DEIR refers to 
"linkage"--a certain amount of housing to be built in relation to a certain amount 
of facilities built. 
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I think the housing should come first, or at least be built within the first five years with a 
minimum amount of new job creating facilities linked to it. 

so -5 Now as to the proposed 2 + million square feet of new facilities. This is a 
massive amount of development which the midpeninsula cities and counties 
surrounding the University are just not able to accommodate. The traffic coming 
from the jobs created by this kind of development can not be mitigated. The 
DEIR admits this and no net new commute trips cannot solve the problem. 

60 -6 Even half the proposed 2 million square feet is too much. I think it's time for the 
community to challenge this massive proposal and cut the requested square 
footage to a rational amount. 
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PRESENTATION TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION SANTA CLAR.\ 
COUNTY. August 3. 2000 

Thank you for allowing me to appear before you this evening. My name is 
Lyman P. Van Slyke. I am a Stanford campus resident and for 35 years taught Chinese 
history at Stanford .. I support much of the General Use Plan which is before you now. I 
DO NOT, however, support removal of the first fairway of the golf course for housing, 
and I do not believe such a step to be in the long-range best interests of the University. 

I will address myself briefly to environmental issues. Prior to the August 7ui 
deadline, you will receive extensive, detailed, and compelling evidence that the Draft 
Enviornmental Impact Report is inadequate and must be reconsidered. 

61 -1 The positive environmental values of the present golf course stand on four inter-
dependent legs. ( l) that the naturalized portions of the golf course are important to the 
preservation of at least two endangered species-the tiger salamander and the red-legged 
frog, (2) that the golf course, with its riparian corridor, is extremely bio-diverse, being 
inhabited by many species of birds, mammals, insects, fish, and plant life, whether as 
permanent residents or transients, (3) that the golf course is a crucial intermediary and 
symbiotic link between the urbanized portions of the campus and the undeveloped open 
spaces beyond it (of the ca. 160 acres comprising the golf course, only 85 are covered by 
turf grass, the remainder being naturalized non-play areas), and (4) that the present golf 
course management has vigorously and significantly improved the environmental quality 
and ecological diversity of the golf course and will continue to do so. 

The DEIR does not address or understand the damage that will be done by 
removing the first hole. On map 7-3 of the DEIR, a replacement area for the first hole 
and driving range is shown NORTH ofJunipero Serra Boulevard, adjacent to Sand Hill 
Road. Meanwhile, Stanford planners write as follows: " .... to fully utilize this site for 

· ·~ housing, this hole must be moved to the golf course lands SOUTH of Junipero Serra 
Boulvard .... The location of the hole and possible adjustments in other holes have not 
been determined." 

61 -2 This glaring disparity proves that no plan at all exists for reconfiguring the golf 
course, much less any assessment of the environmental impact of such reconfiguration .. 
Reconfiguring a golf course is a complex matter. Like Rubik's cube, when you move 
one part all other parts must be moved as well. Removing the first hole will require a 
thorough redesign of the entire front seven holes at least, routing new holes through 
naturalized areas of the golf course, such as the heritage oak forests and grasslands which 
are prime terrain for the estivation of the tiger salamander. Removal of the first hole will 
transform a magnificent, historic, and environmentally valuable golf course into a 
mediocre and ecologically compromised shell of its former self 

61 -3 On the other side of the equation, Stanford's Faculty/Staff housing needs can be 
addressed without removing the first hole. The GUP (p. 11) identifies six sites for such 
housing, upon which a number of units ranging from 326 to 700 are proposed. This very wide 
range clearly permits allocation of those units suggested for the first fairway to other parts of 
these very same sites. 

We believe that the DEIR does not adequately address these various and complex 
issues. and should not be approved in its present form. 
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Letter62 

Dear Sarah, Members of the Santa Clara County Planning Commission, 

Re: Draft EIR/ Stanford University GUP, Section iv, Traffic and Circulation 

I am a resident of Palo Alto at 204 Cowper Street, which is on the north 
side of University Avenue, in the neighborhood referred to as "Downtown 
North". 

We have noticed a marked increase in cut-through traffic in our 
neighborhood, a phenomenon borne out by a Traffic Study which was recently 
completed by the City of Palo Alto Traffic Division. This Traffic Study, 
carried out by a firm on independent traffic consultants, concluded that up 
to 70% of trips on neighborhood streets during commute hours were from cars 
cutting through our neighborhood, using it as a short cut between 
Middlefield Road and Alma Street, Palo Alto. 

The volumes of cars comprising cut-through traffic were also considerable. 
As a result of this traffic, one of our neighborhood, residential streets 
was described as having "the second-highest volume of traffic of any 
neighborhood street in Palo Alto". Cut-through traffic involves physical 
danger to residents (and their children and pets) by virtue of the speed of 
these cars, as well as the annoyances caused by air pollution, noise, etc. 

62-3 Although it is outside the scope of our Downtown North traffic study, I 
believe that the reason most people are cutting through our neighborhood is 
because people who use Highway 101 are seeking out the best way to get to 
Stanford University and their jobs in the Stanford Research Park. These 
cars originate either in the East Bay, or close to 101, exit 101 at Willow 
Road and cut through Palo Alto's residential streets to reach Alma. This is 
self-evident to anyone trying th'l_t same route at commute hours. 

62-4 There is no discussion in the EIR of the specific effects on Palo Alto's 
residential neighborhoods (specifically Downtown North) in the EIR, as a 
result of Stanford's development plans. There are vague statements such as 
there will be an increase in residential cut-through traffic. There is no 
consideration of how people who use 101 will reach the Stanford campus area 
to get to their jobs. 

Let me fill in the gap: they will be cutting through our neighborhood 
because the residential arterial streets in Palo Alto are already at capacity! 

A discussion of commute routes from 101 to the Stanford Campus is a glaring 
omission from the EIR. 

Another glaring omission is any mechanism for compensating such 
neighborhoods for the damage caused by all this extra commute traffic. In 
the case of Downtown North, we think that Stanford University should pay 
for traffic calming or other mitigations since they are undoubtedly the 
major cause of traffic increases. 

Please consider these omissions when deciding to ratify the EIR. I chink it 
is very detailed on 280 I Stanford Campus commute routes, but extremely 
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thin when considering 101/ Stanford campus commute routes, which is where 
Downtown North is directly affected. 

Sincerely, 

Sally-Ann Rudd 
Vice President, Downtown North Neighborhood Association 
204 Cowper Street 
Palo Alto CA 94301-1205 

650 323-5920 

sarudd@best.com 

http://www.tibetbook.com New, used and interesting books about Tibet 

-..__ 
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Dear Ms. Jones: 

It was nice seeing you at the meeting last night in Palo Alto. My name 
is Hank Lawrence AKA the "Tunnelman". I would like to present the 
following comments for the Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors 
consideration: 

Subject: Proposed Road for Stanford. 

letter63 

Traffic on Menlo Park's side streets has increased in the past few 
years. This is due in large part to the increase in traffic going to 
Stanford. All the peninsula communities with significant business 
traffic have built roads connecting their business centers to Interstate 
280 save one - Stanford. Los Altos has Magdalena and El Monte Roads; 
Palo Alto has Page Mill Road; and Menlo Park has Sand Hill and Alpine 
Roads. 

What Stanford needs to do is to take responsibi_lity for its own traffic 
growth and stop mooching off its neighbors. The Santa Clara County Board 
of Supervisors should not approve any more construction on Stanford 
owned property until the Stanford Land Management Company submits a plan 
to build a four lane divided road connecting the University's core with 
Highway 280. 

The proposed route in the DEIR connecting Campus Drive West to Alpine 
road has several deficiencies. First, it impacts some endangered 
species. Second, it impacts Trances Creek. Third, it promotes 
development in the Lathrop District, and lastly it creates a bottle neck 
at the I-280 Alpine Road interchange. 

-..__ 
The road I am proposing should have a large median strip capable of 
being converted to future traffic lanes as the Stanford Community 
grows. This road should not connect with Junipero Serra. The sole 
purpose of this road should be for Stanford traffic only. The Stanford 
Connector Highway interchange with I-280 should be built between Alpine 
and Page Mill Roads and the project should be complete by 2010. The 
connector highway needs its own interchange with I-280 to prevent the 
Alpine Road Interchange from becoming a bottleneck. The connector 
highway interchange should be constructed closer to Alpine Road than 
Page Mill Road but not so close as to cause traffic interference between 
the two interchanges. 

The Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors should link future Stanford 
growth plans to milestone completions of the Stanford Connector 
Highway. If road construction falls behind then new permit approvals 
get delayed. Stanford expansion approval is locked in step with road 
construction progress. 

Stanford also needs to be held accountable =or other infrastructure 
concerns such as energy consumption, water consumption, sewage, air 
quality, thermal pollution, toxic and radioactive waste, and 
electromagnetic interference. We also need to study how Stanford 



expansion affects the existing infrastructures supporting the 
neighboring communities. If PG&E has to build a new substation because 
of Stanford growth, then this new substation should be financed by 
Stanford in its entirety and not through general rate increases. 
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63-6 Serious consideration should be given to constructing a tunnel 
connecting I-280 to the Stanford core so that the hills west of Junipero 
Serra can remain undisturbed. The tunnel not only preserves the open 
space, it prevents air, noise, and light pollution. It also deters the 
University from using the road as a development corridor. 

I realize this is an expensive undertaking but with $3 Billion in cash 
the Stanford Land Management Company can well afford it. Leland 
Stanford called his school the "Farm" not the "City• and not "Manhattan 
West•. The Stanford Land Management Company should propose a solution 
in keeping with Leland Stanford's dream. I believe it is fitting for 
Stanford to relieve its neighboring communities of the burden it has 
unfairly imposed upon them and pave the way for its future by relying 
upon its own property to expand its infrastructure and not the property 
of its surrounding communities. 

Sincerely yours, 

Henry E. Lawrence 
2441 Sharon Oaks Drive 
Menlo Park, CA. 94025 
(650) 854-0365 

- .__ 
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3 August, 2000 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
County Associate Planner 
Sarah.jones@pln.co.scl.ca.us 

Subject: 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Stanford Draft Community Plan and 
General Use Permit Application 
Stanford Golf Course 

It is my hope that Santa Clara County can control 
Stanford's sprawl. Stanford is in a unique position 
to be able to grow with less impact on surrounding 
communities since they can provide their own housing 
needs and consequently generate zero net traffic 
trips. They should be able to do this through denser 
development without consuming additional open space, 
including the golf course. 

It is the opinion of some that Stanford's sprawl will 
reach highway 280 within 50 years. If they indeed 
can't be stopped, it will then be very clear that the 
taking of the golf course was a very shortsighted and 
wasteful loss of a much-needed recreational open 
space. 

Santa Clara County has done a much better job of 
providing these kinds of facilities than has San Mateo 
County. Unfortunately, most new golf courses have 
been built in the southern part of Santa Clara County, 
leaving a severe shortage of golf facilities for 
residents of northern Santa Clara County and southern 
San Mateo County. 

Very truly yours, 

John R. Barksdale 
Stanford BA'66, MA'68 
4151 Middlefield Road, 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Do You Yahoo!? 
Kick off your party with Yahoo! Invites. 
http://invites.yahoo.com/ 
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Following is the text of oral communication delivered on 8/3/00 to 
the Planning Commission at their hearing in Palo Alto. Please 
include this as a comment on the Stanford CP/GUP Draft EIR dated 
6/23/00. 
Thank you very much, 
Jeannie Siegman 

Remarks to Santa Clara County Planning Commission 
Re. SU GUP DEIR August 3, 2000 
Jeannie Siegman 

I've lived on the Stanford campus more-or-less continuously since 
1961, but I would prefer to think of myself as a citizen of the 
larger community comprising the University and its neighbors. The 
process we have going here tonight is certainly a contrast to·the 
way planning was done in that simpler time in the 60's. I have to 
say I don't envy the dilemmas you all face as planners, particularly 
if the issues get framed as golfers vs. housing, or more congesti~n 
vs. more asphalt. 

The formal purpose of the hearing tonight is for the Planning 
Commiss.ion to hear the range of views of the public. But there is 
another possible outcome, a positive thing that may be beginning to 
happen* and that is that a few of the stakeholders here are 
listening to each other. And beginning to talk to each other. And 
if, out of that better understanding, even a few of the dilemmas can 
be partly resolved, then the community can be proud to have had a 
hand in crafting solutions, not just lobbying their particular 
agendas and leaving all ___ responsibility on you all as planners to play 
Judge and issue a Verdict. 

So this first part of my remarks is really directed not just to you, 
the Planning Commission, but also to those of you in the audience. 
Think about staying on after you've said your piece and talking with 
the other stakeholders. [ad lib at this point, since some special 
interests had already left]. 

OK, that's the end of the sermon. The one other point I'd like to 
make tonight has to do with the Traffic and Circulation element. In 
trying to understand and evaluate the Hundred and Twelve pages of 
analysis of traffic impacts, the thing that jumps out at me most is 
the amount of new asphalt* I do understand that the first line of 
recourse is Transportation Demand Management, but just in case TDM 
doesn't work out like we'd all hope, we'd better be sure we can live 
wich the Tier 2 plans. As it stands, che EIR consultants have 
defined the Tier 2 mitigations entirely in terms of intersection 
enlargements, lengthening of curn lanes, etc. In one case, an 
additional tur:l lane on Stanford .. n.."vrenue ·,,vould :eed into tc a nev.: 
receiving lane on Junipero Serra, and that lane would extend all the 
way to Page Mill, requiring a widening of Junipero Serra. So what 
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starts out as an added turning lane becomes a widening of the road 
overall, with all the attendant secondary effects on bicyclists and 
pedestrians* not to mention the traffic-inducing effects of the 
enlarged road on the surrounding circulation system. 

I've been told that this is a standard approach for an EIR analysis* 
but my request to the County is to work on the final EIR make it much 
less prescriptive about how capacity increases are accomplished if 
needed. Instead of tying our hands now and maybe sentencing us to 
all this asphalt, how about requiring thorough analysis of 
alternative ways to increase capacity when and if these mitigations 
are triggered. Over the past few years, there has been a huge 
increase in real field experience with alternative designs, including 
roundabouts, median wait-overs for pedestrians, etc. We understand 
a lot more about when they work and when they don't, and exactly what 
kind of capacity and safety improvements can be expected in different 
configurations. I'd hate to be trying to plan some project today 
under a mandate set 10 years ago in the last EIR. I hope that you 
as planners can build in some more flexibility so that future 
projects will benefit from our full knowledge base at the time. The 
bottom line is: get rid of the prescriptive Tier 2 mitigations, and 
rewrite them in a way that's consistent with the traffic calming, 
bicycle friendly, pedestrian friendly, transit friendly, neighborhood 
friendly policies embraced not only by Palo Alto but also by the 
County in its own General Plan. not to mention the Stanford Community 
Plan. 
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Via FedEx Next Dav 

Sarah Jones, Associate Planner 
Santa Clara County Planning Office 

August 4, 2000 

70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 71
h Floor 

San Jose, CA 95110 

Re: Proposed Stanford University Community Plan/General Use 
Permit, and Draft Environmental Impact Report Thereon 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

We submit this letter on behalf of the Committee for Green Foothills (the 
"Committee"), an organization dedicated to the protection and preservation of the.gills, 
forests, creeks, wetlands. and coastal lands of the San Francisco Peninsula. This letter, 
along with the attached Biological Review we commissioned by Joe DiDonato of 
BioQuest, provides our comments on the Community Plan ("CP"), the General Use 
Permit ("GUP") (collectively referred to as the "CP/GUP" or "project") and the draft 
environmental impact report ("DEIR") for the project. We commend the County for 
undertaking this long-awaited and necessary planning effort toward regulating Stanford's 
land use development activities over the next decade. Unfortunately, however, the CP 
fails to meet the minimum legal requirements under the State Planning and Zoning Law 
for general plan elements, for it does not contain necessary standards for land use 
intensity and building density. These standards are essential in order for members of the 
public, and indeed, the County to understand specific development parameters within 
each of the applicable land use designations. 

We have aiso closely examined the DEIR for the proposed CP/GUP, and 
find this document. too, fails to comply with state law, as it flatly contravenes several 
core requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (''CEQA"), Public 
Resources Code section 21000 et seq,., and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of 
Regulations, title 14, section 15000 et seq,.) ("CEQA Guidelines"). Like all concerned 
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members of the public, the Committee relies heavily on the environmental document 
required by CEQA for an honest and thorough assessment of the environmental impacts 
of a project such as this. Because the DEIR for the CP/GUP is legally inadequate, 
decision-makers and the pubiic are deprived of information they need in order to 
adequately assess the project's likely impacts. 

Among its many flaws, the DEIR's project description omits fundamental 
information relating to the proposed Academic Growth Boundary, Stanford's ultimate 
development potential, and specific information about Stanford's proposed academic 
facilities. Without this information, it is all but impossible to accurately and effectively 
gauge the severity and extent of the environmental impacts that would result from 
implementation of the CP/GUP. 

The DEIR also fails to properly identify the environmental impacts of the 
CP/GUP. This problem is best manifested in the document's truncated ''analysis" of 
impacts upon sensitive biological resources. While noting that several federal and state
listed wildlife species of concern were observed within the project limits, the DEIR 
makes no attempt to actually analyze the project's impacts on those species. Instead, the 
DEIR excuses itself from this exercise. claiming both that the exact location and extent of 
development are currently unknown and that site-specific surveys were not possible. 
Incredibly, the DEIR does not even identify, let alone analyze, impacts upon the 
California red-legged frog, a ''threatened" species under the federal Endangered Species 
Act. Nloreover, the DEIR does not acknowledge that the long-term viability of the 
California Tiger Salamander ("CTS"), a candidate species for federal listing under the 
Endangered Species Act. is severely threatened by the CP/GUP. 

The DEIR' s analysis of impacts on open space is equally defective, in that 
the document both omits relevant information and is frequently misleading. The DEIR 
even goes so far as to assert, incorrectly, that open space would receive a higher level of 
protection under the CP/GUP than it currently does because certain areas, such as the 
Arboretum and the Oval would be designated as "Campus Open Space" under the 
proposed project. While the Committee fully supports Stanford's decision to finally 
designate these areas as open space. the DEIR' s assertions significantly understate the 
project's actual impact on importan.t open space lands. In one glaring omission. for 
example, the DEIR fails to provide any ::malysis of the cumulative loss of open space. 
This and other deficiencies are especially disturbing inasmuch as the proposed CP 
presents a tremendous opportunity to preserve sensitive open space in Santa Clara 
County. As will be discussed below. other Bay Area communities have required land 
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dedications and/or fees for purchase of land as mitigation for the loss of important open 
space resulting from development projects. Inexplicably, the CP/GUP DEIR fails to 
suggest similar mechanisms for open space protection in the present case. 

The DEIR also fails to adequately identify or analyze a reasonable range of 
project alternatives that could potentially reduce adverse impacts. as is required by 
CEQA. Indeed, the DEIR provides only one true alternative to the project - the reduced 
project alternative - and even this alternative does not provide any substantive 
environmental benefit over the proposed project. Neither does the DEIR include an 
adequate, fact-based analysis of the relative environmental impacts of the listed 
alternatives. Finally, and perhaps most troubling, the DEIR fails to include any 
alternative that precludes development within the California Tiger Salamander 
Management Zone. 

Because the DEIR presents inadequate information to support an informed, 
responsible decision on the CP/GUP, the County must prepare a revised document that 
properly identifies and analyzes the project's impacts, mitigation measures and 
alternatives. Only then can the public and decision makers be adequately informed of the 
environmental repercussions of the project. 

·-
I. THE COMMUNITY PLAN, AS PROPOSED, FAILS TO COMPLY WITH 

THE STATE PLANNING AND ZONING LAW. 

A. The Community Plan Is Legally Inadequate. 

Under California law. a local government's general plan serves as the 
"constitution for future development" within that jurisdiction. with which all subordinate land 
use decisions (e.g., zoning ordinances. subdivision map approvals, and other approvals) must be 
consistent. See, e.~., De Vita v. Coumv of>Japa, 9 Cal.4th 76.3, 77.3 (i995); Gov't Code 
§§ 65454, 65860. 66473.5. The general plan consists oi a statement of development policies, 
including text and diagrams setting forth objectives. principles, standards. and plan proposals. 
Each general plan must show proposed land uses for the jurisdiction's entire planning area and 
must contain seven eiemems, including (among mhersJ a land use element. housing element. and 
circulation element. Gov't Code~ 65302. 

Tb~ f e~;SJ.,,+,,..-.o h.,c .,..,..,.,,....,Q'a•~ct ,,o.,.....r\~- ,...Q,....,,,;?""c.lrTI""',...tC" +:"_,.....~..:)...,,Ch ,,t-"'~l-,....,,_ ,..e ..... o-al 
.l 1~ L ,::.1 1U.l.U1. \... LLU...J U.lUU. L\.. \..<\,,..l l.U.U.1 .L "-'"'i. U.11. \,,. !.1.'-.U ~ lVl \..U U V l LllC =- U~l 1 

plan elements. Specifically, the bnd use element must contain a statement of the 
standards of population density and building intensity for each district. Gov't Code 
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§ 65302(a); Twain Harte Homeowners Association v. Countv ofTuolomne, 138 
Cal.App.3d 664, 698-99 ( 1982). The purpose underlying these requirements is that the 
general plan's text and diagrams ''should be detailed enough so that the users of the plan, 
whether staff, elected and appointed officiais. [or] the pubiic, can reach the same general 
conclusion on the appropriate use of any parcel of land at a particular phase of a city's or 
county's physical development." State of California Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research, General Plan Guidelines at 15 ( 1998). In particular, the density ranges must be 
specific enough to provide guidelines for making necessary consistency determinations. 
Gov't Code§ 65302(a). 

The CP, as proposed, fails to comply with these mandatory requirements. 
The CP would seek to replace the two existing County General Plan land use designations 
for Stanford lands with seven land use designations, which describe the current and 
intended land uses in different areas within the CP boundary. While the CP generally 
describes allowable uses within these seven new land use designations, it fails to provide 
standards of population density and building intensity for many of the designations. In 
particular, the draft Plan contains no standards for intensities or densities for the 
"Academic Campus," '"Open Space and Academic Reserve," '·Special Conservation," and 
'"Campus Open Space'· designations. Nor does the CP identify intensity or density 
standards for the ·'open space and field resear~h" land use designation contemplated as an 
alternative component to the CP. Instead of p;oviding the required standards, the Draft 
Plan inappropriately defers to the GUP. The fact that this information is included in the 
GUP does not release the County from its obligation to include intensity and density 
standards in its CP. As a result of this omission, it is simply not possible for anyone 
outside of the Stanford administration to know in advance what the appropriate or likely 
density intensity standards are for any particular parcel in these key areas. 

The Committee remains perplexed at this startling omission, especially 
since the County has been apprised repeatedly that its general plan (or CP) must provide 
standards of density and intensity for its entire jurisdiction, including Stanford lands. 
Under well-established case law, the necessary implication of this legal deficiency is that 
the Countv mav not lawfullv S!fant anv discretionarv land use entitlements for 

,,, .. ~ - "" "' 
development of the affected lands, at least where a ·'nexus" exists between the proposed 
land use and the CP's inadequacy. Garat v. Cirv of Riverside, 2 C.11.App..+th 259. 293 
(1991); Neighborhood Action Group ·v. Countv of Calaveras, l56 CaL.\pp.3d 1176 
(1984). In Kings Countv Fann Bureau v. Citv of Hanford, 221Cal.App.3d692 (1990). 
for instance, the court invalidated a building permit based on J. general plan inadequacy 
analogous to the defect in the present case. Similarly. in Neighborhood . .\ction, the court 
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held that the issuance of a conditional use permit was beyond the county's authority 
because the noise element of the county's general plan was legally deficient. 156 
Cal.App.3d at 1186-89; see also Citv of Carmel-bv-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors, 13 7 
Cal.App.3d 964 ( 1982) (holding a use permit void based on inadequacy of general plan). 
The CP must be revised to include building intensity and population density standards 
before the County can consider its approval, or the approval of the GUP. 

2. The CP and GUP Are Inconsistent with the Santa Clara County 
General Plan, and Approval of the CP Would Render the General Plan 
Internally Inconsistent. 

Approval of the CP/GUP is additionally problematic inasmuch as these 
entitlements stand in direct conflict with unambiguous provisions of the County General 
Plan. The General Plan sets forth numerous strategies, policies and implementation 
mechanisms devoted to managing growth within the County. In one such fundamental 
policy, the General Plan identifies compact development as a "cornerstone of wise growth 
management." General Plan at A-3. To successfully implement this growth management 
strategy, the General Plan states that the expansion of urban service areas should be 
controlled (at B-3), and that infill development should occur through the expansion of 
urbanized areas and not on hillsides or in resources areas (at B-5). Most import~ntly, the 
County General Plan prohibits urban types and levels of services whether from pufilic or 
private service providers. outside cities' Urban Service Areas. General Plan, Policy R-GD 
6 at K--L In direct violation of these policies and in marked contrast to sound land use 
planning principles, the CP/GUP proposes to allow urban levels of development within 
the Lathrop District. Located in the Stanford foothills, the Lathrop District supports 
sensitive biological resources and lies outside of Palo Alto's Urban Service Area/Urban 
Growth Boundary. 

The proposed CP/GUP would also conflict with numerous provisions in the 
General Plan reflectirnr the need to orotect the biological integritv of critical habitat areas. 

- L - - ., 

The General Plan calls for the preservation of those habitat areas richest in biodiversity 
and necessary for preserving threatened or endangered species. See General Plan policy 
C-RC-31. As will be discussed more fully below. implementation of the cp:GUP would 
result in substantial loss of Caiifomia Tiger Salamander habitat and could also 
significantly impact the red-legged frog. the western pond turtle ::md other sensitive 
species. 
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In sum, if approved, the proposed CP/GUP would fly in the face of long
standing County policies relating to growth management and the protection of biological 
resources. Such stark inconsistencies, like the CP's omission of necessary standards for 
land use density and intensity, render any County approval of the project vulnerable to 
legal challenge under the Planning and Zoning Law. 

II. THE DEIR FAILS TO COMPLY WITH CEQA. 

A. The DEIR's Project Description Is Incomplete and Therefore 
Inadequate. 

The DEIR's analysis of potential environmental impacts suffers from the 
fundamental defect that it is based upon an incomplete and inconsistent description of the 
project itself. '"An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an 
informative and legally sufficient EIR." San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Ctr. v. 
Countv of Stanislaus, 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 729 (1994), quoting Countv oflnvo v. Citv of 
Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193 (1977). As a result, courts have found that even if 
an EIR is adequate in all other respects. the use of a ''truncated project concept" violates 
CEQA and mandates the conclusion that the lead agency did not proceed in a manner 
required by law. San Joaquin Raptor, 27 Cal.App.4th at 729-30. Furthermore. 'Ta Jn 
accurate project description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential 
environmental effects of a proposed activity." Id. at 730 (citation omitted). Thus. an 
inaccurate or incomplete project description renders the analysis of significant 
environmental impacts inherently unreliable. 

The DEIR's description of the proposed project here is flawed in several 
respects. First, the DEIR fails to clearly define the purpose of the proposed Academic 
Growth Boundary ('"AGB"). Under the current proposal, Stanford has delineated an A.GB 
that contains sufficient land to accommodate the University's projected grO\vth for the 
next ten years. Yet, accommodating Stanford's growth should be only one of the factors 
in determining the appropriate location of a grovvth boundary. Urban grow1h boundaries 
are more commonly utilized to promote compact urban development patterns and to serve 
as a mechanism for preserving open space and other resources. Thus. general plan 
policies establishing grO\vth boundaries typically: (1) determine the community's need for 
amenities such as open space and recreational areas. and(:?.) identify those areas not 
suitable for development because of their resource value. such as agricultural lands and 
wildlife habitat. Nevertheless. in this instance. Stanford appears to have ··backed into" its 
proposed AGB by merely identifying a line that accommodates Stanford's development 
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plans. Accordingly, each of the DEIR's "alternative components" assumes, as a foregone 
conclusion that the project must accommodate two million square feet of academic 
development within the AGB. Perhaps even more troubling, there is no assurance that 
this "growth boundary" has any permanence, and therefore any real purpose, since 
Stanford would leave itself the option of periodically revising the boundary location. 
DEIR at 2-6. As will be discussed in the alternatives section of this letter, the County 
should establish an AGB beyond which no urban land uses can be permitted during the 
term of the Community Plan. Such periodic revisions to the AGB would be contrarv to 
the General Plan which requires a reassessment of growth boundaries every ten years. 
See General Plan Policy C-GD-22. 

66-4 In a related omission, the DEIR fails to identify the total development and 
redevelopment potential on Stanford lands, and specifically on the core campus. Of 
course, it is important to ascertain Stanford's ultimate build-out potential in order to 
evaluate the appropriateness of the proposed AGB. Such an evaluation is especially 
necessary in light of statements by Stanford that "construction has reached the edges of 
the University's level spaces" (DEIR at 4.2-1), implying that encroachment into the 
foothills is necessary to support the University's educational functions. A revised 
environmental document should identify and discuss the development and redevelopment 
potentiat within each of the University's ten Development Districts, taking into account 
the enviroiimental sensitivity of these lands. 

66-5 The DEIR also lacks sufficient detail about Stanford's anticipated 
academic facilities, including the location and extent of these uses. Stanford proposes 
two million square feet of academic and related uses over the next ten years, yet with a 
few exceptions (DEIR at 2-12), the DEIR provides no indication of where this 
development would occur or of its nature and intensicy. Given the project's ten-year 
planning horizon, it is likely that Stanford is currently evaluating development proposals 
at least at the conceptual level. To the extent practicable, specific development 
information should be included in a revised environmental document. 

66-6 The DEIR further fails to adequately describe all of the development that 
could occur within Academic Reserve: Open Space (AR/OS'') lands. While the DEIR 
states generally that Stanford has proposed that .. limited development" be allowed within 
the AR/OS area through individual Use Permits. the document provides no detail as to 
what that .. limit'' might be. (DEIR at 1--J..) Anv additional development of AFJOS lands 
is of paramount concern to the Committee. as it could resuit in a significantloss of open 
space and adversely impact piant and \Viidiife resources. A. revised environmental 
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document must identify and describe the extent of this potential development, so that its 
environmental impacts may be analyzed. 

Moreover, while the proposed project would delete "Special Condition 
Areas" from the County General Plan, this important change is not identified or discussed 
in the DEIR's project description. Currently, the foothills area is designated as '"Special 
Condition Area" C, where development regulations require a separate County Use Permit 
for all non-residential buildings in excess of 5,000 square feet and all residential buildings 
other than caretaker housing units. DEIR at 4.2-3. A revised environmental document 
should include the deletion of these "Special Condition Areas" in the project description, 
and provide an analysis of the environmental impacts resulting from the loss of this 
protective general plan provision. 

Nor does the DEIR provide sufficient information relating to Special 
Conservation Areas. While the DEIR contemplates the potential expansion of these 
Conservation Areas (alternative component LU-E), it does not identify the specific 
location of these lands nor even the criteria that the County would use to determine 
which areas would be provided with this protective designation. 

In addition, the DEIR fails to in.elude critical information relating to the 
GUP process. Under the proposed GUP, St~±ord would generally be allowed to apply 
to the County's Architectural and Site Approval Committee for approval of new 
academic facilities, but projects of a specified size or scope may be required to receive 
Planning Commission approval. DEIR at 1-4. Yet, while the DEIR asserts that the latter 
projects will be identified through the conditions of the GUP (id.), neither the DEIR nor 
the GUP application identifies them. 

Finally, the DEIR does not include sufficient mapping to enable the reader 
to understand the components of the project or its environmental impacts. In particular, 
the DEIR lacks a map that depicts the existing boundaries of Palo Alto's Urban Service 
Area. Such omissions in the DEIR's project description render the document legally 
inadequate. 

B. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Analyze Environmental Impacts 
Caused by the Project. 

An EIR must effectuate a fundamental purpose of CEQA: to .. inform the 
public and responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their decisions 
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before they are made." Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of the University 
of California, 6 Cal.4th 1112. 1123 (1994) ("Laurel Heights fl"). To do so, an EIR must 
contain facts and analysis, not just an agency's bare conclusions. Citizens of Goleta 
Vallev v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 568 (1990). An EIR must provide a 
sufficient degree of analysis to allow decisionmakers to make intelligent judgments. 
CEQA Guidelines§ 15151; Kings Countv Farm Bureau, 221Cal.App.3d692. The EIR 
must both analyze the project's potentially significant environmental impacts and propose 
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce these impacts. Pub. Res. Code 
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines§§ 15126.2, 15126.4. As set forth below, the DEIR fails to 
comport with these requirements in several respects. 

1. The DEIR Lacks the Specificity Necessary to Afford the Public 
and Decision Makers With a Meaningful Assessment of Project 
Impacts. 

66 -11 The DEIR for the Stanford project apparently is intended to serve as a 
master environmental assessment, which can be tiered with subsequent environmental 
review of specific projects. DEIR at 1-3. Such first-tier environmental documents are 
most useful in analyzing later projects, of course, if their analysis is both specific and 
comprehensive. Stanislaus National Heritage Project v. Countv of Stanislaus, 1'_8 
Cal.App.4th 182 (1996). The DEIR for the CP/GUP should focus. therefore, not"<:mly on 
the long-term and cumulative impacts of the present project, but also on specific impacts 
where particular development projects are already foreseeable. Unfortunately, however, 
the DEIR fails almost entirely in addressing the impacts of specific projects contemplated 
by the proposed GUP. 

Although the GUP will allow specific levels of development at Stanford 
over the next ten years, the DEIR simply does not analyze the environmental impacts 
resulting from this development. The most notable example of this deficiency is the 
DEIR's nominal analysis of impacts upon biological resources. As \Vill be described 
more fully below. the DEIR acknowledges that implementation of the GUP would affect 
a number of rare. threatened and endangered plant and animal species. but the document 
provides nothing more than a scant discussion of these impacts. This approach violates 
state law. The Court of :..\.ppeal invalidated such a cursory impact assessment in 
Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. Countv of Stanislaus, for example. explaining that 
CEQA requires environmental review to take place before project approval. -+8 
Cal.App.4th at l 96 (citing Laurel Heights II for the proposition that a .. fundamental 
purpose·' ofCEQA is to ··'infonn the public and responsible officials of the 
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environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made'"). The court 
specifically rejected the argument that a programmatic EIR for a specific plan and general 
plan amendment could ignore site-specific environmental review on the grounds that 
future phases of the development project would include environmental review, stating 
that ""tiering' is not a device for deferrirrg the identification of significant environmental 
impacts that the adoption of a specific plan can be expected to cause." Id. at 199. The 
court emphasized that agencies should expect environmental analysis to involve some 
degree of forecasting: 

We do not by this opinion place any new burdens on preparers 
of EIRs. Our opinion today is merely an affirmation of 
already existing law. "Drafting an EIR ... necessarily 
involves some degree of forecasting. While forecasting the 
unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best 
efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can." 

Id. at 206, citing CEQA Guidelines § 15144. 

Indeed, CEQA requires that project descriptions and environmental impact 
assessments account for reasonably foreseeable future phases, or other reasonably 
foreseeable consequences of proposed projects. In Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n of 
San Francisco v. Regents of the Universitv of California, 47 Cal.3d 376. 396 (1988) 
("Laurel Heights I"), for example. the California Supreme Court required that an EIR 
analyze the future effects of a project's expansion, or other action where "(l) it is a 
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project; and (2) the future expansion or 
action will be significant in that it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial 
project or its environmental effects." In that case, the Court required the University's EIR 
to discuss the probable future expansion of its project in order to inform decision-makers 
and the public about the impacts that would likely occur. Id. In the instant case, more 
detailed environmental review is also clearly required. as specific development 
contemplated under the GlJP is the precise purpose of the project now under 
consideration. 
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2. The DEIR's Cursory .Assessment oflmpacts Upon Biological 
Resources Is Legally Defective. 

a. The DEIR Fails to Provide a Legally Adequate Discussion 
of the Biological Resources Setting. 

CEQA provides that an EIR must include an adequate description of the 
environmental setting in the vicinity of the development areas identified and established 
by the project. See CEQA Guidelines§ 15125(a). For the vast majority of plant and 
wildlife species on the Stanford campus, the DEIR simply fails to meet this requirement. 
The DEIR's descriptions of all plant species and all but one wildlife species that might be 
affected by the project are speculative, incomplete, and fail to reflect an effort at full 
disclosure of the species that will be at risk from the proposed development. Therefore, 
the DEIR is legally inadequate under CEQA. See CEQA Guidelines§ 15151 (requiring 
an EIR to be detailed, complete, and reflect "a good faith effort at full disclosure"). 

While the DEIR provides fairly specific information on the habitat of the 
California Tiger Salamander in the project area, these data stand in stark contrast to the 
utter lack of specific information the DEIR provides in its description of all of the site's 
other biological resources. Compare DEIR. at 4.8-11 to -18 (describing CTS habitat and 
population, based upon extensive surveys of CTS on Stanford lands) with id. at 4.8-1 to 
8-4 (discussing in general terms all potential plant communities in project area): 4.8-4 to 
8-7 (discussing in general terms all wildlife habitat in project area); 4.8-8 to 4.8-11 
(Tables 4.8-2 and 8.8-3) (tables listing all special-status plant and animal species that may 
occur in project area). 

Indeed, the DEIR describes very little in the way of biological resources; 
rather, it speculates and hypothesizes as to what resources may exist in the project's 
vicinity. For exarnpie, in its discussion of rare, threatened. and endangered plants, the 
DEIR states that it is possible that undiscovered populations of numerous species, 
including Santa Clara red ribbons, western leatherwood, Ben Lomond buckwheat. 
+;..,...,..,...,..,,. +;.;t-;11"'"'' ,,..,,:i rnhnct mnn<1rrlPlt<1 r'A11lrl ,,.vict in rtPvPlf'\nPrl ,.. .... ,.; ,....,..,.,;,.... .. c-lu 
.1..l. i...&.5J.L4J..l.\. .l..J. J.\.J..1J.'-'LJ. }' ~ t.4.1..l.Y. J. V'-''"'6-"'"'" J..!.A.VC..1. ..... .1. ............. J. ..... ~ ..... '-' ............. ............. >J ... J..l.-l. ......... 'v.a..vp ..... ~ U.i.J.~ pi.'""¥ l.VUJJ.,..V 

undeveloped areas that fall within the areas where the project will allow new 
development. DEIR at .+.8-27. Similarly, the DEIR merely speculates as to the presence 
.-..fG.,,;,.,.J..,,,.,...·, '"'ffi"'"h ,., r'.llifnmi'.l :\JMivP Phnt <;;:.n,..ipnr 1"r°'\T"P, ... \ T i<:t ..1 nl'>n1" S,..,.,,..;eS in 
Vl. U.1.1.~J.J.'-'i. .J .... U4.A. .f:-''-4.i.J..".' ...... --4.1..1......,, .......... ~ .. ·-....... T - .... .. w ........ ._,'J_.l._i..} \ -.&. ~ ~ -....,/ I "'--"'-'" i ,t.JJ.'4.1..1.11. tJ\.. ..... .L .......... 

the project area. DEIR at .+,8-35. The DEIR also voices suspicions that active nest sites 
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of raptors and migratory birds exist within the development area, but mentions no recent 
surveys performed on the site. DEIR at -J..8-35 to 36. 

Furthermore, the document does not include the mapped locations of the 
actual or potential habitat for any of these species. Even the DEIR's comparatively 
fulsome review of the presence of CTS on Stanford lands does not clearly map the 
distribution of the species or identify all of the breeding and non-breeding habitat. 
including habitat contained in the foothills area. The DEIR seems to rely largely upon 
CTS surveys undertaken for prior, more contained projects; limited effort seems to have 
been made to provide a thorough survey of the CTS population existing within and 
outside the project area. 

As the CEQA Guidelines declare, "[k]nowledge of the regional setting is 
critical to the assessment of environmental impacts. Special emphasis should be placed 
on environmental resources that are rare or unique to that region and would be affected by 
the project." CEQA Guidelines § 15125( c ). An EIR that fails to identify important 
biological resources on or adjacent to the project's location is legally inadequate. See San 
Joaquin Raptor, 27 Cal.App.4th at 722-29 (voiding certification ofEIR that provided 
inadequate description of project's location and environmental setting). Because the 
DEIR does little more than attempt to catal.Qg __ the variety of species that could exist on the 
site, it fails to place any emphasis on the rare or unique species that actually inhabit 
Stanford's lands, and is therefore legally inadequate. 

The DEIR's oft-repeated excuse to explain this legally inadequate setting is 
that Stanford has yet to decide upon the specific types and sites of development within the 
CP/GUP area. Instead, the DEIR promises that surveys of biological resources will take 
place after approval of the project but before any actual development takes place. 
Delaying field surveys and relying upon speculative assessments of the likely presence of 
a variety of species may well be a more convenient method of preparing an EIR than 
utilizing actual scientific data gathered from throughout the site. but it is impermissible as 
a matter oflaw under CEQA. As explained by the Court in Laurel Heights I, ..+7 Cal.3d at 
399, ··[ w ]e find no authority that exempts an agency from complying with the law-, 
environmental or othenvise. merelv because the agencv 's task mav be difficult." See also .. - - "' -
Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project, -+8 Cal.App.4th 182. 

Moreover. delaying significant environmental review until specific projects 
are proposed. where such projects are a .. reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial 
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project" and are '"likely to change ... [the J environmental effects [of the initial project]," 
is itself a violation ofCEQA. Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal.3d at 396. Furthermore, as 
explained below, the DEIR's deferral of a detailed and complete description of the 
environmental setting also renders legally inadequate its description of both the project's 
impacts and the effect of proposed mitigations on these impacts. ·See San Joaquin Raptor, 
27 Cal.App.4th at 729 (legally inadequate description of environmental setting "precludes 
a determination that substantial evidence supports" EIR's proposed mitigations). 

b. The DEIR's Analysis of the Project's Impacts Upon 
Biological Resources Is Inadequate. 

As a result of the DEIR's failure to disclose existing biological resources in 
the project vicinity, its analysis of impacts upon these resources is incomplete and 

inadequate. CEQA requires that an EIR provide a sufficient degree of analysis to inform 

the public about the proposed project's adverse environmental impacts and to allow 
decision-makers to make intelligemjudgments. CEQA Guidelines§ 15151. Consistent 
with this requirement, the information regarding the project's impacts must be 
''painstakingly ferreted out." Environmental Planning and Information Council of 
Western El Dorado Counrv v. Countv ofEl Dorado, 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 357 (1982) 
(finding an EIR for a general plan amendment inadequate where the document-..d.id not 
make clear the effect on the physical environment). Although the DEIR alludes to 
numerous significant environmental impacts to plant and wildlife species. its legally 
inadequate description of these biological resources renders its analysis of these 
significant impacts similarly inadequate. 

The DEIR's analysis of the impacts to rare. threatened, and endangered 
plant species, for example. makes no assessment at all as to the significance of the 
project's environmental impacts. Instead. the ··focused surveys·' that the DEIR admits are 
the only proven method of studying potential environmental impacts \Vill be deferred until 
project-level siting of nev.- developments. DEIR. at .+.8-34: see also DEIR. at .+.8-36 
(information on the impacts to raptor and migratory bird nests will not be collected until 
sites are chosen). Furthermore. the DEIR does not even consider either the potential loss 
of foraging habirat for raptors occurring in the area or the effect of additional rodent 
control measures implemented as part of the managemem of the developed areas of the 
project on the raptor population. Nor does the DEIR consider the dtect of such increased 
rodent control on State fuiiy protected species. such as the white-tailed kite and the 
golden eagle. 
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In short. although the DEIR suspects, and allows for, significant impacts, it 
does so only in the most abstract way and provides the public and decision-makers with 
no information as to the specific species that might be at risk. Merely allowing for 
significant impacts is insufficient under CEQA, which requires that an EIR provide more 
than "the bare conclusions of a public agency" in its analysis of significant environmental 
impacts. Santiago Countv Water District v. Countv of Orange, 118 Cal.App.3d 818, 831 
(1981); see also Stanislaus National Heritage Project v. Countv of Stanislaus, 48 
Cal.App.4th 182, 194-206 (1996) (invalidating EIR for residential project where agency 
concluded that effects on long-term water supply could result in significant impacts, but 
failed to provide any analysis of those impacts); Citizens of Goleta Vallev v. Board of 
Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 568 C'Goleta II") ("EIR must contain facts and analysis, not 
just the agency's bare conclusions"). 

Similarly, the DEIR's findings of no significant impact on the steelhead 
trout and the California red-legged frog ("CRLF"), both of which are listed as threatened 
under the Federal Endangered Species Act, are conclusory and unsupported by substantial 
evidence. EIR, at 4.8-27. The fact that no development will be adjacent to creeks in the 
project area is not dispositive of whether these species will face significant impacts, as the 
DEIR itself implicitly admits by noting the potential for surface water runoff. Id. 
Meaningful analysis of the potential for surface water runoff effectuates one of CEQA's 
fundamental purposes: to "inform the public and responsible officials of the 
environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made . ., Laurel Heights 
Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of the Universitv of California, 6 Cal.4th 1112. 1123 
(1993) (Laurel Heights II). 

With respect to the CRLF, the DEIR provides no data on the distribution of 
the species within the vicinity of the project site, and therefore provides neither the public 
nor decision-makers with any information with which to judge the DEIR' s assumptions. 
In fact, suitable habitat for CRLF is knovvn to occur in San Francisquito Creek. 
Accordingly, the DEIR for the nearby Sand Hill Road Project assumed that the species 
was present on the site. See Stanford Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects Draft EIR 
Volume 3: Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures. :.md Alternatives. at 4.7-58 
(June 18. 1996), attached as Exhibit.-\. CRLF distribution and numbers can vary \videly 
from season to season based on weather or changes in habitat. and CRLFs have been 
documented to travel distances of up to two miles overland to reach breeding sites. or 
during post-breeding dispersal. without regard to topography and upland habitat. See 
"Biological Review of the Stanford University Community Plan J.nd General Use 
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Permit," prepared by Joe DiDonato. attached as Exhibit B. And like the CTS, the CRLF 
is known to use upland habitat for foraging and rodent burrows, such as those present in 
the Lathrop and West Campus areas, as estivation sites during the non-breeding season. 
It is therefore possible that CRLFs may enter the project area from the San Francisquito 
Creek corridor. 

Joe DiDonato of BioQuest Consulting has identified two further potential 
impacts that the DEIR fails to consider. In his report, tv-1r. DiDonato notes that the DEIR 
fails to mention the potential distribution of western pond turtles on the project site and 
the potential impacts to this species from 'the project. The western pond turtle, a species 
that is listed as Protected by the Department of Fish and Game, use aquatic and riparian 
habitat, which exists within the San Francisquito drainage, and frequently uses upland 
habitat for foraging, egg-laying or as estivation sites. The species has been inventoried in 
the San Francisquito Creek. Sand Hill DEIR, at 4.7-33. Development of the West 
Campus and Lathrop districts may impact this species by eliminating foraging and 
estivation sites. Mr. DiDonato also notes that development within the Lathrop District 
would reduce the size of the campus golf course. If, as seems most likely, the course is 
expanded into the foothills, the CTS and other special status species, including sensitive 
species, will be vulnerable to additional impacts that the DEIR does not consider or 
address-. 

For all of these reasons, we conclude that the DEIR fails sufficiently to 
inform the public and decision makers of the environmental consequences of the project. 
The DEIR must be revised. 

c. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Identify and Analyze 
Measures to Mitigate Impacts Upon Biological Resources. 

CEQA requires that mitigation measures be identified and analyzed. "The 
purpose of an environmental impact report is ... to list ways in which the significant 
effects of such a project might be minimized .... '· CEQA § 21061. The Supreme Court 
has described the mitigation and alternative sections of the EIR as the ·'core" of the 
document. Citizens of Goleta Vallev, 52 Cal. 3d 553. 

The DEIR' s discussion of possible measures to mitigate biological impacts 
is t1mved in several respects. Most significantly. the DEIR' s conclusions that some 
impacts are mitigated to below a level of significance are entirely lacking in evidentiary 
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support. For example, the DEIR relies on future, pre-construction and pre-demolition 
surveys to identify habitat, nesting locations of sensitive species, and rare, threatened and 
endangered plants. DEIR, at 4.8-35 to -36 (mitigation ofloss ofraptor and migratory bird 
nests); 4.8-37 to -38 (mitigation of permanent loss of sensitive native plant communities); 
4.8-40 to -41 (mitigation of impacts on wetlands). Yet, such studies will come far too late 
and may not be relied upon to reduce wildlife and vegetation impacts below a level of 
significance. See Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. Countv of El Dorado, 225 Cal.App.3d 
872, 884-885 ( 1990) ("CEQA process demands that ... environmental information be 
complete and relevant and that environmental decisions be made in an accountable 
arena."). Moreover, the DEIR renders such analysis ineffective because it would not 
ensure that impacts will be avoided prior to the approval of the proposed project. 
Sundstrom v. Countv of Mendocino, 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 309 (1988) (deferral of 
mitigation until after project approval is inadequate). There is no guarantee that the 
project can be modified if sensitive habitat and plant species are identified prior to 
construction but after project approval. 

Moreover, with respect to the purported mitigation program for raptor and 
migratory bird nests, the DEIR fails to demonstrate that establishing ''appropriate 
construction setbacks" will in fact mitigate the project's impact to less than significant. 
Id. at 4.8-36. Setbacks are temporary attemptsJQ_reduce impacts to existing nests during 
construction periods and are not intended to mitigate the permanent impacts from the 
development. Because the DEIR does not cite any raptor nest searches within the project 
area, even such inadequate efforts at mitigation are likely to fail. The DEIR simply fails 
to provide substantial evidence supporting its conclusion that the impacts to raptor nesting 
will be mitigated to a level below significance. 

~ ~ 

Furthermore. the DEIR relies on numerous thresholds of significance that it 
neither explains nor supports with substantial evidence, making it more difficult to 
evaluate whether the proposed mitigation programs will reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level. The DEIR merely asserts, without citation or explanation. that the 
threshold of significance for permanent loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife species. for 
CNPS list three or four plant species, and for special-status plant habitat. is a l 0-percent 
loss. fd. at 4.8-23. fn addition. the DEIR also asserts. \Vithout citation or explanation. 
that the replacement of habitat ma ratio of two acres of replacement habitat for each acre 
of special-status plant habitat and special-status plants lost will mitigate the project's 
significant impact so long as a minimum of 80 percent of the transplanted plants survive. 
Id. at 4.8-34 to -35. Because the DEIR fails to provide substantial support for the figures 
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upon which it relies to find significant impacts and their mitigation, the DEIR is legally 
inadequate. 

The DEIR's proposed mitigation for the CTS is similarly flawed in that it 
presents a disturbing choice between one clearly insufficient mitigation option and a 
satisfactory option whose requirements the project proponent, based upon its recent 
actions, is likely to be unwilling to implement. Of the two options, the DEIR correctly 
notes that Option 1, which was proposed by Stanford, will not provide sufficient 
mitigation because it fails to provide long-term protection of CTS habitat. Option I will 
not guarantee that the new breeding ponds it requires will be effective before new 
development begins. DEIR at 4.8-32. A recent long-term study of the life history of CTS 
shows that 75-80 percent of CTS returned to the pond in which they were born, and the 
rest returned to other ponds within the region. Peter Cornell Trenham, Jr., Demographv. 
Migration. and Metapopulation Structure of Pond Breeding Salamander ( 1998) 
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of California (Davis)). Because the CTS is 
relatively long-lived and individuals typically breed successfully only once in their 
lifetime, the development of new breeding ponds may have no long-term benefits to the 
population. 

In addition, this same study tracked CTS in their dispersal from the-ponds 
and found that the majority of the CTS were estivating in areas 500-700 meters out from 
the breeding ponds, with some animals traveling more than 1000 meters. Id. Therefore, 
construction of new breeding ponds may not mitigate the destruction of existing ponds, 
and the areas around any new or existing breeding pond must be protected to allow 
extensive CTS dispersal. Accordingly, development should not advance until successful 
breeding has been shown in the new ponds for an adequate period of at least three years, 
and mitigation measures must include adequate permanent conservation measures to 
allow individual CTS to disperse from and return to the pond in which they were born. 
Option 1, which would not allow for necessary mitigation. is simply not a viable means to 
mitigate the extensive impacts caused by this project. 

We aQ!'ee with the DEIR that Ootion 2 would reduce imnacts unnn th~ C-:TS . 
._, .l ---r--- -- --r--- ---- - - -7 

and is far superior to Option 1. This measure requires. among other things. that where 
land containing CTS habitat is to be developed. Stanford shall provide for the long-term - -
orotection and management of an amount of land eaual to three times the acreage of that 
.._ - J. - ---= 
which would be deveioped. and that Stanford shall establish three new breeding ponds in 
the foothills area south of Juniper Serra Boulevard prior to commencement of 
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construction on occupied CTS habitat that is within 500 meters of Lake Lagunita. 
Nevertheless, Stanford has indicated its unwillingness to permanently dedicate land for 
the CTS. See San Francisco Chronicle article. May 31, 2000, attached as Exhibit C. The 
amount of land proposed to be dedicated as mitigation for the proposed Carnegie project 
was a mere three acres, yet Stanford thus far has refused to commit to this land 
dedication. Furthermore, given the vast and frightening number of deaths of CTS 
documented in the DEIR -- from construction-related activities, automobiles, storm drains 
and utility boxes, and drift fences and gates meant to hold CTS left open or in disrepair 
(DEIR, at 4.8-12 to -13)-- there is little reason to be confident either in Stanford's ability 
or willingness to mitigate impacts from its development. 

Unless and until Stanford commits to the dedication of sufficient lands to 
protect the CTS on the Stanford campus, the DEIR cannot properly co.nclude that impacts 
upon this sensitive species, which is likely to be listed as a federal endangered species 
within the next 18 months, would be mitigated to an insignificant level. Nor is the 
mitigation program for the impact on CTS habitat the only program likely to be affected 
by Stanford's pattern ofrecalcitrance. The DEIR also identifies other mitigation 
mechanisms that rely on similar restoration programs for which there is no indication 
project proponents will actually perform. These include restoration programs for oak 
woodland and riparian oak woodland and for replacement trees. See DEIR at 4.8-38 
to -39. 

We also make the following comments regarding the proposed mitigations 
to impacts on CTS, based upon the attached report from our consulting biologist: 

... Pre-construction surveys should be extended throughout the rainy season 
and not limited to the beginning of the season only. 

Construction vehicle speed should be limited to 10 mph and enforced with a 
permanent traffic control officer (Page 4.8 31. (b)(2)). Voluntary 
restrictions based only on posted speed limits have not successfully reduced 
road-killed San Francisco garter snakes at the SF airport construction site. 

... Habitat management within the CTS conser;ation site should include the 
development of a range and vegetation management plan addressing 
vegetation height. ground squirrei colony maintenance. public access and 
infrastmcture. 
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s- Additional research on the movements of CTS should be developed and 
inciude marked and telemetered animals to identify routes of travel from 
breeding ponds and levels of site fidelity. This information should be used 
as a measure of the success of the new breeding ponds. 

In sum, having faiied to provide sufficientiy specific descriptions of the 
environmental setting of, and impacts upon, the biological resources of the project area, 
the DEIR fails to meet CEQA's requirements for identifying and analyzing mitigation 
measures. 

d. The DEIR's Analysis of Cumulative Impacts Upon 
Biological Resources Is Inadequate. 

CEQA requires lead agencies to consider cumulative impacts, or the 
incremental effects of the proposed project viewed together with the effects of past, 
current, and probable future projects. Pub. Res. Code§ 21083(b); Guidelines§ 15130(a)
(b ). An EIR will be invalidated if it fails to provide sufficient information concerning the 
cumulative impacts of the project under review. See. e.g., Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. 
v. Citv of Los Angeles, 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1025-28 (1997) (EIR inadequate for failure 
to consider all reasonably foreseeable consequences of project); San Joaquin Raptor, 27 
Cal.App.4Jh __ at 738-39 (EIR inadequate for failure to list and consider effects of project 
along with other development projects under consideration in vicinity); Kings Countv, 
221 Cal.App.3d at 718 (EIR inadequate for failure to consider and provide reasonable 
analysis of relevant cumulative impacts of similar projects in vicinity). 

The courts have repeatedly emphasized the importance of the cumulative 
impacts analysis. See. e.g., Bozung v. Local Agencv Formation Commission, 13 Cal.3d 
263, 283 (1975). A legally adequate .. cumulative impacts analysis" views a particular 
project over time and in conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects whose impacts might compound or interrelate with those of 
the project at hand. '"Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.'' CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15355(b). This mandate assumes even greater importance where. as here. the DEIR 
addresses a far-reaching Community Plan and GUP that will regulate and implement 
development of the Sranford campus for the coming decade. See Guidelines 
§ 15168(b)(4) (programmatic EIR :J.!lows agency to "consider broad policy :ilternatives 
and program-\vide mitigation measures" at :J.n early stage when the agency has greater 
flexibility to deal with cumulative impacts). 
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When an agency finds that a project may have a significant cumulative 
impact on a particular environmental resource, the CEQA Guidelines require the EIR's 
discussion of cumulative impacts to include the following three elements: ( 1) either (a) a 
list or summary of the projects producing reiated or cumulative impacts, or (b) a summary 
of such projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document 
which evaluates regional or areawide conditions; (2) a summary of the expected 
environmental impacts from those projects; and (3) a reasonable analysis of the 
cumulative impacts of the relevant projects together with the proposed project, 
documented with references to scientific and empirical evidence. Guidelines 
§ 15130(b)(l)-(3); Kings Countv, 221 Cal.App.3d at 729. 

The DEIR here fails to comply with CEQA's requirements since the 
County's purported assessment of cumulative impacts to biological and water resources 
consists predominantly of restating project-specific impacts. Indeed, because the County 
neglected in the first instance to provide adequate data on related development projects in 
the region, a proper cumulative impacts analysis was not even possible here. For 
example, despite the fact that Stanford is just beginning construction on the 225,000 
square foot Clark Center near Campus West Drive, the CP/GUP DEIR fails to include 
this significant project in its cumulative impacts analysis. 

Moreover, the DEIR fails to provide the required consideration of the 
cumulative impact on biological resources of the CP/GUP together with other projects 
currently being considered on Stanford lands, as well as projects under consideration in 
the County. With respect to the California Tiger Salamander, for example, the DEIR 
notes that the Carnegie Foundation Research Office Facility project ("Carnegie Project") 
is located within the existing CTS Management Zone at Stanford. The document, 
however, fails to mention or discuss the fact that the Carnegie Project DEIR found 
potentially significant impacts to both CTS population and habitat from operation and 
construction of the facility. See Carnegie Project DEIR, at 3.3-8. Similarly, as explained 
above, the DEIR for the Sand Hill Road project identified both the western pond turtle 
and the CRLF as species whose habitats would be impacted by the project and assumed 
that they may be present on the project site (see Exhibit A at 4.7-58); the CPiGT.JP DEIR 
fails not only to consider whether these species would be present on the project site. but 
also fails to consider the cumulative impact of this project. 

The DEIR thus clearly neglects to analyze the cumulative impacts that these 
and other projects within the County will have on the long-term viability of CTS and 
other rare and threatened species. \.foreover. the DEIR fails to consider thoroughly 
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whether the incremental loss of any members of plant and wildlife species or their habitat 
caused by this project will contribute to the larger cumulative impact by the Carnegie and 
Sand Hill Road projects, as well as other relevant projects undertaken throughout the 
County. For these reasons. we conclude that the DEIR fails to provide a reasonable 
description and analysis of the cumulative impacts of all relevant projects together with 
the CP/GUP project. 

3. The DEIR's Discussion ofimpacts Upon Open Space Is 
Inadequate. 

a. The Preservation of Open Space on the Stanford Campus 
Is of Vital Importance. 

The proposed CP/GUP would convert hundreds of acres of open space to 
intensive urban development, and greatly increase the demand for open space lands. 1 At 
the same time, permanent protection of important open space areas has become an urgent 
need in the Bay Area and indeed throughout the state. California statutory and case law 
have long recognized open space as a valuable environmental resource. Accordingly, the 
California Legislature has declared that "open-space land is a limited and valuable 
resource which must be conserved wherever possible." Gov't Code§ 65562(a). Nearly 
thirty years ago the California Supreme Court recognized that ''[t]he elimination ofopen 
space in California is a melancholy aspect of the unprecedented population increase 
which has characterized our state .... " Associated Home Builders of the Greater East 
Bav. Inc. v. Citv of Walnut Creek, 4 Cal.3d 633, 638 (1971), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 878 
(1971). 

Growing evidence suggests that open space conservation is not an expense, 
but a worthwhile investment that produces enormous economic benefits. Open space is a 
major attraction for employees. residents and visitors because it increases the 
attractiveness of an area as a place to live, work. and recreate. As the Trust for Public 
Land explains: 

1 The DEIR never discloses the exact amount of open space that \vould be converted to 
urban uses under the proposed CPIGUP. a problem that calls into serious question the 
adequacy of the DEIR' s project description. See supra § II.A. 
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Some of this evidence comes from academic studies and 
economic analysis. Other evidence is from firsthand 
experience of community leaders and government officials 
who have found that open space protection does not "cost" 
but "pays." 
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The Economic Benefits of Parks and Open Space: How Land Conservation Helps 
Communities Grow Smart and Protect the Bottom Line (1999), attached as Exhibit D, at 
3. For example, a 1990 study in New England found that clustered housing designed to 
preserve open space appreciated faster than comparable homes on comparable lots. Id. at 
7. Open space used recreationally as trails and wildlife tourism can also have significant 
economic benefits. See id. at 26-27. Local businesses benefit greatly from open space 
that attracts visitors from other areas. See id. at 27. 

Similarly in the present case, the County and the Midpeninsula Open Space 
District have long recognized that significant open space resources are gravely threatened 
by the rapid pace of sprawling development in the County. As a result, these agencies 
undertook studies to evaluate those open space lands in the County most worthy of 
preservation and protection. See excerpts from the Santa Clara County "Open Space 
Preservation: A Program for Santa Clara County 2020 Task Force" (April 1987) 
(hereinafter "2020 Plan"), attached as Exhibit E. These studies determined that Stanford 
foothill lands' proximity to existing public open space lands, together with their inherent 
scenic value, make them a "high priority" for acquisition and protection. Indeed, these 
lands -- referred to as the Los Trancos/Felt Lake -- are ranked tenth out of approximately 
60 study areas for open space acquisition. See 2020 Plan. The 2020 Plan specifically 
provides that the preservation and acquisition of these lands would provide an effective 
urban buffer, as well as important watershed and '·viewshed" protection. Id. 

New development planned for Stanford lands would particularly benefit 
from the permanent conservation of surrounding hillsides. Protection of these lands 
would also have widespread benefits for residents and visitors of the area. as they provide 
spectacular views and a multitude of recreational opporrunities. Given their location near 
the Matadero Creek and San Francisquito Creek Trail Corridors. some of these lands 
could be dedicated as part of the Bay Area Ridge Trail Project. which seeks to establish a 
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continuous trail system encircling the San Francisco Bay and linking the main ridges that 
rise up from the Bay. See The San Francisco Bay Area Conservancy Program, Regional 
Needs Briefing Book (Apr. 5, 1999), at 16- l 7, attached as Exhibit F. 

b. The DEIR's Analysis of Open Space Impacts Is Legally 
Deficient. 

Given the dwindling supply of open space lands in the region and the 
importance of Stanford's open space lands in particular, the DEIR should have prepared a 
detailed and complete analysis of the present project's open space impacts. Yet, the 
DEIR's purported analysis of this subject is grossly inadequate. Although the document 
correctly concludes that open space impacts would be "significant" as a result of the 
implementation of the CP/GUP, the DEIR fails to include an accurate and comprehensive 
analysis of those impacts. The deficiencies in the DEIR's analysis are set forth below. 

The draft CP/GUP proposes the redesignation of several areas on Stanford 
lands, comprising several hundred acres, from the "ARJOS" designation to "Academic 
Campus." Notably, some of the land proposed for redesignation is also currently 
designated under the existing GUP as ·'Special Condition Areas," a designation that limits 
developm~nt by, among other things. requiring a separate County Use Permit for any 
building in the area. Of critical importance. the project contemplates even redesignating 
a portion of "Special Condition Area C' in the Stanford foothills -- the Lathrop District -
to "Academic Campus." Discussing this fundamental change in designation, however, 
the DEIR arrives at the remarkable conclusion that the removal of sites from "Special 
Condition Area" status will have no direct open space impact because development was 
already allowed in those areas with a Separate Use Permit. DEIR at -+.2-18. This 
argument is fundamentally flawed. Stanford cannot seriously contend that removing the 
significant hurdle of a requirement of a use permit -- a separate discretionary approval 
from the County -- does not promote development of these valuable lands. Following 
Stanford's convoluted reasoning, no development project would ever cause an 
environmental impact because development is always ·'allowed" by a general plan. 

In keeping with its faulty assumption. the DEIR declines to provide any 
analysis of impacts relating ro the redesignation of the Lathrop District ro ''A .. cademic 
Campus." While the DEIR asserts that the GUP contemplates only 20.000 feet of 
development in that location. the document later ackno\vledges that redesignation of the 
Lathrop District would create the potential for future development in the area. DEIR at 
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4.2-20. The DEIR's failure to provide any analysis of the loss of this important open 
space renders it legally inadequate. 

The DEIR also understates the magnitude of the project's impact on open 
space by claiming that certain other areas on the central campus (e.g., the Arboretum. 
Palm Drive, the Oval, a portion of the Stable area and Lake Lagunita) would be 
designated as ""Campus Open Space," thereby offsetting the removal of important open 
space lands from the "AR/OS" designation. DEIR at 4.2-18. In an astounding leap of 
logic, the DEIR even contends that open space will receive a higher level of protection 
under the CP/GUP than it currently does. Id. Again, the EIR misses the point. While the 
designation of these areas in the central campus as "Campus Open Space" is appropriate, 
it in no way compensates for the loss of open space lands in the foothills that would result 
from implementation of the CP/GUP. The value of the foothills as open space and as 
habitat for biological resources is unquestionably superior to that of these more urbanized 
areas. Moreover, because the areas surrounding Lake Lagunita provide important habitat 
for the California Tiger Salamander (and are located in the CTS Management Zone), it is 
unlikely the County would ever allow extensive development in that location. Finally, 
because the "Campus Open Space" designation allows limited academic use, open space 
protection is not even assured under that designation. 

The DEIR is also legally deficient in that it fails to provide gm: analysis of 
impacts resulting from development in the Arboretum and golf course. The CP/GUP 
provides an unspecified level of development in these areas and. as a result, the DEIR 
must analyze the effects of this loss of open space. 

The DEIR' s discussion of the loss of open space in terms of its impact on 
recreational opportunities, is equally deficient. The CP/GUP proposes to develop a 
number of sites that presently provide important recreational amenities, including the 
Lathrop District in the foothills. the Stable site. the golf course, and a number of open 
spaces within the faculty housing area. DEIR at 4.2-21. In addition, recreational 
opportunities in rhe foothills may soon be further restricted as Stanford proposes to 
engage in habitat and environmental restoration in the Dish. DEIR at 4.2-22. Although 
the DEIR identifies the loss of recreational opportunities as a significant impact. the 
document substantiaiiv understates the extent to \Vhich the oublic relies on Stanford open - ,_ . 

space for this purpose. A revised environmental document should include a thorough 
analysis of current recreation uses 'e.g., birdwatching, hiking, golfing, horseback riding, 
ball games, etc.) and a detailed assessment of the project's impact on those activities. 
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Partially as a result of the DEIR's deficient analysis of recreational impacts, 
the document fails to identify mitigation capable ofreducing this impact. For example, 
while the DEIR states generally that Stanford "shall improve parks in the faculty area," it 
does not discuss what these improvements might be, or how they would meet the 
recreational needs of the population. Nor does the DEIR provide any evidence that 
identified impacts would, in fact, be mitigated to an insignificant ievel. Of critical 
importance, while the DEIR proposes generally to improve parks and dedicate trail 
easements on the County Master Plan. the document reveals that the project proponent 
has not agreed to dedicate or improve trail routes. DEIR at 3-5 and 4.2-22. Under these 
circumstances, the DEIR cannot properly conclude that recreational impacts have been 
mitigated to an insignificant ievel. 

66-18 Finally, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the cumulative loss of open 
space, as required by CEQA. CEQA Guidelines§ 15130. Because of the fundamental 
importance of Stanford's open space lands and the encroachment onto these lands by 
other development in the County, the DEIR should have carefully analyzed the 
cumulative impacts of this loss of open space. Although the DEIR identifies myriad 
projects in the County, Palo Alto and Menlo Park (DEIR at 6-2 through 6-5), the 
discussion stops short of actually analyzing the effect of these projects combined with the 
present proposal, on open space loss in the County. Instead, the DEIR merely repeats its 
discussion of project-specific impacts. 

In sum, the DEIR' s discussion of open space and recreation impacts is 
incomplete, misleading and unsupported by necessary analysis. In light of the flaws 
identified above, the environmental document must be substantially revised before the 
County can properly consider approving the CP/GUP. 

c. The DEIR Fails to Identify Feasible Mitigation Measures to 
Reduce the Project's Significant Impact on Open Space. 

66 -19 One of the fundamental objectives of CEQA is to facilitate the 
identification of "feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or 
substantially lessen·' significant environmental effects. Pub. Res. Code § 21002. To 
effectuate this purpose, CEQA cautions that "public agencies should nm approve projects 
as proposed if there ::ire ... feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects .... ·· Id. 
Consequently, an EIR must identify feasible mitigation measures to mitigate significant 
environmental impacts. CEQA Guidelines§ 151:26.4. As the Supreme Court has held. 
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"The core of an EIR is the mitigation and alternatives sections." Citizens of Goleta 
Vallev, 52 Cal.3d at 564. 

Despite the DEIR's conclusion that the CP/GUP would result in the loss of 
important open space, the document proposes mitigation in only one location -- the 
Lathrop District. DEIR at 4.2-20. Yet even as to this area, the DEIR provides no 
evidence that the proposed mitigation measure--the clustering of development--would 
effectively mitigate impacts resulting from allowing urban development there. Indeed, 
the DEIR admits that the Lathrop District, which would be subject to a heightened range 
and intensity of permissible development, would no longer have any open space 
protection. DEIR at 4.2-21. While the DEIR suggests that the adoption of an alternate 
Academic Growth Boundary and land use designation could mitigate impacts to an 
insignificant level (id.), the document fails to provide any evidence to support this theory. 
In fact, "AGB- A" would still allow for development of at least 20,000 square feet in the 
Lathrop District.2 

Equally troubling, the DEIR proposes no mitigation for the loss of open 
space resulting from the redesignation of all of the other Stanford lands proposed to be 
converted to urban uses. Of critical importance, the DEIR fails to identify mitigation for 
the loss of open space at the Stable site and the Arboretum. At the same time, the DEIR 
concludes, inexplicably, that impacts upon open space will be mitigated to an 
"insignificant" level. DEIR at 4.2-21. Plainly, this conclusion is unsupportable. 

The DEIR's failure to propose adequate mitigation is even more flagrant in 
the document's discussion of cumulative loss of open space. The DEIR merely restates 
the one mitigation measure proposed for impacts relating to the CP/GUP (i.e., the 
clustering of development within the Lathrop District), effectively leaving the entire 
subject unaddressed. 

The DEIR's failure to consider mitigation for the loss of open space lands, 
both on a project-specific and cumulative level. is particularly egregious given the wide 
variety and number of successful programs that exist to address this issue. Mitigation is 
defined by the CEQA Guidelines to include: 

2 
. It appears that the CP/GUP contemplates at least nvo development projects in the 

Lathrop District -- a 20.000 square foot development and the proposed Carnegie 
Foundation. See DEIR at 7-..J. l, discussion of AGB-A. 
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(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts 
of an action. 

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the 
action and its implementation. 

( c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the 
impacted environment. 

( d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and 
maintenance operations during the life of the action. 

( e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute 
resources or environments. 

CEQA Guidelines § 15370. 

Here, the proposed project's impact on open space lands can be mitigated 
through the implementation of programs that protect similar lands in other locations. 
There are numerous examples of communities that have required either land dedications 
and/or fees for purchase of open space as mitigation for significant open space impacts. 
Examples include, but are not limited to, the following: 

.._Jl) 

'7' \-) 

Shea Business Park CCavetano Corporate Campus). North Livermore 
Area. In order to mitigate for the loss of open space caused by its 
corporate campus, the Business Park paid a mitigation fee of 
$600,000 to implement an open space/habitat management program 
in North Livermore . See Attachment G (excerpt from Cayetano 
Corporate Campus FEIR (Oct. 12. 1998) at 3-2, 3-4, and 3-5); 
Attachment H (excerpt from Development Agreement for Cayetano 
Corporate Campus). 

North Livermore Specific Plan. The DEIR for the proposed North 
Livermore Specific Plan proposes that new residential development 
in the North Livermore Valley pay an open space fee of $25,000 per 
acre (net of parks. arterial roadways, creek corridors and schools) to 

a proposed North Livermore Conservancy. The land prop9sed for 
development is neither high habitat value nor prime agricultural land. 
See Attachment I (excerpt from North Livermore Specific Plan). 
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Accordingly, the environmental document for the CP/GUP should include 
and analyze the following sorts of mitigation measures capable of reducing impacts 
resulting from the project: 

,. Clustering of development to protect open space lands in exchange 
for permanent protection of those lands through an appropriate 
instrument (e.g., dedication oflands to a land trust and/or multiple 
party holders of easements or other acceptable means of ensuring 
permanence.) 

,. Payment of a mitigation fee to an appropriate conservation 
organization for purchase of mitigation lands. 

,. Purchase in fee title or conservation easement of comparable open 
space land in the area and permanent protection of that land through 
a dedication to an appropriate open space conservation entity. 

At present, the DEIR's failure to identify and analyze mitigation for the loss 
of open space leaves the document woefully deficient under CEQA. The County should 
rectify this inadequacy and take the unique oppoi:ronity presented by the proposed project 
to invest in the protection of open space lands through effective mitigation programs. 

4. The DEIR Fails to Provide Adequate Analysis of Impacts on 
Visual Resources. 

As discussed above, implementation of the CP/GUP would result in urban 
levels of development on open space areas located in the Stanford's core campus and in 
the foothills. Of critical concern are proposed development plans in the Stanford 
foothills, as this area is highly visible from numerous recreational and public use areas 
throughout the County. Despite heightened community attention to this issue, the DEIR 
remarkably does not provide any analysis of the project's visual impacts upon public use 
areas -- other than El Camino Park and Matadero Creek Trail. The document omits this 
analvsis even though it acknowledges that there are ''a number of regional recreational 

., - - -
areas" which have views of Stanford iands. DEIR at 4.2-13. Neither does the DEIR 
discuss, let alone analyze, the visual impacts resulting from the proposed development of 
the Stable Site or the golf course driving range. 
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The DEIR does analyze the project's visual impacts to County roads and 
highways (I-280 and Junipero Serra Boulevard ('"JSB"), as indeed it should, since these 
are considered to be scenic routes. The DEIR implies that development would 
significantly impact views from JSB, but inexplicably concludes that requiring design 
review would reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. DEIR at 4.2-16. In fact, the 
CP/GUP contemplates substantial development adjacent to JSB, including 38 acres of 
housing on the Stable Site, academic development in the Lathrop District, two '"pockets" 
ofresidential development at Gerona/Junipero Serra and Lower Frenchman's, and 
development on the Stanford Golf Course. Design review may help to reduce the visual 
intrusion of this extensive development, but the fact remains that this development will 
forever mar the view of existing open space from scenic roadways. 

Accordingly, the DEIR erred in its conclusion that impacts upon scenic 
roads would be "insignificant." As found by the court in Quail Botanical Gardens 
Foundation. Inc. v. Citv of Encinitas, 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 1606 (1994), it is '"self
evident" that replacing open space with a subdivision will have an adverse effect upon 
"views and the beauty of the setting." Here, the CP/GUP proposes far more than a 
subdivision. Indeed, the entire stretch of JSB between Campus Drive West and Campus 
Drive East would be developed at urban levels, thus substantially altering the existing 
open, natural character of the Stanford foothills. 

c. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Discuss Alternatives to the Proposed 
Project. 

An EIR must ( 1) describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed 
project, and to its location, that would substantially attain the project's basic objec-tives 
with reduced environmental impact. and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of each 
alternative. Pub. Res. Code§§ 21002, 21100(a)(6); CEQA Guidelines§ 15126(d). The 
agency's identification and analysis of alternatives should foster informed decision
making and informed public participation. CEQA Guidelines§ 15126(d)(5). 

The requirement to set forth and analyze the impacts resulting from each of 
the EIR's alternatives is crucial 1:0 CEQA's mandate that significant environmental harm 
be substantially lessened or avoided where feasible. Pub. Res. Code§ 21002; CEQA 
Guidelines§§ 15002(a)(3), 1502l(a)(2). i5126(d); Citizens for Qualitv Gro\vth v. Citv of 
Mount Shasta, 198 Cal.App.Jct -1-33. -1-43--1-5 ( 1988). --without meaningful analysis of 
alternatives in the EIR. neither the courts nor the public can fulfill their proper roles in the ··· 
CEQA process . . . . [Courts wiii not] countenance a resuit that would require blind trust 
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The DEIR's alternatives analysis is defective in that it provides only one 
legitimate alternative to the project -- the reduced project alternative -- and even this 
alternative does not provide any substantive environmental benefit over the project. The 
reduced project alternative cuts in half the amount of academic and residential 
development on Stanford lands, and also reduces the number of parking spaces by 
roughly one-half. DEIR at 7-4 through 7-10. Despite the reduced development levels, 
however, this alternative results in land use, open space, biological and visual resources 
impacts that are virtually identical to those of the proposed project. Thus, for example, 
the DEIR reveals that the reduced project alternative would likely propose for 
development, albeit at a reduced level, many of the same sites so identified by the 
CP/GUP. Therefore, as with the proposed CP/GUP, the loss of open space and visual 
impacts would remain significant. DEIR at 7-14. At the same time, the reduced project 
alternative does not eliminate the project's significant impacts upon the CTS and rare, 
threatened and endangered plants. DEIR at 7-27 and 7-28. 

In addition, the DEIR fails to provide the requisite comparative analysis of 
the project, reduced project and no-project alternatives. Thus, the DEIR's table 
purporting to compare these alternatives provides no detailed analysis -- and certainly no 
quantification -- addressing the environmental impacts likely to result from each option. 
There are no specifics, for example, concerning the extent to which the reduced project 
alternative might lessen impacts to the CTS and other biological species. Instead, the 
DEIR merely observes that "the reduced amount of development makes avoidance of 
CTS habitat more feasible." DEIR at 7-27 and 7-28. Under CEQA, such self-evident 
ruminations cannot substitute for meaningful analysis. Citv of Antioch v. Citv Council, 
187 Cal.App.3d 1325 (1986). Rather. "[a]n EIR's discussion of alternatives must contain 
analysis sufficient to allow informed decision making. [Citation.]." Laurel Heights I, 47 
Cal.3d at 404. 

Tellingly, many of the alternate components simply do not reduce or 
eliminate the project's numerous significant impacts. While AGB-A could reduce some 
of the open space and visual impacts resulting from development south of Junipero Serra 
Boulevard, this option would still redesignate all of the Lathrop District to ··Academic 
Campus." thereby allowing the development of at least 20.000 square feet in that location. 
Moreover. contrary to the DEIR's conclusion. clustering this 20,000-square foot 
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development near other buildings would not reduce the projecr's significant impacts upon 
open space and visual resources. AGB-B, on the orher hand, would relocate this 20,000-
square foot development to an area north of JSB. While the Committee strongly supports 
such a relocation, the DEIR does not identify which land use designation would apply to 
the Lathrop District under this scenario. If AGB-B is to be truly effective in eliminating 
open space, biological and visual resource impacts in the Lathrop District, this option ~ 
must assign the Lathrop District an "ARJOS" or "Open Space and Field Research" 
designation. Moreover, AGB-B has the serious disadvantage of being inconsistent with 
Palo Alto's Urban Service Area/Urban Growth Boundary. 

Options LU-A and LU-Bare also problematic. While LU-A would 
redesignate the remaining undeveloped portions of '"Academic Campus" to "Open Space 
and Field Research," this alternative would still allow for the development of 20,000 
square feet in the Lathrop District. LU-8, while providing protection for the CTS 
population near Lake Lagunita, would actually significantly impact other biological 
resources (possibly including the CTS at another location), as well as open space and 
visual resources, by relocating the golf course to an area south of JSB and constructing 
housing on the golf course. 

The Committee is especially concerned that the DEIR includes no . ~ 
alternative that would preserve CTS habitat immediately \Vest of Lak~-Lagunita, in the 
CTS Management Zone. The CP!GUP proposes the development of 350 dwelling units 
in this location (See Site Fat DEIR 2-11 and 2-13). This area is actively managed as CTS 
habitat pursuant to the CTS Management Agreement and provides temporary habitat for 
juvenile CTS, as well as year-round habitat for juveniles and adults. Important CTS 
habitat has already been destroyed due to the development of residential and academic 
facilities to the north, east and southeast of Lake Lagunita. while the heavily-traveled JSB 
borders the Lake on the south. Preservation of the golf driving range site for CTS habitat 
is, therefore. the iast opporrunity to preserve a significant portion of CTS habitat. A 
revised environmental document must include an alternative that preserves this area. 

In addition to an option preserving the above-referenced CTS habitat. the 
DEIR should anah;ze an alternative. or alternative comoonents. Lhat incoroorme the - ' ' 

foliov,;ing provisions: 

o Establish an A.GB. consistent \vith i:he P::do Alto urban services boundary. 
beyond which no urban !and uses can be permitted during the term of the 
Community Plan. The County should provide that during this term Stanford 
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may not amend the A.GB. While exceptions w this prohibition on 
amendment may be considered to accommodate legitimate planning or 
environmental concerns. such exceptions should remain limited in scope. 
Moreover. the County should include strong policies in the CP \Vhich state 
that there shall be no amendment of the AGB until such time as Stanford's 
core campus is fully built out. 

o An alternative that com:emplates the approval of the CP, but defers approval 
of the GUP until a later date. when the specific nature of Stanford's planned 
development projects may be better ascertained. 

o An alternative in which the County places restrictions on the amount of 
development that Stanford would be allowed on an annual basis. Instead of 
granting a blanket approval to Stanford for 2 million square feet of 
academic facilities. and 3000 parking spaces, the DEIR should include an 
alternative that phases those development levels over the ten-year period. 

o Alternative approaches to land use development that would preserve 
sensitive habitat and existing open space areas and facilitate development 
within PaloAlto · s .~rban services boundary. Examples of alternative 
development approaches include ( 1) redevelopment within the core campus 
which would demolish underutilized buildings and replace those buildings 
with higher density development (e.g., reduced building foorprints and 
increased building heights) and (:2) the use of parking structures instead of 
surface parking lots. 

An adequate EIR must include a range of alternatives that could feasibly 
obtain most of the project objectives and analyze the comparative merits and 
environmental impacts of the alternatives in meaningful detail and in a quantitative 
comparative fashion. Only then wouid the DEIR foster informed decision making and 
demonstrate that the County has compiied \Vith CEQA. 

66-22 IV. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing :-easons. the Committee For Green Foothills urges che 
County to ( 1) revise the Community Plan to include proper building '.ntensicy and 
population density standards. i'.:) redesign [he CP'GCP in a manner consistent with the 
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Santa Clara County General Plan, and (3) prepare a revised environmental document that 
folly complies with CEQ.~. a.11d the CEQA. Guidelines. 

RBH/LLI 
Attachments 

Very truly yours, 

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER. LLP 

~~~ 
RACP£L B. HOOPER 

.~J1/Jrlr r:Z~L L. IMPETI, AICP 
Urban Planner 

cc: Joe_S.irnitian, Supervisor, Santa Clara County 
Planning Commission, Santa Clara County 
Paul Romero, Director of Environmental Resources Agency, Santa Clara County 
Ann Draper, Planning Director, Santa Clara County 
Mayor and City Council Members of Palo Alto 
Ed Gawf, Director of Planning, Palo Alto 
Mayor and City Council of Menlo Park 
Janet Dolan, City Manager, Menlo Park 
Mayor and Town Council Members of Portola Valley 
George Mader, Town Planner, Portola Valley 
Craig Britton, General Manager. MROSD 
Margaret Roper, Department of Fish and Game 
Denice Dade, Committee for Green Foothills 

P:\CGF\CP\LU004. WPD 
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4.7 BIOLOGICALRESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This section of the EIR includes an assessment of biological resources on the project sites and 
the potential for adverse effects to sensitive habitats and species from development of the 
projects. The most critical biological issues evaluated in this section are potential direct and 
indirect impacts to the San Francisquito Creek riparian corridor. 

It should be noted that the environmental effects of the Pasteur Drive Parcel and other annexation 
projects, ·are evaluated in Section 5.1, Pasteur Drive Parcel and Other Annexations. 

Baseline Information 

Background materials and information were gathered from several sources. To determine whether 
sensitive animal or plant species occur in the study area, EIP consulted California Natural 
Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) 1995 records1 and reviewed communication between the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the City of Palo Alto.2 Information on 
sensitive plants was obtained from the California Native Plant Society's Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Vascular Plants of California. 3 Information on the status of sensitive plant and 
wildlife species was obtained from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.(USFW.S)_45 

EIP obtained San Francisquito Creek Stream Inventory data from the Coyote Creek Riparian 
Station.6 Information contained in the Stream Inventory detailing vegetation types, habitat 
communities, fisheries habitat, channel types, and tree inventory, bird observation, and reptile and 
amphibian survey databases was reviewed and incorporated into this report. Data and a map from 

California Department of Fish and Game, Natural Heritage Division, California Natural Diversity Database Rare find Report, 1995. 

Hunter, Brian, Regional Manager, Region 3, State of California Department of Fish and Game, January 25, 1993. Lener to Lori 
Topley, City of Palo Alto. 

Skinner. M.W. and Broce M. PayJilc. 199~. California Native Plant Society's Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of 
California. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Region I, News Release, dated May 20, 1996. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Federal Register, 50 CFR, Pan 17, Wednesday, Febroary 28, 1996. 

Coyote Creek Riparian Station, 1995. San Francisquito Creek Stream Inventory. 
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the San Francisquito Creek: Biotic Evaluation conducted by H.T. Harvey & Associates in March 
1994, were reviewed.7 The arborist's survey reports of September 1991, May 1992, 
December 1993, August 1994, March 1995, and April 1996 were reviewed.8 

EIP biologists conducted assessments of habitat during general field surveys on October 27 and 
November 2, 1993, and September 9, 1994. During field surveys, special emphasis was placed 
on identifying the presence of any State- or federally-listed threatened or endangered plant or 
animal species, candidates proposed for such listing or plants or animals considered to be state 
or federal species of concern. A field survey conducted on June 6, 1995, focused on the riparian 
corridor 200 feet above and below, and to either side of, the existing Sand Hill Road bridge over 
San Francisquito Creek. Particular attention was directed upon significant biological resources 
such as mature oaks and other riparian trees, and the Creek channel. The June season for the 
biological field survey is appropriate because it is near the peak of the growing season for 
riparian habitats, and both resident and migratory bird species would be present. A list of all 
plant and wildlife species observed during EIP' s field surveys or which have been reliably 
reported to occur is presented in Table 4.7~1. 

To document conditions at other seasons, the San Francisquito Creek Inventory data for reaches 
within and adjacent to the project areas were obtained from the Coyote Creek Riparian Station. 
Quantitative vegetation, bird, · and fisheries surveys were conducted and data collected at 
established uniformly spaced sampling sites during eight surveys occurring between September 
l, 1993 and July 7, 1994. 

REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

Federal Regulations 

A myriad of federal and state statutes provide a regulatory structure which guides the protection 
of biological resources. The following discussion provides a summary of those laws that are 
relevant to biological resources in the vicinity of the projects site. 

Clean Water Act - Section 404 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (1972) prohibits filling jurisdictional "waters of the United 
States" without a permit issued by the Anny Corps of Engineers under a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the Environmental Protection Agency. "Waters of the United States" are 
defined by list and include oceans, bays, lakes, ponds, rivers, their tributaries, adjacent wetlands, 
and isolated wetlands used for interstate commerce, including those subject to use by migratory 

Harvey, H.T. & Associates., 1994. San Francisquito Creek: Biotic Evaluation. 

Morneau, Ray. Arborist's Report concerning update to existing tree survey-Stanford West, Old Stanford Children's Hospital Site, 
September 4, 1991; Report concerning update to existing tree survey-Stanford West, Phase !!. May 26, 1992; Pre-Construction Tree 
Survey for Sand Hill Road Improvement and Stanford Shopping Center Construction Projects, December 31, 1993; Pre~onstruction 
Tree Survey for Alternative Housing Site, August 15, 1994; Pre-Construction Tree Survey for Arboretum Road/Quarry Road Site, 
March 9, 1995; Pre-Construction Supplemental Tree inventory - Sand Hill Road Extension, April 8, !996. 
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TABLE 4.7-1 

PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND HILL CORRIDOR 
PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY1 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

3> Comnio1iName>>· . /. · . 

·•······ Scientific Name · Habitat Type 

PLANTS 
Native or Naturalized· Trees, Shrubs, and Vines 

Blackwood acacia* Acacia melanorylon Urban/Eucalyptus, Landscape 

Acacia* Acacia sp. Urban/Eucalyptus, Landscape 

Big-leaf maple Acer macrophyllum Riparian 

Box elder Acer negundo Riparian 

California buckeye -· Aesculus californica Grassland 

Tree of heaven• Ailanthus altissima Urban/Eucalyptus, Landscape, 
Riparian· 

White alder Alnus rhombifolia Riparian 

Madrone Arbutus menziesii Grassland 

Coyote brush Baccharis pilularis Grassland 

Cotoneaster* Cotoneaster sp. Urban/Eucalyptus, Landscape 

Oregon ash Fraxinus latifolia Riparian 

English ivy• Hedera helix Urban/Eucalyptus, Landscape 

Toyon Heteromeles Grassland 
arbutifolia 

Northern California black walnut Jug/ans californica Riparian, Grassland 
var. hindsii -·-

Fremont cottonwood Populus fremontii Riparian 

Black cottonwood Popu/us trichocarpa Riparian 

Holly-leaved cherry Prunus ilicifolia Grassland 

Coast live oak Quercus agrifolia Grassland 

Valley oak Quercus lobata Grassland, Riparian 

Himalaya berry• Rubus discolor Urban/Eucalyptus, Riparian 

California blackberry Rubus ursinus Riparian 

Arroyo willow Salix lasiolepis Riparian 

Blue elderberry Sambucus mexicana Riparian, Grassland 

Snow berry Symphoricarpos Grassland 
rivularis 

Poison oak Toxicodendron Riparian, Grassland 
diversilobum 

California bay laurel Umbellularia Riparian 
californica 

Periwinkle* Vinca sp. Riparian 
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I 

I TABLE 4~7-1 

PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND HILL CORRIDOR 
PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY' 

I 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CA_LIFORNIA 

I 

Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Type 

Grape Vitus sp. Riparian 

TOTAL 28 I I 

Landscape Trees and Shrubs 

White fir Abies concolor Landscape 

Japanese maple I Acer palmatum Landscape I 
I 

Red horsechestnut Aescufus carnea Landscape I 
European white birch Betula alba Landscape l ,, 
River birch Betula nigrn Landscape I 
Incense Cedar Calocedrus decurrens Landscape I 
Camellia Camellia japonica Landscape I 

' I 

Pecan Carya illinoenensis Landscape I 

Deodar cedar Cedrus deodara Landscape ; 

Oriental hackberry Ce/tis sinensis Landscape 

Chinese plum-view Cephacotaxus fortunei Landscape I 
I 

Carob Ceratonia siliqun Landscape 

Eastern (American) redbud Cercis canadensis Landscape 

Camphor tree Cinnamomum Landscape 
camphora 

English hawthome Crataegus oxycantha Landscape 

Cypress Cupressus sp. Landscape 

Wild persimmon Diospyros sp. Landscape 

Red gum Eucalyptus Landscape 
camaidulens is 

Blue gum Eucalyptus globulus Landscape 

Flooded box Eucalyptus microtheca Landscape 

Red ironbakk Eucalyptus Landscape 
sideroxylon 

(Flowering) Raywood ash Fraxinus ornus Landscape 

Shamel ash Fraxinus undei Landscape 

I Green ash Fraxinum Landscape 

I pennsylvanica 

Evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei Landscape 

Maidenhair tree Ginkgo biloba Landscape 

Black walnut Jug/ans nigra Landscape 
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I 
TABLE 4.7-1 

I 

PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND HILL CORRIDOR 
PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY1 

SANT A CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

} ·. < 
.·• 

•·. /\ SCientffic Name · .. ?>< • Common Name Habitat Type 

Sick oak Grevill Landscape 

English walnut Jug/ans regia Landscape 

Hollywood juniper Juniperus chinensis Landscape 
'Torulosa' 

Goldenrain tree Koelreuteria Landscape 
paniculata 

Glossy privet Ligustrum lucidum Landscape 

Chinese sweet gum Liquidambar Landscape 
formosana 

Sweet gum Liquidambar Landscape 
styraciflua 

Tulip tree Liriodendron Landscape 
tulipifera 

Osage orange Maclura pomifera Landscape 

Southern magnolia Magnolia grandiflora Landscape 

Apple Ma/us pumila Landscape 

Crabapple Ma/us sp. Landscape 

Chinaberry Melia azedarach Landscape 

Fruitless mulberry Morus alba Landscape 

Olive Olea europaea Landscape ·~ ·-·· 

Ironwood O/neya tesota Landscape 

Canary date palm Phoenix canariensis Landscape 

Colorado spruce Picea pungens Landscape 

Colorado blue spruce Picea pungens Landscape 
'g/auca' 

Aleppo pine Pinus halepensis Landscape 

Canary island pine Pinus canariensis Landscape 

Monterey pine Pinus radiata Landscape 

Chinese pistache Pistacia chi/ensis Landscape 

Victorian box Pittosporum Landscape 
undulatum -·-

London plane Platanus acerifolia Landscape 

Yew pine Podocarpus Landscape 
macrophyllus 

Almond Prunus amygdalus Landscape 
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I TABLE 4.7-1 I 
PL~NT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND HILL CORRIDOR 

PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY' 
SA.""ll'A CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA ' 

i> Common Nallie .... , ... 
< ?ScientiffoName ' Habitat Type ·. •:: .. · . . 

Purple-leaf plum Prumis blireiana Landscape 

Cherry plum - Prunus cerasifera Landscape 
I 

Hollyleaf cherry Prunus ilicifolia Landscape 

Sargent cherry Prunus sargentii Landscape 

Japa11ese flowering cherry Prunus serruiata Landscape 

Douglas fir Pseudotsuga menziesii Landscape 

Italian buckthom Rhamnus sp. Landscape 

Bradford pear Pyrus sp. Landscape 

McDonald oak Quercus macdonaldii Landscape 

Holly oak Quercus i/ex Landscape 

Cork oak Quercus suber Landscape 

Black locust Robinia pseudoacacia Landscape 

California pepper Schinus mo/le Landscape 

Brazilian pepper Schinus Landscape 
teperinthifolius 

Coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens Landscape 

Giant sequoia Sequoiadendron Landscape 
giganteum 

~ ... 
Bottle tree Sterculia sp. Landscape 

Cedar Thuja sp. Landscape 

Littleleaf linden Tilia cordata Landscape 

American elm Ulmus americana Landscape 

Chinese elm Ulmus parvifolia Landscape 

Siberian elm Ulmus pomilo Landscape 

Washington fan palm W ashingtonia filifera Landscape 

Spanish dagger Yucca mohavensis Landscape 

Queen palm Arecastrum Landscape 
romanzoffianum 

TOTAL 79 

I 
- ~ 

I Herbaceous Plants 

I 

Amaranth Amaranthus sp. Riparian 

I Stuili,-ier mustard Brassica genicuiata Grass!ar1d, FJparian 

Italian thistle · Carduus Grassland I pycnocephalus 
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TABLE 4.7-1 

PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND HILL CORRIDOR 
PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY1 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
::·::::;.·.··.>'.·>· > O::. _ _. .oCommon Name Scientific Naille< :• "\ Habitat Type ::\~{: .. : .. /: . 

Yellow star thistle Centaurea solstitialis Grassland 

Jerusalem oak Chenopodium botrys Riparian, Grassland 

Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare Riparian. Grassland 

Bindweed Convolvulus arvensis Riparian. Grassland, Urban/ 
Eucalyptus, Landscape 

Horseweed Conyza sp. Grassland, Riparian 

Poison hemlock Conium maculatum Riparian 

Willow herb Epilobium Riparian 
brachycarpum 

Cut-leaved geraniwn . Geranium dissectum Grassland 

Dove-leaved geraniwn Geranium molle Grassland 

Cudweed Gnaphalium sp. Grassland, Riparian 

Telegraph weed Heteromeles i Grassland 
grandiflora 

Wild lettuce Lactuca serriola Grassland, Riparian 

Cheeseweed Malva sp. Grassland 

Wild cucwnber Marah fabaceus Riparian 

Horehound Marrubium vulgare Urban/Eucalyptus, Riparian. 
Grassland 

Permyroyal Mentha pulegium Riparian 

Narrow-leaved plantain P/antago lanceolata Grassland, Riparian 

Wiregrass, knotweed Polygonum aviculare Grassland, Riparian. Urban/ 
Eucalyptus, Landscape 

Wild radish Raphanus sativus Grassland, Riparian 

Curly dock Rumex crispus Grassland, Riparian 

Groundsel Senecio vulgaris Grassland, Riparian. Urban/ 
Eucalyptus, Landscape 

Milk thistle Silybum marianum Riparian, Grasslan_d 

Sow thistle Sonchus oleraceus Riparian, Grassland 

Dandelion Taraxacum officinale Riparian. Grassland, Urban/ 
Eucalyptus, Landscape 

TOTAL 27 
- -

Creekbed Plants 

Sedge Carex sp. Riparian 

Brass buttons Cotula coronopifolia Riparian 

Tall flatsedge Cyperus eragrostis Riparian 

Salt grass Distichlis spicata Riparian 
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TABLE 4.7-1 

PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND HILL CORRIDOR 
PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY1 

II SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

·. Common Name/ <····-•<x···· Scientific·· Name ·:· Habitat Type· 

Rush Juncus sp. Riparian 

Yellow waterweed Jussiaea repens Riparian 

Creeping wild.rye Leymus triticoides Riparian 

Mint Mentha sp. Riparian 

Knotweed Polygonum sp. Riparian 

Watercress Rorippa nasturtium- Riparian 
aquaticum 

Cat-tail Typha sp. Riparian 

Spiny clotbur Xanthium spinosum Riparian 

Cocklebur Xanthium strumarium Riparia..11 
var. canadense 

TOTAL 13 

Grasses i 

Slender oatgrass Avena barbata Grassland 

Ripgut brome Bromus diandrus Grassland 

Soft chess Bromus mollis Grassland 

Bermuda grass Cynodon dactylon Grassland, Riparian 

Blue wild.rye Elymus glaucus Grassland, Riparian 

Farmer's foxtail Hordeum murinum Grassland, Riparian 
var. leporinum 

Italian ryegrass Lolium multiflorum Grassland, Riparian 

Ditch grass Paspalum sp. Grassland, Riparian 

Annual bluegrass Poa annua Grassland, Riparian 

Rabbitfoot grass Polypogon Grassland, Riparian 
monspeliensis 

Fescue Vulpia sp. Grassland 

TOTAL 11 
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TABLE 4.7-1 

PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND HILL CORRIDOR 
PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY1 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
:~:;:::::}:":: ... ::···· ·• >< > 

i<~~i~~iific Name 
Habitat . 

··•·······•····· ?>•·· .... >.•common Name. <u . .. · 
Type Season · ... 

ANIMALS2 

Amphibians and Reptiles 

California slender salamander Batrachoseps Riparian Resident 
attenuatus 

Frog sp. Rana sp. Riparian Resident 

Northwestern pond turtle Clemmys mannorata Riparian Resident 
mannorata 

Western fence lizard Sce/oporus Grassland Resident 
occidental is 

Northern alligator lizard Elgaria coerlea Grassland Resident 

TOTALS 

Birds 

Great blue heron Ardea herodias Riparian Resident 

Green heron BuJorides virescens Riparian Resident 

Wood duck Aix sponsa Riparian Resident 

Mallard Anas platyrhynchos Riparian Resident 

Tl!rkey vulture Cathartes aura Grassland Resicle~t 

Northern harrier Circus cyaneus Grassland Resident 

Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus Riparian Resident 

Cooper's hawk Accipiter cooperi Riparian Resident 

Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus Riparian Resident 

Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis Grassland Resident 

American kestrel Falco sparverius Riparian Resident 

California quail Callipepla californica Grassland Resident 

Rock dove Columba Livia Urban/ Resident 
Eucalyptus 

Band-tailed pigeon Columba fasciata Riparian Resident 

Mourning dove -·- Zenaidura macroura Urban/ Resident 
Riparian, 
Grassland 

Common barn owl Tyto alba Riparian, Resident 
Urban/ 
Eucalyptus 
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I TABLE 4.7-1 l 
PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND HILL CORRIDOR 

PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY1 

I SAl'ITA CLAR4. COlJNTY, CALIFO&.~LA I 
>> 

.. . ·. '· > 

I 
::.:-:;:;\.·::::·.:\.-:::.:/:· ... · .···:.·:::_.;· Habitat·• :.·.:::.:;·:::.:.:··:··:::::.::· .. : ... ::>:. ·:.·· .... , . 

Common Name· 
·:··.: 

. ·.·.·.··::.-.. ·:.·:·.·-···--:· :·.··· .. 

Season ScforitiffoName •Type 
I 

ANIMALS1 

Great homed owl Bubo virginianus Riparian Resident 

Anna's hummingbird Ca/ypte anna Riparian Resident 

Belted kingfisher Ceryle alcyon Riparian Resident 

Acom woodpecker Melanerpes Riparian Resident 
formicivorus 

Red-breasted sapsucker Sphyrapicus ruber Riparian Winter 
Migrant only 

Nuttall's woodpecker Picoides nuttalli Riparian Resident 

Hairy woodpecker Picoides villosus Riparian Resident 

Northern flicker Colaptes. auratus Riparian, Resident 
Urban/ 
Eucalyptus 

Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus borealis Riparian Resident 

Black phoebe Sayomis nigricans Riparian Resident 

Steller' s jay Cyanocitta stelleri Urban/ Resident 
Eucalyptus, 

~· --- Riparian 

Scrub jay Aphelocoma Urban/ Resident 
coerulescens Eucalyptus, 

Riparian 

Chestnut-backed chickadee Parus rufescens Riparian Resident 

Plain titmouse Parus inomatus Riparian Resident 

Common bushtit Psaltriparus minimus Riparian Resident 

White-breasted nuthatch Sitta carolinensis Riparian Resident 

Bewick' s wren Thryomanes bewickii Riparian Resident 

Ruby-crowned kinglet Regulus calendula Riparian Resident 

Western bluebird Sia/ia mexicana Riparian Resident 

I 
Hermit thrush - - Cathaius guttata I p;Y"'I.., .. ;.,.,., Resident .1.'--'tJ'""'''""'' 

American robin Turdus migratorius I Urbani Resident 

I I I Eucalyptus, 

! Riparian 
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TABLE 4.7-1 

PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND HILL CORRIDOR 
PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY' 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

: < .. /.~~~ )L ·.· >.·•···· ··• 
.. 

f <. ? ~ci~~tiii~ ~;Ill; Habitat 
("' •• ,. JU \ •.• • c .... ,. ·Type Season 

ANIMALS1 

Nord1ern mockingbird Mimus polyglottos Urban/ Resident 
Eucalyptus, 
Riparian 

California thrasher Toxostoma redivivum Riparian Resident 

Cedar waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum Riparian Resident 

European starling Sturnus vulgaris Urban/ Resident 
Eucalyptus 

Hutton's vireo Vireo huttoni Riparian Resident 

Warbling vireo Vireo gilvus Riparian Summer 
Migrant only 
(breeding & 
nesting) 

Orange crowned warbler Vermivora celata Riparian Summer 
Migrant only 
(breeding & 
nesting) 

Yellow warbler Dendroica petechia Riparian Summer 
--~ -·-- Migrant only 

(breeding & 
nesting) 

Yellow-rumped warbler Dendroica coronata Riparian Resident 

Wilson's warbler Wilsonia pusilla Riparian Summer 
Migrant only 
(breeding & 
nesting) 

Spotted towhee Pipilo Riparian Resident 
erythrophthalmus 

California towhee Pipilo crissalis Riparian Resident 

Song sparrow Melospiza melodia Grassland, Resident 
Riparian 

Golden-crowned sparrow -· Zonotrichia Grassland, Winter 
atricapilla Riparian Migrant Only 

(non breeding 
or nesting) 

95066\fdeir\bio.tbl 4.7-11 



letter 66 

TABLE 4.7-1 

PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND HILL CORRIDOR 
PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY1 

SA!"i'TA CLARA CO"UNTY, CALIFOR..1\fIA 
·. 

• ••••••••• 

· . 

I< x s~ieniiti~ Name 
Habitat 

Common Name 
.. ·. 

Type Season •• ! 
·. 

I 
ANIMALS1 

I 

White-crowned sparrow Zonotrichia Grassland, Winter 
leucophrys Riparian Migrant Only 

(non breeding 
or nesting) 

Dark-eyed junco Junco hyemalis Grassland, Resident 
Riparian 

Brewer's blackbird Euphagus Grassland, Resident 
cyanocephalus Urban/ 

Eucalyptus 

Brown-headed cowbird Molothrus ater Grassland Resident 

House finch Carpodacus Grassland, Resident 
mexicanus Urban/ 

Eucalyptus 

Lesser goldfinch Spinus psaltria Grassland Resident 

American goldfinch Spinus tristis Grassland Resident 

House sparrow Passer domesticus Grassland Resident 
Urban/ 
Eucalyptus 

TOTAL 59 

Mammals 

Opossum Didelphis virginiana Riparian Resident 
I 

I Feral house cat Fe/is domesticus Urban/ Resident 
I Eucalyptus, 

Landscape 

Striped skunk Mephitis mephitis Riparian, 

I 
Resident 

Urban/ 
Eucalyptus 

I 

~ 
l 

'. l Dusky-footed woodrat Neotoma fuscipes Riparian Resident 

Black-tailed deer Odocoileus hemionus Riparian Resident 
"-.T _________ .._ 

- - Rattus norvegicus I Riparian Residenr I t'<urway rm 

Eastern gray squirrel Sciurus carolinensis 

I 
Urbani Resident 

I 
Eucalyptus, 

I II Rin::iri:>n 
i r- ................ 

W~stern gray squirrel Sciurus griseus I Riparian Resident 
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PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED SAND IDLL CORRIDOR 
PROJECTS AREA AND VICINITY1 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

.··.·····•••••···········~~~m~~···&~~e······• ••••.•···················.•••••••••• •······· ················~·~~~~iili~··~~~·········• ••••.•••••••. n;;!~at .. 
Fox squirrel 

California ground squirrel 

Brush rabbit 

Botta's pocket gopher 

Gray fox 

Red fox 

TOTAL 14 

ANIMALS1 

Sciurus niger 

Spermophilus 
beecheyi 

Sylvilagus bachmani 

Thomomys bottae 

Urocyon 
cinereoargenteus 

Vulpes vulpes 

Landscape 

Grassland 

Riparian 

Urban/ 
Eucalyptus, 
Landscape 

Riparian 

Urban/ 
Eucalyptus, 
Landscape, 
Riparian 

Season 

Resident 

Resident 

Resident 

Resident 

Resident 

Resident 

1 The Sand Hill Corridor Projects Area and Vicinity includes the adjacent reaches of San Francisquito Creek 

2 Wildlife species observed during field surveys on November 2, 1993 and June 6, 1995 or reliably reported to occur in 
the project vicinity. All listed plant species recorded during arborist's survey in November, 1992, and EIP field 
surveys October 27, and November 1993, September 9, 1994 and June 6, 1995. Wildlife and plant·~~i;:ics recorded 
for Points #22 and #23, between 9/1/93 and 7n/94 by the San Francisquito Creek Stream Inventory also included. 

SOURCES: Coyote Creek Riparian Station, 1995. 
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uest Wildlife 

Photography 

and Con!3ufting 

2624 Eaqle Ave. • Alameda, CA 94501 • (510) 769-9209 

Biological Review of the Stanford University Community Plan 
and General Use Permit, CP/GUP, June 23, 2000 

The following is an independent review of the Stanford University Community Plan 
and General Use Permit CP/GUP Draft Environmental Review to assess the adequacy of the 
documents as they relate to the biological resources, conservation and mitigation strategies, and State 
and Federal regulations governing the protection of the species identified within the document. This 
review was completed by Joseph E. DiDonato, Wildlife Biologist, BioQuest: Wildlife Consulting and 
Photography, 2624 Eagle Avenue, Alameda, CA 94501, (510)769-9209. 

1. Adequacy of the Biological Resources Survey and Mapping 

Appendix D of the CP/GUP identifies those species which have the potential to occur within the 
project area, and identifies particular plant and animal species which are known to occur within the 
project area. The Draft EJR does not, however, include mapped locations of the actual or potential 
habitat for these species. As a result of this inadequacy, it is not possible to accurately judge the 
distribution of plant and animal species, the interaction of these species with the proposed 
development plans, and the potential and realized impacts of the project on these species, their 
habitat, and their long-term survival. Additionally, the document's lack of adequate surveys and 
mapping prevents proper analysis of the mitigation proposals. 

A. California Tiger Salamander (CTS) 

This species received the most detailed review within the plan, perhaps due to the existence of known 
populations on the project site and to the large amount of research which has been conducted on the 
CTS on Stanford lands. Even with this research data, the Draft EJR does not clearly map the 
distribution of the species or identify all of the breeding and non-breeding habitat, including that 
contained in the Foothills area (which is within the proposed CTS Management Expansion Zone). 
The Draft EJR indicates that limited effort has been made to survey the populations existing within 
and outside the project area. In addition, it appears that multiple assumptions made in the document 
are based on the work of Stanford staff from the Center for Conservation Biology. It is therefore not 
possible to determine how implementation of CP/GUP would impact the CTS. 

B. California Red-legged Frog (CRLF) 
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The Draft EIR assumes there is no distribution of the CRLF within the project area and therefore that 
the frogs will not be impacted by the project. The document includes no data on the distribution of 
the frog within the vicinity of the project site from which to judge the validity of these assumptions. 
One can only conclude that insufficient survey work has been done to document the absence of 
CRLF, or that surveys performed for this project were not performed according to USFWS or CDFG 
protocol and can therefore not be used to determine the presence of CRLF within the project area. 

In fact, populations of CRLF do occur within San Francisquito creek and were identified in previous 
public documents (Stanford Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects, Vol. 3: Environmental Impacts and 
lvfitigation Measures, 1996) In addition, frog distribution and numbers can vary widely from season 
to season based on weather or changes in habitat. 

C. Rapt or Nesting 

Raptor nest searches were not conducted within the project area. Nest searches are necessary in 
order to map the location of nesting habitat and known nests in order to develop plans to minimize 
the impact of the project on nesting raptors. The Draft EIR mentions that pre-construction surveys 
will be conducted and that "setbacks" will be identified for any nests located. Such setbacks are 
merely temporary efforts to reduce impacts to existing nests during construction periods, and would 
not mitigate the permanent impacts from the development. 

2. Habitat needs and Impact Assessment of Sensitive Plants and Wildlife 

The DEIR relies on thresholds of significance that it does not explain. The threshold of significance 
relied upon by the Draft EIR for permanent loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife species, for CNPS 
list 3 or 4 plant species, and for special-status plant habitat, is a I 0 percent loss. The Draft EIR also 
states that the replacement of habitat at a ratio of two acres of replacement habitat for each acre of 
special-status plant habitat and special-status plants lost will mitigate the project's significant impact 
if a minimum of 80% of the transplanted plants survive. Because the document does not explain 
where these thresholds come from, it is difficult to evaluate whether the proposed mitigation 
programs will reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

A. Wildlife: Amphibians 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has documented that CRLF travel distances of up to two miles 
overland, without regard to topography, to reach breeding sites and during post-breeding dispersal 
( USFWS, 2000). It is therefore possible that CRLF may enter the project area from the San 
Francisquito creek corridor where they have been documented(Stmiford Sand Hill Road Corridor 
Pro;ects. Vol 3.· Environmental Impacts and lv!itigation Measures. 1996) Similar to CTS, CRLF 
are known to use upland habitat for fora_gin_g and rodent burrows as estivation sites during the 
non-breeding season and may be present in the Lathrop and West Campus areas. 

The Draft EIR does not assess potential impacts to the fro_gs from the proposed developments and 
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expansion of the campus or the implementation of mitigation, including the new breeding ponds. 
While these ponds may present new breeding sites for CRLF, access corridors to the sites(from San 
Francisquito creek) will be eliminated. 

The Draft EIR does not identify the distribution of western pond turtles which occur on site( Weiss, 
S., Pers. Comm .. 2000) and the potential impacts to this species. Western pond turtles, which are 
listed as a Federal and State Species of Concern, use aquatic and riparian habitat, and frequently use 
upland habitat for foraging, egg-laying or as estivation sites. There is habitat to support pond turtles 
within the San Francisquito drainage. Development of the West Campus and Lathrop districts may 
impact this species by eliminating fora..ging and estivation sites. 

B. Wildlife: Raptors 

The Draft EIR does not analyze the loss of foraging habitat for the raptors occurring in the area. It 
also fails to mention rodent control in newly developed areas which will have potential impact on 
raptors that forage in the area. These impacts require discussion of potential mitigation strategies to 
avoid "take" of State fully protected species, such as the white-tailed kite and the golden eagle, which 
may take place within the footprint of the project as a result of these impacts. 

C. Sensitive Plants 

No site-specific surveys of any special status plants were conducted for this document. The 
distribution of these plants is therefore not identified within the Draft EIR. Based on this lack of data, 
the Draft EIR does not adequately identify the location, population size, or potential impact to these 
species. Adequate surveys need to be performed to formulate impact an1tlysis prior to the approval 
of the project. 

Development within the Lathrop District will reduce the size of the campus golf course. Course 
expansion, most likely into the Foothills area may further impact the CTS habitat and population, as 
well as several other special status species including sensitive plants. The document does not 
adequately address this issue. 

3: Habitat needs and Impact Assessment for the California Tiger Salamander 

No site-specific surveys have been done as part of Draft EIR, which instead relies on data from 
Stanford's staff and the results of the annual monitoring within the CTS Management Plan to make 
assessments of the impacts to this species. 

Even with the CTS Management Plan in place, mitigation measures have not been implemented and 
numerous CTS deaths have been recorded in 1996, 1997 and 1998. Construction-related deaths, 
road killed animals, and animals trapped in utility boxes are evidence that mitigation measures within 
the Management Plan have not been implemented sufficiently to reduce impacts to CTS. The 
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document identifies further problems with the mitigation measure: drift fences in disrepair, gates left 
open, and animal movements into development zones not prohibited by mitigation meas.ures. High 
numbers of road-killed animals have been found in the Gerena Triangle and on Junipero Serra 
Boulevard. Failure of constructed breeding ponds and an inconsistent breeding success in one pond 
do not qualify as a successful mitigation strategy. 

Mitigation measures proposed by Stanford (BIO-l(a) through (e) - Option 1) are inadequate and 
represent the same mitigation that has failed to reduce impacts in the past three years. Option 2 (not 
proposed by Stanford) should be mandated over Option 1 because it restricts development from 
advancing until successful breeding has been shown for an adequate period of 3 years and it develops 
a permanent conservation easement over the lands. Recent data from a loqg-term study at the 
Hasting's Preserve in San Luis Obispo County (Trenham, 1998) provides data on the life history of 
CTS and demonstrates why Stanford's_pro_posed qption will not mitigate the project's impacts. 

Based on marked animals, the Trenham study found that approximately 75-80% of CTS returned to 
the pond in which they were born, and the remainder dispersed to other ponds within the n~ion. The 
average age of a breeding CTS was between four and six years old and typically adults only bred once 
in their lifetime. Radio telemetered CTS were tracked in their dispersal from the ponds and the 
majority of the CTS were aestivating in areas 500-700 meters out from the breeding ponds, with 
some animals traveling more than 1000 meters. CTS are loqg-lived and breed successfully only a few 
times (at best) within their lifetime. 

The development of three new breeding ponds may have no long-term benefits to the population and 
may in fact act as a sink if the ponds cannot be maintained. Additional impacts are anticipated and 
are outlined in the EIR and represent valid projections of future impacts. Option 1, which does not 
require an adequate showing of the success of the new breedigg_ponds, is therefore unacceptable. 

It is highly likely that the CTS will be listed as a federal threatened species within the next 18 months. 
Option 2 identifies mitigation measures which would be consistent with management of a federal 
endangered species under a Habitat Conservation Plan, and sets this protection in motion in advance 
of this listing. It would be in Stanford's best interest (and that of the species) to develop _guidelines 
and protective measures with little need for major revisions in the future. 

Additional modifications to the mitigation for impacts on the CTS should include: 

l . Pre-construction surveys should be extended throughout the rainy season and not limited 
to the beginning of the season only (Draft EIR. p. 4.8-31, (b)(l)). 

2. Construction vehicle speed should be limited to l 0 mph and en£orced with a permanent 
traffic control officer (Page 4.8 31, (b)(2)). Voluntary restrictions based only on posted speed limits 
have not successfully reduced road-killed San Francisco garter snakes at the SF airport construction 
site (S Larsen, USFWS, Pers. Comm .. 2000). 
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3. Habitat management within the CTS conservation site should include the development of 
a range and vegetation management plan addressing vegetation height, ground squirrel colony 
maintenance, public access and infrastructure. 

4. Additional research on the movements of CTS should be developed and include marked 
and telemetered animals to identify routes of travel from breeding ponds and levels of site fidelity. 
This information should be used as a measure of the success of the new breeding ponds. 

References: 

EIP Associates. 1996. Stanford Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects, Vol. 3: Environmental Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures, 1996. Draft EIR. Section 4. 7, Biolo_gical Resources. Sacramento, CA 64 
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structure of pond breeding salamanders. Unpubl. diss .• Univ. of California. Davis. 

USFWS. 2000. Draft Recovery Plan for the California Red-legged Frog. US Fish & Wildlife 
Service, Portland, Or. 258 pp. 
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Amphibians breed 
in Lake Lagunita's mud 

By Bill Workman 
CHRONICLE STAFF WRITF:R 

The tiny California tiger salaman
der that several years ago ended 
Stanford University's traditional Big 
Game bonfire now threatens to slow 
construction of a major new think 
tank on university land. 

As soon as winter rains begin 
pouring into Lake Lagunita's dry 
bed, the tiger salamanders co.me 
down out of the low foothills fo 
breed in the mud across Junipero 
Serra Boulevard from where the 
think tank would go. 

A draft environmental impact re
port on a proposal by the Carnegie 
Foundation for the Advancement of 
Teaching to build a 20,000-square
foot research center in the campus 
foothills calls for measures to pre
vent destruction of salamanders in
habiting the 4. 5-acre site. 

Carnegie wants to build a cluster 
of rustic buildings that would house 
40 researchers and staff, replacing its 
rented quarters in old barracks at 
SRI International in Menlo Park. 
The foundation has signed a 51-year 
lease with Stanford for SI for the 
site. 

The draft EIR, prepared by Santa 
Clara County planners, insists that 
Stanford, the foundation's landlord. 
must do a "preconstruction survey" 
to determine the size of the sala
mander population, and take steps 
to relocate them to a safe new habi
tat elsewhere in the foothills. 

The survey, according to the EIR. 
must be taken during the rainy sea
son - which can be anywhere from 
November to January or even later 
- and could mean further delay. 
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Nancy Manning of Los Altos worked with (far left) Mark Schrieber and (in group, from left) Doug MacEwen, Adar 
Warmoth and Matt Manning as they look for marine life in Stanford's lake Lagunita. 

ing out the salamander habitat issue_ 
won't delay its opening, projected 
for next spring. 

"At this point, it's just a bump," 
Gay Clyburn, foundation spokes
woman, said yesterday. "We fee! 
very comfortable with the EIR and 
that everything that is of concern in 
it can be mitigated." 

However, complicating matters 
for the think tank project is that it 
has come before the county at a 
time when Staniord's controversial 
application for a new general use 
permit dealing with campus devel
opment over the next decade is also 
under consideration by the county 
- and under fire from its critics. 

Environmentalists, who have 
been pressing Stanford to set aside 
the foothills as permanent open 
space, view the Carnegie Founda
tion project as a further encroach
ment into the hills, even though the 
site is close to two other indepen
dent research facilities - the Center 
for Advanced Study in Behavioral 
Sciences and the National Bureau 
oi Economic Research - that have 
been there for years. 

Denice Dade, executive director 
of the watchdog Committee for 
r-,.,,..,,." r.,.....,-..ti.;p,.. -~;,..l .. ~ ..... ,..._ ............ ~ ..... 

cides to take a more in-depth look at 
the issue. 

Although Stanford has said it has 
no plans for more foothill develop
ment for at least 10 years, she said, it 
has made "no commitment to back 
up its intentions." 

Meanwhile, Stanford and Carne
gie appeared at odds over another 
requirement of the draft EIR - that 
a permanent conservation easement 
of 4.5 acres be granted by Stanford 
elsewhere in the foothills for a new 
salamander habitat away from the 
development. 

Clyburn noted the foundation 
"can't possibly promise that we will 
provide the salamander with a per
manent residence. We don't own 
the land." 

Larry Horton, Stanford's director 
of community and government rela
tions, said the university "is not pre
pared to make any permanent com
mitment" on the conservation 
easement question since Stanford is 
still negotiating details for a federal 
"habitat conservation plan" for sev
eral species, including the tiger sala
mander, that would embrace several 
hundred acres near the so<alled 
Dish area and its increasingly popu-
,.,,.. .. l"'.,;1<:' 

whose original habitat is to t 
rupted by development. 

An outline of Stanford's h 
plan, which would be incorp< 
in the new general use perm: 
announced last month and in. 
a controversial provision for 
dog oMlers who bring thei 
onto the trails. 

'We hope this will not slow 
the Carnegie project," said !-! 

It would not be the first tir. 
black-and-yellow amph1 
breeding habits delayed a car 
tion project at Stanford. 

Five years ago, a dorrnitor 
the golf course was held up 
vear while the university and ( 
planners worked out meas1.: 
deflect roaming salamander: 
the dangers of construction. 
ing them to their winter brt 
spot in nearby Lake Laguruta 

In 1993, the eight-inch-lor. 
phibian, a candidate for endar 
species protection under r 
law drew wide media att< 
wh~n Stanford canceled Big 
bonfires at the lake because c 
they would wipe out eggs laid 
lakebed mud. 

Since then. Stanford has 
1ic-h~ 1 •1nPr <;alamander m 
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How Land Conservation 

Helps Communitie;;'.~:Gr
0
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Introduction 
rr~ 
Joo often we hear that communities cannot afford to "grow 

smart" by conserving open space. But accumulating evidence 

indicates that open space conservation is not an expense but 

an investment that produces important economic benefits. 

Some of this evidence comes from academic studies and eco

nomic analysis. Other evidence is from the firsthand experi

ence of community leaders and government officials who have 

found that open space protection does not "cost" but "pays." 

This casebook presents data and examples that can help 

leaders and concerned citizens make the economic case for 

parks and open space conservation. Some communities pro

tect open space as a way to guide growth and avert the costs of 

urban and suburban sprawl. In others, new parks have invigor

ated downtown businesses and neighborhood economies. 

Some communities work to conserve economically 

important landscapes, such as watersheds and farmland, or 

they preserve open space as a way to attract tourists and-~w 
business. And many communities are learning that conserved 

open space contributes to the quality of life and community 

character that supports economic well-being. 

Too many community leaders feel they must choose 

between economic growth and open space protection. But no 
such choice is necessary. Open space protection is good for a 

community's health, stability, beauty, and quality of life. It is 

also good for the bottom line. 

Opposite: Chattanooga Riverwalk, 

Chattanooga, Tennessee. 

ltLLT WHkl 

By 
Will Rogers 
President 
Trust for Public Land 

.. 
PHIL SCHE&MEISTEll 

TPL President Will Rogers. 

letter 66 



Increased density saves 

in Infrastructure costs and 

contains sprawl. 

The Costs of Sprawl Outpace Tax Revenues 

Sprawl development not only consumes more land than high

density development, it requires more tax-supported infra

structure such as roads and sewer lines. Police and fire services 

and schools also must be distributed over a wider area. 

One study found that New Jersey communities would save 

$i.3 billion in infrastructure costs over 20 years by avoiding 

unplanned sprawl development. 3 

Another predicted that even a modest implementation of 

higher-density development would save the state of South 

Carolina $2. 7 billion in infrastructure costs over 20 years. 4 And 

a third found that increasing housing density from i.8 units per 

acre to 5 units per acre in the Minneapolis/St. Paul area would 

slash $3 billion in capital infrastructure costs over 20 years. 5 

Many community leaders expect that the taxes generated 

by growth will pay for the increased costs of sprawl, but in 

many instan<:es this is not the case. 

•In the island community of Nantucket, Massachusetts, each 

housing unit was found to cost taxpayers an average of $265 a 

year more than the unit contributed in taxes. "Simply stated, 

new dwellings do not carry their own weight on the tax rolls," 

a town report concluded. 6 

•And in Loudoun County, Virginia-the fastest growing coun

ty in the Washington. D.C. area-costs to service i,ooo new 

development units exceeded their tax contribution by as much 

as $2.3 million. 7 

• Studies in DuPage County, Illinois, and Morris County. New 

Jersey, suggest that even commercial development may fail to 

pay its own way. In addition to making its own demands on 

community resources, commercial development can attract 

costly residential sprawl. 8 
.,... 
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Many communities are saving money and land 

by encouraglng--or even mandating-clus

tered housing. 

In a typical clustered development, homes 

are built closer together on smaller lots and 

surrounded by protected open space or con

servation land. 

Clustered housing Is cheaper for a commu

nity to service than houses on larger lots, 

largely because It consumes less land and 

requires shorter roads, shorter utility lines 

and less Infrastructure of other types. 

But do people really want to live In clus

tered housing? 

A 1990 study attempted to answer this 

question for two communities In New England, 

where sprawl Is rapidly overwhelming the orig

inal clustered development pattern of houses 

gathered around a village green and surround

ed by farms, forests, and other open space. 

Researchers used the rate of real estate 

appreciation as a measure of consumer 

demand for homes In two clustered develop

ments In Concord and Amherst, Massachusetts. 

In both communities the average clustered 

home appreciated faster than comparable 

homes on conventional lots. 

Clustered housing can allow a community 

to meet Its land protection goals without 

endangering property values or the tax base 

while allowing construction of the same num

ber of units, the report suggests. 

"The home-buyer, speaking .•. through the 

marketplace, appears to have demonstrated a 

greater desire for a home with access ••• to 

permanently protected land, than for one 

located on a bigger lot, but without the open

space amenity. ~9 



in the early 1900s, engineers In San Antonio, 

Texas, planned to bury the San Antonio River 

to prevent recurrent flooding. But citizens en

visioning a riverfront pari< stopped the project. 

Eventually a channel was cut, and flood

gates were added to control flooding. Trees 

and shrubs were planted, and a mile and a half 

m walkways were added along the shore. 

Stairways connected the walkways to city 

meets, and 21. pedestrian bridges spanned 

the river. Riverside buildings, which had long 

faced away from the waterway, were given 

new entrances facing the park. 

Created for $425,000, the park has been 

enlarged twice, Including the addition of new 

canals and walkways. Today, Paseo de! Rio Is 

lined with outdoor cafes, shops, bars, art gal· 

lerles, and hotels--an irreplaceable retreat for 

city residents and workers. The Rlverwaik has 

also overtaken the Alamo as the single most 

popular attraction for the city's $3.5-bllllon 

tourist Industry. ss 

LAURA A. Mcf..u.ov 

The San Antonio 

Riverwalk Is tile most 

popular attraction In 

the city's $3.5-billion 

tourist industry. 
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"The lake frontage, river frontage, hillsides and ridges

those are the places people want to build homes," says Tom 

Steinbach, the AM C's director of conservation. "But if com

munities don't preserve these lands, they will lose their future 

economic base." 

The Impact of Trails and Wildlife Tourism 

Hiking and biking trails can also stimulate tourism. Each year 

100,000 people come to ride the famous Slickrock Mountain 

Bike Trail near Moab, Utah. The trail generates $1.3 million in 

annual receipts for Moab, part of $86 million spent by visitors 

to nearby desert attractions that include Arches and Canyon

lands National Parks. In i995, tourism in Moab supported 

i,750 jobs, generated nearly $1.7 million in taxes, and account

ed for 78 percent of the local economy. 60 

Trails along former railroad corridors also pay handsome 

dividends. In recent years the federal government has invested 

more than $300 million in more than 9,500 miles of rail trails 

in 48 states, and this investment is already paying off. 61 For 

example, in Dunedin, Florida, store vacancy rates tumbled 

from 35 percent to zero after the Pinellas Trail was built through 

town beginning in i990. 62 In 1994 the Maryland Greenway 

Commission authorized a study of the :z.o-mile Northern 

Central Rail Trail near Baltimore. Researchers found that 

whereas the trail cost $191,893 to maintain and operate in 1993, 

that same year it returned $304,000 in state and local taxes. 6 3 

In another study, the National Park Service found that three 

rail trails-in Iowa, Florida, and California-contributed 

between $i.2 million and $i.9 million per year to their home 

communities. 64 

l'.Jatural open space supports fishing) hunting, and other 

wildlife-based tourism. Sport fishing alone boosted the 

nation's economy by $108.4 billion in 1996, supporting 1.2 mil

lion jobs and generating household income of $28.3 billion. 



At present rates of growth, the tourism/ 

leisure industry will soon become the leading 

U.S. industry of any kind. 

-NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Sport fishing added $2.4 billion to state tax coffers-nearly 

i percent of all state tax receipts-while contributing $3.1 bil

lion in federal income taxes.66 Another $85-4 billion is generat

ed for the U.S. economy each year by people who feed birds or 

observe and photograph wildlife. 67 

Funding Resources for Tourists 

Recognizing the connection between open space and tourism. 

some communities have begun taxing tourists to raise funds 

for park and open space preservation. In 1985 the Montana leg

islature authorized some small communities that derive a large 

portion of their income from tourism to levy a sales tax of up 

to 3 percent on tourist-related goods and services to pay for 

infrastructure and tourist services, including parks and recre

ational services. Using receipts from this tax, the town of 

Whitefish, Montana is building a bike path.68 

Flagstaff, Arizona, is another community that supports 

parks and land acquisition using funds generated by tourists. 

Two million tourists visit this community of 50,000 peopie 

each year, attracted by nearby Indian ruins, skiing, national 

forests and Grand Canyon National Park. In i988, the city 

passed a 2 percent "bed, board, and booze" tax (known locally 

as the BBB tax), which currently raises $3.3 million each year. 

A third of the money goes to city park improvements, and an 

additional portion goes to city beautification and land acquisi

tion. The funds are helping to build a 27.5-mile urban trail sys

tem connecting neighborhoods, commercial areas. and 

national forest lands. 69 

As travel and tourism swells to become the nation's ie::id

ing industry within the next few years. communities from 

coast to coast are coming to see their parks and open lands in 

a new light. Long appreciated as resources for residents, in

creasingly they are being appreciated for their attraction to 

visitors and as economic engines for the next millennium. z 
in 1996, sport fishing 

contributed $7 .1 billion 

to California's econo

my. East Walker River, 

Bridgeport. California. 
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,,.. Annual contribution of river-rafting and 

kayaking to the economy of Colorado: 

$50 million 10 

)>- Amount outdoor recreation adds to the 

economy of Arkansas each year: $1.5 billion . 

:»- Amount of this figure contributed by canoe 

Ing: $20.1million12 

>- Amount spent by Americans. cm the/ 

purchase of canoes a.nd k11yakSln l.~~S: 
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IV. PRIORITIES FOR OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION 7o ZA 

~ 
KEY TO FIGURE IV d l fo/c 

STUDY AREA NllMBERS AND NAMES ~'\ 
f'l ( BAY ZONE 2i GAVILAN FOOTHILLS 42 SHINGLE VALLEY 

COYOTE VALLEY 22 E. BERRYESSA FOOTHILLS 43 ANDERSON LAKE 
fvDRGJl~N HH I Et"i\/IRONS 23 ALUM ROCK FOOTHILLS 4' . "+ PACKVJCODILOWER COE 
SAN MARTIN 24 E. SAN JOSE FOOTHILLS 45 COYOTE LAKElTtfvtBER RIDGE 
LLAGAS 25 E. COYOTE FOOTl!ILLS 46 CANADA DE LOS OSOS 
OLDGlLi::\OY 26 E. SAN MARTIN FOOTHILLS 47 HUNTING HOLLOW 
BLOOf\JflELD 27 E. GILROY FOOTHILLS 48 SAN FELIPE/PACHECO 
PARADISE VALLEY 28 SANT A TERESA 49 ALJ\MEDA CREEK 
1-l.AYES 29 UPPER LOS GATOS 50 ARROYO VALLE 
DAY ROAD 30 TWIN CREEKS Si ARFOYO NOCHO 
LOVv'ER UV Af3 31 CALERO 52 !SABEL 
LOS TRANCOSIFEL T LAKE 32 · UVAS WATERSHED 53 MT. HAMILTON/SMITH CREEK 
PERMANENTE CREEK 33 LITTLE UVAS WATERSHED 54 MD-FORK COYOTE 
STEVENS CREEK 34 UVAS RESERVOIRIEASTtv!AN 55 EAST FORK COYOTE 
SANBORN SKYLINE 35 LLAGAS/CHESBRO 56 GILROY HOT SPRINGS 
LEXiNGTON 36 RED'NCX)() RETREAT 57 UPPER PACHECO 
GUADALUPE WATERSHED 37 HECKER PASS 58 LOVVER PACHECO 
NEW ALJvlADEN 38 PESCADERO/T AR CREEK 59 PACHECO PASS 
W. COYOTE FOOTHILLS 39 CALAVERAS/ARROYO HONDO 60 SOUTH FORK PACHECO 
W. VALLEY FOOTHILLS 40 ALUM ROCK WATERSHED 61 VlBORAS 

41 HALLS/SAN FELIPE VALLEY 

Gavilan Foothills and farmlands south of Gilroy. 

IV· 5 



PRESERVir..TION 2020: MAY 1987 

County of Santa Clara Olllce of Planning 

FIGURE IV • 1 
STUDY AREAS 

DJ 

NOTE: 
All study areas are locatf.: 
outside urban serv~ce are. 
boundari1~s.* 

60 

•April, 1986 urban service J;' 
area boundaries shown. ii 

"'II 

cn en 



PRESERVATION 2020: MAY 19!!7 

County ol Sa11t~ Ciua Olllco ol Planning 

FIGURE IV • 2 

STUDY A EA TYPES 

Typ0 I 

• Typr? II 

Type 111 

NOTE: 
All study Areas nm locatr· 
outside urban service arr 
boundaries.• 

•April, 1986 urban service 
area boundaries shown. 
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IV. PRIORITIES FOR OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION 

FEATURES EVALUATED IN CREATING STUDY AREAS 

L Landform. Geomorphology is basic to a number of 
· environmental processes and potential environmental 
impacts. Landfonn gives clues to soil erosion . and 
deposition, landslides, flooding, and visual vulnerability, 
orogether with orientation to the sun; landfonn is highly 
Controlling of natural vegetation.Information on landform 
was derived from u; S. Geological Survey topographic and 
slope maps at 2000 scale; and from aerial reconnaissance 
and oblique aerial photography. ·. 

<i. Slope. The slope of the land iSciokery related to ~oil 
) erosion;··randslides, and visualscaniflg.Other factors being 
/ e<I.ual, steep slope exacerbates adverse env.ifOnmentlll impacts 

{)f development Slope is also a key factor iii . agricultural 
\tand capability and ea$e oFlirban development SloPe. 

information \Vas gained froml:24,000 topographic maps 
\with slope categories defined• photomechanicall:Y.by the 
.tlS.G:S. . ....... . 

. 3. Geologic conditions and hazards. Infonnation 
was gained from geologic reports and maps prepared for the 

>C()!Jnty; and active faults, dam failure· inundation zones, 
/and designated landslides rernappedat.2000 scale. 

< 4~ Soil. The Soil Conservation Service survey covered 
most of the study area; omitting the area roughly north and 

·· west of Almaden to the County .line. Additional County 
soil maps were available for the. area west of the. Diablo 
Range; These reports, maps, and aerial photos at 2000 scale 

•.•.·were used as a generat·$0urce··for the following irifonn-
· .. ation: 

o Soil erosion 
o Septic system suitability 
o Agricultural !a_nd capability 
o Drainage and depth to groundwater 
o Groundwater recharge; areas of high percolation 
o Alluvial soils (CTat, valley bouomlands) 

5 .. Vegetation. ~1aps of the Cooperag~e Soil-Vegetation 

l ... Survey were used as a general source with more detailed 
evaluations based on aerial phoLOgraphy. Natural vegetation 
was taken into account in considering recreational use 
pot.ential, fire h:inrd, '.l.ndvisual vulnernbility_ 

6. Hydrology.. Souree: County Planning Office maps 
and U.S.G.S. topographic maps indicating: 

IV - 6 

o Watershed boundaries 
o Perennial and ephemeral streams 
o Groundwater recharge areaS < .·· ... · .. 
0 FlOoding at a 100 year recurrence interVai 

7. Natural.•• habitat. Source: Count)- Plan~ing · Offic, 
map indicating areas with a widespectJ:iim offolbitaLvalues 
including areas of riparian vegetatio#; a!ld soirand plan 
comm unities supporting irn portant or end:lllgered species .. 

8. Scenic resources and t~~~i ~~iller~~ilitv 
Generalvisual conditions were determined from analysis ~-
location, lilndform; slope, orfontation.fo thesllri,and natura 
v,egetation. · · · ·· · ~· · .·.·· ·.. ·· 

·.:· ·-: .·-.-:: · .. ··::.:-· 

Sources included topographic and slope maps at 2000 scale 
and oblique aerial photography.' Criteria for high visua. 
vulnerability were: ·· · · · · · · · · · 

i. Slope steepness 

iL Openness ofvegetatio11 .... · < .•.•••.•. ·•··· •..•...•... •··.·••· •..•.•... ·••·.·· 
iii~ Landform, with Vulnerability frt descending order. •. 

0 s idehills below the mi Ii tary crest (e.g. ~eJ~e 
which appears from the valley floor to be the top 
of the ridge, but which is actually some distance 
down slope:) ·. 
o Convex slopes and "noses" (e.g. lateral exten· 
sions of ridges into the valleys;)••· 
o Ridgelines 
a.Valley floors 

iv. Topographic uniformity 

v. Distance from urban and public use areas, in 
descending order of vulnerability: 

o Visibility from the main valley floor 
o Middle ground, 1/4 to 3 miles 
o Foreground, less than 1/4. mile 

vi. Orientation to the sun, with the foilowing in 
descending order of vulnerability: 

o South through west facing slopes 
o Southeast and east facing slopes 
o Flat or gentle slopes 
o Northwest through east facing slopes. 
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FIGURE IV-3: PARK ACQUISITION PRIORITIES 

RANK STUDY AREA NAME PROPOSAL CRITERIA 
AND IDENTIFYING NUMBER VULNEA-

RECRE· ACCESS/ ABILITY LAND 
ATION LOCA· TO ASS EM-
VALUE TION DEVEL BLY 

---.... - ----------------------------------------------·----- ................... ------------------ ---------
1 BAY ZONE (1) T P7 A A A A 
2 COYOTE VALLEY (2) P53 A A A A 
3 SANT A TERESA (28) P3S,PSS,NP1 B A A B 
4 NEW ALMADEN (18) P34,P14,NP1 B A B c 
s CALERO (31) P1S,NP1 B A B B 
6 LEXINGTON (1 Sl P12 A A B B 
7 LEXINGTON (1 Sl P33 B A B A 
8 ANDERSON LAKE 143) P22 B c B B 
9 PERMANENTE l13) P27 B A A A 
1 0 LOS TRANCOS/FELT LAKE (12) P26 c A A B 
1 1 GUADALUPE WATERSHED (17) P13 PS2 B A B B 
1 2 PARADISE VALLEY 18) P70 B A A B 
1 3 LOWER UVAS (11) PS? B B A B 
1 4 DAY ROAD 110) PS? 8 8 c 8 
1 s LITTLE UVAS WATERSHED (33) PS7 B B c 8 
1 s WEST VALLEY FOOTHILLS (20) PSS 8 B B B 
1 7 ALUM ROCK FOOTHILLS {23) P47 B A A B 
1 8 STEVENS CREEK (14) P29,P1 O B B c c 
1 9 EAST BERRYESSA FOOTHILLS l22) P48 A B A A 
20 UPPER PACHECO (S7) P19 A 8 c A 
21 LLAGAS/CHESBRO C3Sl P1S PSS A c B B 
22 TWIN CREEKS (30) P14 A c c 8 
23 UVAS RESERVOIR/EASTMAN 134) P17 B c c c 
24 COYOTE LAKE/TIMBER RIDGE l4S) I P21 B c D A 
2S GAVILAN FOOTHILLS (21) NP2 c A B A 
26 CANADA DE LOS OSOS ( 4S) NP3 B c D A 
27 REDWOOD RETREAT (3Sl I PSS B c c B 
28 SANBORN SKYLINE (1 S) P31 B c c A 
29 UVAS WATERSHED (32) P37 A c 8 B 
30 PACKWOOD~OWERCOE(44) P40 B D E A 
31 HECKER PASS (37) P38 c c c A 
32 PESCADERO/TAR CREEK (38) P39 B D D A 
33 LLAGAS IS) PSS B B c B 
34 OLD GILROY 161 PSS B c c 8 
3S BLOOMFIELD (7) I PS7,PS9 c c c A 
36 HALLS/SAN FELIPE VALLEY 141) P4S B D D A 
37 ALUM ROCK WATERSHED (40) P47 c c c A 
38 LOWER PACHECO (58) PSO c c B B 
39 CALAVERAS/ARROYO HONDO 139) P24 B D c A 
40 EAST FORK COYOTE (SS) P41 B E E A 
41 ARROYO VALLE (SO) P42 B E E A 
42 SAN MARTIN (4) PSS c B B D 
43 PARADISE VALLEY (8) PSS c B A E 
44 GILROY HOT SPRINGS (SS) P40 D c D A 
4S MID-FORK COYOTE IS4) P40 c D D A 
46 ALAMEDA CREEK (49) P24 B E E A 

IV - 10 
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IV. PRIORITIES FOR OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION 

IO. DAY ROAD (3,200 acres) 

This area is a broad, flat area surrounded by steep slopes on 
the north, east. and west. The center of the valiey is subject 
to risk from dam failure at Uvas Reservoir. Parcels are 
large, except along Watsonville Road. 

Open space serves watershed, viewshed, urban buffer and 
natural and archeological resource preservation functions. 
The proposed Uvas Creek Trail and Park Chain are given a 
moderately high priority because of the relatively high value 
of the stream as a resource in this area, and because of high 
vulnerability to development. Because of the significant 
natural and archeological resources of the area and its 
vulnerability to development, this area is given a moderately 
high rank for open space acquisition. An open space 
assessment district would be appropriate for this area. 

ll. LOWER UV AS (2,400 acres) 

The lower Uvas Valley is flat except in the northwest 
comer. It borders the Gilroy urban service boundary and is 
crossed by Highway 152; so it will be under considerable 
development pressure. Some of Lhe Hillside 
recommendations may be appropriate for the hilly portion of 
the study area. The historic cedar trees along Highway 152 
warrant special protection, as does the riparian habitat along 
Bodfish Creek. This area ranks moderately high for both 
park and open space acquisition. 

l2. LOS TRANCOS I FELT LAKE (8,400 acres) 

Located to the southwest of Palo Alto and Stanford 
University, this study area consists primarily of steep, 
heavily wooded slopeS from the foothills to the crest (county 
line) of the Santa Cruz Mountains. Substantial portions of 
this area are protected as either Midpeninsula Regional Open 
Space Preserves or City of Palo Alto Parks. The historic 
Hidden Villa Ranch complex is located along the eastern side 
of this area. Private outdoor recreation programs for children 
are provided at Hidden Villa. 

The proposed Hidden Valley County Park is assigned a 
moderately high acquisition priority. The northern portion of 
this area (Hidden Villa Ranch) iq>totected by an open space 
easement held by MROSD, The flatter, more accessible 
portions of the valley could provide an array of public 
recreation opportunities. 

Open SRace protection in this area would provide an urban 
buffer, watershe<l and viewshcd protection. Primary means 
of protection would be through the riparian and current slope
dcnsity regulations, Williamson Act contracts, and 
acquisitions. Because of its high scenic values and 

proximity to existing public open space lands, this area h 
been assigned a high priority for open space acquisitic 
Stanford University's plans and policies for the undevelop
!ands it owns in this area should continue to be monitor 
by the County to ensure the protection of these open spa 
areas where feasible. 

13. PERMANENTE CREEK ( 4,300 acres) 

This study area lies between the urban service ~ 

boundaries of Los Altos Hills and Cupertino and the cres 
Montebello Ridge. It consists of rolling to steep terrain 
the heavily vegetated hillsides of the Santa Cruz Mounta; 

Several preserves of the Midpeninsula Regional Open Sr 
District and Rancho San Antonio County Park are foun 
this study area. The major land use besides parks and c 
space is the Kaiser Pennanente limestone quarry locat~ 
the east side of this study area. The Montebello Ridge 
contains significant amounts of native ·vegetation consid 
archetypical of the Santa Cruz Mountains. 

Open space protection would serve wat.ershed, view: 
natural area and urban buffer functions. Protection met 
would be a combination of slope-density and rip 
regulations, Williamson Act contracts and acquisitions. 
proposed expansion of the Rancho San Antonio C. 
Park was assigned a moderately high priority for 
acquisition. Corporate land use policies for the quarr: 
should be monitored to ensure maintenance of the 
space buffer around iL 

14. STEVENS CREEK (13,!00. acres) 

The Stevens Creek study area stretches from Cupe 
urban service area boundary to the county line at the s 
of the Santa Cruz Mountains. The majority of the 
very steep and heavily wooded. The Stevens Creek C 
contains archetypical native vegetation representa 
pristine riparian communities of the Santa Cruz Moi 
This area has a state designation as a significant natur 
Two major County parks (Stevens Creek and Upper 
Creek) and several NIROSD preserves are located 
study area. In addition, one of the oldest rural comr 
in the county is located in the Stevens Creek Canyor 

A moderately high priority rating has been assignc 
area for park acquisition in reference to proposed ex 
of both County parks as indicated in the County Pa. 
Other open space acquisitions receive a moderat 
priority rating, reflecting the area's high value for v 

watershed.urban buffer and natural area functions. P 
would come from a combination of the existir 
density regulations. riparian corridor regulation 
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About this Publication ... 

This Briefing Book has been prepared by the Bay Area Open Space Council, a cooperative 
effort of nearly 40 public agencies and land trusts with responsibilities to acquire, preserve, 
restore and manage permanently protected open space lands in the San Francisco Bay Area. 
The purpose of the Briefing Book is to provide an overview of the preservation themes and 
needs of the nine-county region. The information contained in this publication is derived from 
adopted plans and policies, published reports, and discussions with key professionals. This 
Briefing Book is thus a compilation and interpretation of the individual plans and policies of 
numerous agencies and organizations, and does not replace or modify the plans and policies of 
any individual agency or organization. Financial support for the preparation and distribution 
of this Briefing Book has been provided by the Walter and Elise Haas Fund and the members 
of the Council. Questions or comments regarding this publication should be directed to John 
Woodbury, Program Director, Bay Area Open Space Council at the address below. 

Map Credits 
All maps, with the exception of the Ridge Trail map, are the work of the Bay Area 
Open Space Council and its members, working in cooperation with Greenlnfo 
Network. 

Photograph Credits 
Contributors include: 
Bob Walker/IDG Films, and the Oakland Museum 
David Hansen 
Golden.Gate National Recreation Area 
Greenbelt Alliance 
Santa Clara County Open Space Authority 
Santa Clara County Department of Parks and Recreation 
Solano County Farmlands and Open Space Foundation 
South Livermore Valley Agricultural Land Trust 
Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

BAY AREA 

OPEN SPACE 
COUNCIL 

530 Bush Street, Room 303, San Francisco, CA 94108 
PHONE: (510) 654-6591 fAx: (510) 654-5673 EMAIL: drjohnw@ix.netcom.com 

-._ 
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What We've Learned ... 
Through a combination of low-tech data collection. high-c:::ch computer m:ipping. :rnd 
analysis and review by the best profession:il expertise in the region. \Ve now know some very 
powerful facts about the San Francisco Bay .-\rea: 

We've Done a Lot. 

The Bay Area currently has about 950,000 acres of permanently protected open space. 
ranging from city parks to natural habitats to cultivated farmbnd. That's about 20 percent of 
the total land area of the nine counties. 

The Old Ways Are Changing. 

Consenration easements (both purchased and donated) now account for about 8 percent of all 
permanently protected open space. That's up from about 5 percent in 1992. Most signifi
cantly, during the 1990 's ease
ments have accounted for about 
half of all new acres protected. 
Most of these easements have 
had protection of agriculture as a 
primary purpose, though many 
are also designed to preserve 
habitat, water quality, viewsheds, 
and community open space 
buffers. 

Despite Our Best Efforts, 
\Ve' re Not Keeping Up. 

During the 1990's we've been 
adding permanent protection to open space lands at ::i. rate of about 10,000 to 15,000 acres per 
year. That represents an increase of between 1.1 ::md 1.6 percent per year. By contrast the 
population of the Bay Area has been increasing at a rate of nearly 2 percent per year. Bottom 
line: Our recent efforts to permanently protect open space are not keeping pace with popula
tion growth. Stated another way: The amount of permanent open space per person is deciin
mg. 

It's Getting Harder to Get Away From It AIL 

Considering that most agricultural and conser:ation ~J.sements have limited or no public 
access, and that many of the wetlands and other c:-mc:1I bbit::its which w~ have been acquiring 
also have little or no public access, the rate ;it \vhich we ";e been ;:idding publicly-accessible 
open space protection is only about one-third the r:itc of popuiation growth. 

Bay Area Conservancy Program Page 6 F<.egionai Needs Briefing Book 
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An eight-foot-wide sidewalk will be provide on each side of North~Canyons 
Parkway to accommodate bicycle as well as pedestrian travel on North Canyons 
Parkway. 

Section 4.2, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The last paragraph on page 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Exhibit 4.2-2 on page 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as shown on the follmving page. 

The text following Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 on page 4.2-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Mitigation 

4.2-1 

Loss of Non-Native Grassland Habitat - The project applicant shall: 
(1) dedicate conservation easements on approximately 33 ~.~:1: acres of hillside 
and drainage corridor open space; (2) pay a fee to fund open space 
preservation and IIla.Ilagement in the adjacent North Livermore area; and (3) 
conduct pre-construction burrowing owl surveys. 
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acres, comprising the hill in the northeast corner of the 301-acre Shea property (above 
approximately the 500 foot elevation contour) plus a minimum 150 foot w·ide corridor 
along the entire length of the eastern drainage, shall be permanently preserved and 
maintained as open space through the dedication of an open space easement Of in some 
otheP manner acceptable to the City. 

The prnjeet shall be· subject to a fee, in an amount :o be established through a 
Development Agreement cntcPcd into betv1ecn L.1-ic City and the ppojcct applicant, which 
will be utilized fop prnsePvation and/of management of non native grassland habitat in 
the adjoining NoPth Livermore planning UFca. The funds shall be adrninistcPed in 
conjunction 'vvith the North Livermore Open .Space Program, including the BRM:P, upon 
its adoption. · 
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If within 5 years following.the initial payment of mitigation fees, replacement habitat has 
not been acquired or othe~se preserved on grassland habitat shall be preserved at a 3:1 
ratio elsewhere in Alameda County in a location acceptable to the CDFG and USFWS. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 on pages 2-7 and 4.2-22 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

r 

Mitigation 

4.2-2 
Loss of Jurisdictional Wetlands - Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
wetland acreage on the project site shall be delineated by a qualified biologist 
to detennine the extent of jurisdictional wetlands that would be affected by 
the proposed project. All proposed discharges of dredge or fill material into 
waters of the United States must first be autho.rized by USACE, pursuant to 
Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. :rS~tihlib'i!'iof~iii;{Stie1rffiBed 

fJt.fa_···~t!~~~~e,ii£~!fli~J!~\~~-a~ifil~k~~~~~1J~!~r.: .. i!h,:~~~~Xg~§~~!l~ occur·:f or~tici · alea>channe1 :mOffificafions<:Witliifi~tne~eastemfCi.r· · ,,. · '""~"'~ ... ~ ....... -:........ ... . . P..-.. ··•'--·• ... --"'·· -~~----.. ~~-'-- ,,.<;==--~-, •'--"'"~--- ···~'"-'-.-~ ..... ·-·······"~~g~-~-

A wetland mitigation plan shall be prepared for USACE that quantifies the total acreage 
lost, and describes the creation/replacement ratio for acres filled, annual success criteria, 
potential mitigation sites, and monitoring and maintenance requirements. Mitigation 
could be accomplished on the site, offsite, or using a combination of both. The plan shall 
be prepared by a qualified wetland biologist through consultation with USACE. Beeause 
total fills 0:fe expected to be less than 3 acres, the project v1ould qualify under the USAGE 
Natiomvicie Pemtit Pf'ogram. The replacement of wetlands shall be sufficient to ensure 
no net loss of wetland habitat value. 

AddHIBnau·~a2ce'S·s·to. -fo~er~wa=s~of ili~~~ffi10fiiiiia"'e1$lifillfdID.,~r£~-?oVfae<3Trr6ffi 
rili-~-rc·.· :¥1.·(,c·-.~P· .. ,.t,;11::.f:.aB~_:~rnN."'.~'lfilfui'Ei~rrailitr&tfilr~O"s~Jf~§~ftffi~~~'§mlli'ffi~·'~iffill1B:<e,:~ No_ .,~.,,~Y9.!1-S.,. ~,f..,r-' y .... d ...... ~ ........ ____ .. _ . --··· ......... ._ __ g=-.::, ....... ., ... ,~···-~- ·-··-~-~g ..... ·~-<-... . 

per@t1¢d. 

Section 4.7, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-7 on pages 2-17 and 4.7-47 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

'I 

Mitigation 

4.7-7 
Transit Routes -The project sponsor and City shall work with LA VTA to ensure 
that Wheels Route 12/12X is extended into the project site. In order to offset 
LAVTA's additional operating costs to serve the project site, the project 
applicant shall establish a meehe:nism ta fund epere:ting east eupeB:Ses ·in 
perpetuity. 1'.tn=angements are in ple:ee with the IIe:eiende: Business Park a:ad 
Kell Genter in Plee:santen and are being eenditiened f.er the Opus de..,,.elepment 
in: Dublin that require the effiee park eperater te pay a monthly fee-ift 
e1cehange f.er flash passes fer effiee pe:rlc empleyees. Based en prelimi:naiy 

T~I\ ft thJ: f f th • • • 7f;~~~ diseussiens ~~ Ll'.n~4 t e ~.~a: Y_ ee ~1'.~Pr!tee.! s~e 1:9Jnot~~q_~~5=e~':" 
ssooTBf~~iiw~~10~.~.~)1'e~ T'1~~1~w~OYI>~Jiti1J.i~~~1 
E: · -~.)~~ ... illmB ··~·t: ., ·arofilfil.imAv.i-'A~r<fd~ 
, · ~P,,~r~~~~:~ - · ·u<> . ~P.'"0»~ftJfil't11a~~1*~a ~ar~,~4lB1<!~5E-~ · · ,..,,, · · - · i6~~~~~'"'M~"ll\~:-·•··. _R,_Y_ ':.I.e..:..:::..=._ 
:Work.12tf~~x· ~)narkea!!.9'Aeti.Yj1ietl9JP.m...~gt~ef.:~ria.~J~mxif!S1,ooo at buildeut. 
ll simile:f' fee stru:eture program: weuld be neeessary vlith de .... ~elopment ef the 
larger Shea property. 
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Development Agreement for Cayetano Corporate Campus 
Exhibit 6.1: Open Space and Biological Resource Mitigation 

A. Dedication of Conservation Easements. Development of the Property shall be 
subject to the following conditions requiring the dedication or offer of dedication 
to the City of the following conservation easements: 

B. 

1. Hillside Conservation Easement. Issuance of the first grading permit for 
the Property shall not occur until Landowner has dedicated to the City a 
conservation easement, in a form acceptable to the City, covering those 
approximately 29.4 acres located within the Remainder Property and 
described on Attachment 6. 1. 1, attached hereto. 

2. Drainage Corridor Conservation Easement. Issuance of the first 
grading permit for the Property shall not occur until Landowner has 
recorded an offer to dedicate a conservation easement, in a form acceptable 
to City, covering those approximately 10. 0 acres located within the 
Remainder Property along the eastern drainage corridor and described on 
Attachment 6.1.2, attached.hereto. Such offer shall remain open until, and 
City shall accept the offer of dedication upon, completion to City's 
satisfaction of all required flood control improvements and construction of 
such portion of the multi-use trail as will be located in such area, all as 
required by the PO'D· Permit. · 

Contribution to Open Space Acquisition Fund. Landowner shall pay a total of 
$600,000 to the City's "Open Space Acquisition Fund" in the following 
installments: An initial payment of $100, 000 shall be made prior to issuance of the. 
first grading permit for the Property. Landowner shall make four additional 
payments, each in the amount of$125,000, which payments shall be made on the 
first, second, third and fourth anniversaries, respectively, of the date of issuance of 
the first grading permit for the Property. All of these funds shall be used by City to 
implement the open space program being developed for the North Livermore area. 

6.1-1 
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3.2 ESTABLISHMENT OF HABITAT MANAGEMENT LANDS 

The Conservancy will oversee the acquisition, establishment, and management of 
the habitat management lands. The Conservancy staff will include a part-lime 
consulting lbiologist with range: management experience to ensure that habitat 
management activi1.ies are implemented in accordance with the RCP. 

The following criteria will be used to identify high priority lands for acquisition 
to impleme111t the goal of establishing habitat management lands. 

A large contiguous area that could ultimately be managed as a unit and in a 
manner to support higher habitat values for wetland and grassland dependent 
species (e.g., burrowing owl, California tiger salamander, California red 
legged frog, palmate-bracted bird's beak and San Joaquin kit fox) which 
occur i111 Plan Area or the surrounding region. 

Lands that coulid be enhanced or conserved for use by species which do not 
presently occur within the Plan }\rea. 

Lands iin Zones A, B, C and D that are known to support special status 
species (e.g., California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog) and 
are likely to be impacted by developme111t. 

Opportunity 10 connect the potential habitat management lands to other large, 
contiguous open space areas that support special status species, including the 
Los Vaqueros Watershed Lands and Brushy Peak. 

Occurrence of .lands contaiining existing habitat for special status species, and 
that have the potential to be managed for higher habitat values. 

Presence of conditions that are essential to the long-term sustainability of the 
proposed Bird's Beak/ Alkali Sink Reserve. Portions of the eastern region of 
the Plan Area contain concentrations of salts and borons that arc essential to 
long-tern1 sustainability of the bird's beak habitat. 

Where a buffer is necessary between agricultural lands and habitat 
manag1!ment lands, the buffer shall occur on the potential habitat 
management lands. 

TI1e RCP is designed to encourage the co-existence of agricultural uses with 
habitat management practices to: 

Ensure that potential habitat management lands can be managed in a manner 
that protects existing biological resources and enhances habitat for wildlife. 

Ensure that habitat management strategies are designed to accommodate 
ongoing agricultural activities. In most cases, the RCP will not have 

April I 0, 2000 

participation requirements that will restrict agricultural enterprises in a 
manner that would impede the long-term viability of the agriculltural areas. 

Ensure that the purchase of land in fee and sale/lease-back to the agricultural 
co~munity are consistent with the habitat management objectives of the 
R(lP. 

3.3 RESOURCE CONSERVATION FEE PROGRAM AND FUNDING 

The RCP authorizes the collection of fees from urban development in Zone A 
through the "Resource Conservation Fee Program" to fund the mitigation of 
biological, open space, and agricultural resource impacts resulting from new 
urban development in the Plan Area. The collected funds will be used to secure 
large contiguous mral/open space lands for habitat and agricultural management 
Protection of lands sunounding the urban area will also prevent or limit growth 
inducing impacts by containing development within designated urban areas. 

The Resource Conservation Fee Program is critical to the overall success of the 
RCP. Developers of land in Zone A will be required to contribute $25,000 per 
residentially developed acre (excluding arterial roads, parks, creek corridors and 
schools) as a mitigation fee for the loss of habitat, open space and agricultural 
lands in Zone A. The $25,000 per acre fee shall be equivalent to 1999 dollars and 
adjusted by the City for inflation based 011 the San Francisco Bay Area All Urban 
Consumers, or subsequently adopted, price index. Payment of the foe shall occur 
prior to recording of final map. Although the $25,000 fee will fund the acquisition 
of land for mral/open space preservation, habitat management, and wetlands 
mitigation, landowners impacting wetlands habitat or other sensitivt: resources 
such as special status species will be required to separately fund the creation of 
wetland or other mitigation needed to offset the impacts caused by their specific 
development projects. i 
Funds generated by the Resource Conservation Fee collected from Zone A 
developers will be used to acquire lands from willing sellers in fee or in easement 
to preserve existing open space and agricultural lands as part of the habitat 
management lands. The Conservancy will prioritiz(i the purchase of such lands in 
a timely manner to assure adequate mitigation is available to offset impacts of 
each specific development project in Zone A at the time such development is 
approved. When casements are purchased, they will be individually designed for 
each property owner to continue agricultural practices consistent with the RCP. 
The Conservancy will also use the Resource Conservation Fees to fund the 
creation of habitat and ongoing maintenance and monitoring activities described 
in Chapter Five. 

Page 3-2 
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pproximately $50 million dollars (including the value of dedicated lands). 
don the Open Space Feasibility Study accepted by the Livennore City 
1cil and Alameda County Board of Supervisors by the Joint Planning Staff in 
1996, this funding should be sufficient to protect up to 8,300 acres within the 
Area (sec Table I, Resource Conservation Phasing below). 

tional funding for the RCP will be generated from a combination of sources 
ding mitigation fees·(approximately $3 million) on development outside of 
1orth Livermore Plan Area (e.g., Shea Center Livermore); grants 
oximately $1 million); and donations and memberships in the Conservancy. 
:ity has already been granted $70,000 from the Bureau of Reclamation and 
Fish and Wildlife Service toward the purchase of lands in the Bird's Beak 
1 ve area adjacent to the Environmental Park. 

Table 1: Resource Cqnservation Phasing 

Estimated Cumulative Approximate Cumulative 
Dollars to Dollars to Acres In Acres In 

Year Conservation Conservation Easement Easement 
Fund Fund 

$0 $0 1,000 I 1,000 

$6,000,000 $6,000,000 1,000 l 2,000 

$12,500,000 $18,500,000 2,100 4,100 

$12,500,000 $31,000,000 2,100 6,200 

$12,500,000 $43,500,000 2,100 8,300 

e 1,000 acres acquired at Year 1 will be dedications from urban developers 
it will offset some of lheir Resource Conservation Fee obligation. Hence 
.: reduced funding shown at Year 5 and the reduced overall expenditure 
1al. 

lculated at 600 homes per year at 6 units per acre and $6,000 per acre 
t:rage easement cost. 
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4.7 Biological Resources 

birds. The limits of jurisdiction in non-tidal creeks such as the portion of San Francisquito Creek 
in the project area are determined by the ordinary high water mark (OHWM). San Francisquitc 
Creek below the OHWivf would be defined as "waters of the United States" and therefore under 
Corps jurisdiction. Other waters such as wetlands require field delineation and a determination 
of jurisdiction. Fills may be permitted by the issuance of an Individual Permit or by complying 
with existing general permits ("Natiomvide Permits"). Fills of less than one acre iI1 non-tidal 
waters subject to average annual flows of less than five cubic feet per second, adjacent wetlands, 
and isolated wetlands can occur without notification to the Corps if in compliance with the 
conditions of the previously issued Nationwide Permit #26. However, nationwide permits cannot 
authorize fill that would jeopardize the continued existence of a threatened or endangered species, 
or that would destroy or adversely affect their critical habitat. Compliance with the Clean Water 
Act regulations will be required for widening of the Sand Hill Road Bridge, which may meet the 
conditions for Nationwide Permit #26 if designed and constructed appropriately. 

Clean Water Act - 401 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires that a section 401 certification or waiver must be 
obtained from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to qualify for a Nationwide 
Permit from the Corps. This will be required .as a condition for any Nationwide Permit for the 
proposed Sand Hill Road Bridge. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 

Under 16 U.S.C. 703-711, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act makes it "unlawful to take" any 
migratory bird listed in 50 C.F.R. part 10, including "nests, eggs, or products." This regulation 
is pertinent to any tree removals required for the proposed projects that could affect nesting 
migratory birds. Migratory bird species observed in the vicinity of the projects are listed in 
Table 4.7-1. 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

The federal Endangered Species Act is administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS). Section 3 of the Act defines an endangered species as any species, including 
subspecies, "in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range." This 
section defines a threatened species as any species "likely to become an endangered species 
within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range." Federally
iisted" or "listed" indicates that a species has been designated as endangered or threatened through 
publication of a final rule in the Federal Register. Designated endangered and threatened species, 
listed under Section 4 of the Act, receive the full protection of the ESA (footnote 7, as per text). 
This regulation could be applicable to the proposed Sand Hill Road widening project if it resulted 
in significant impacts to a federally-listed species such as the California red-legged frog. 

Proposed endangered and threatened species are those for which a proposed regulation, but not 
a final rule, has been published in the Federal Regisrer. These species are not fully protected, 
but they could be listed at any time with publication of a final rule. 
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The USFWS recently changed its policy on candidate species. The term candidate now refers 
strictly to former Category 1 species for which the USFWS has sufficient information on 
biological vulnerability and threat(s) on file to propose listing as endangered or threatened, but 
for which proposed or final rules have not been published in the Federal Register.9 However, 
development and publication of proposed rules for candidate species could be anticipated at any 
time. The USFWS encourages consideration of these species in project planning, as they may 
become listed species in the future. 

Federal species ·of concern are former Category 2 species for which iisting as endangered or 
threatened is possibly appropriate, but for which sufficient data on biological vulnerability and 
threat(s) are not currently available to support a listing proposal. The USFWS does not regard 
these species as candidates for listing, but remains concerned about them and is working to assess 
their need for protection under the Act. The USFWS encourages consideration of these species 
in project planning, as they may become candidate species in the future. 

State of California Reiwlations 

Endangered Species Act (CESA) 

The California Endangered Species Act declares that deserving species will be given protection 
by the State because they are of ecological, educational, historical, recreational, aesthetic, 
economic, and scientific value to the people of the State. CESA established that it is State polfoy 
to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance endangered species and their habitats. 

Under State law, species may be formally designated rare, threatened, or endangered by official 
listing by the California Fish and Game Commission. 10 Listed plants are generally given greater 
attention during the land .. use planning process by local governments, public agencies, and 
landowners than are plants that have not been listed. 

Species listed under the California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code Section 2050 
et seq.) cannot be "taken" without adequate mitigation and compensation. At present, "take" 
means to hunt, pursue, catch; capture or kill, or to attempt to do so. Based on the most recent· 
Findings of the California Attorney General's Office, "take" does not prohibit indirect harm by 
way of habitat modification. Typically, CDFG implements endangered species protection· by 
entering into management agreements ("Section 2081 Management Agreements") with project 
applicants. · 

The provisions of the California Endangered Species Act are not directly relevant to the project 
at this time, because none of the sensitive species likely to occur in the project area (Table 4.7-2) 
are listed under the California Endangered Species Act. It is possible, however, that one or more 
of those species could be listed during the life of the projects. 

:o 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Federal Register, 50 CRF, Part 17, Wednesday, February 28, 1996. 

Gould Publicatio~s. Inc., 1986 through 1990. Fish and Game Code of California, "Chapter 1.5, Endangered Species." Sections 2050 
through 2098. 
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TABLE 4.7~2 
SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES AND SENSITIVE HABITATS 

REPORTED TO OCCUR IN THE SAND HILL CORRIDOR PROJECTS AR.EA AND VICINITY1 

Common 
Name 

Valley oak 
woodland 

Scientific 
Name' 

Dominant Species: 
Q11ercus lobata 

Central coast Dominant Species: 
live oak Q11erc11s agrifo/ia, 
riparian forest R11b11s 11rsi111~s. Su/ix spp. _.;. ______ .___, 

California tiger 
salamander 

California red
legged frog 

Ambystumu cu/iforniense 
(= A. tigri1111m) 

Rana aurora draytonii 

--/03; S2. l 
Very Threatened 

--IG3; S3.2 
Very TI1reatened 

FSC/CSC 

FTICSC 

NIA 

NIA 

Resident 
l 

Resident 

San Francisquito alluvial 
fans in the vicinity of 
Palo Alto 

Floodplains along 
perennial streams 

Breeds in ponds without 
predators 

Permanent sources of 
water, chiefly ponds 

s 

0 

u 

0 

Isolated valley oaks are present 

Adjacent to San Francisquito Creek 

Breeds at Lake Lagunitlll, within one mile 
of the golf course. CDFG considers 
upland and creek habitats of project si1e 
unsuitable. 

Observed in San Francisquito Creek 
upstream of Alpine Road, within l·· l.S 
miles of project sites 

NorthwesteTn C/emmys 111ar111orata C3CICSC Resident Pools 0 Observed in point segments 21 to 22 
pond turtle marmorata behind Oak Creek Apartments, San 

Francisquito Creek 
----------J--==-::-:-~~~. '.'."°:.· •• '.'"":• •••• =,'.'"":<=c=ru=ru,""'.:>=••·~=>=>.=::.=·•. =~=~=~·=····=· ···= .... :.:=<=n=<.:.,,,\>"">·= .... = ...... ,..,.. . .,._..;:.,.,,--......,..-----,-------11 

0 Northern ~:irc11s cya11e11s --/CSC Resident Forages in grassland, 
harrier nests in riparian habitat 

~~~~·~~~~~~r-~~~~~~-t-~~~~-----t-~~~__,'--~~~~-+~~~---+~~~~~--~~~--~~~~~~~I 

Sharp-shinn Accipiter strwtus --ICSC, Resident Open woodlands and 0 May nest in or near riparian habitats 
hawk ABL 1972-86 wood margins bordering open hunting ~errain 

~~~--~~~~--_J-~~--~~~~i---~~~--_._~~~~~--~--~·--'~~~~--'--~~~-=-...::-..~~~--~~~~~~...u 



C1>mmon. 
. N~m¢ 

Cooper's hawk 

Yell ow warbler 

NOTES: 

Scientific 
Name' 

Accipiler caoperi 

Dendroica petechia 

· . Status~·.)\ · · 
. lif~c1/CA.> 

--/CSC 

--/CSC 

Resident 

Summer 

Forages and nests in 
riparian habitat 

Riparian trees and 
shrubs 

0 

0 Species recorded by San Francisquito 
Creek Stream Inventory. 
Nests mid April-August 

1 Scientific names an: bascJ on the following sources: AOU 1983, Jennings 1983, Hickman 1993, Zeiner et al. 1990. 
2 Status Status of species relative to the Fcdcml anJ California State Endangered Species Acts and Fish and Game Code of California. 

Ft.:d Federal status. 
T Federally listed as threatened. 
C Candidate species refers to fonncr Category 1 species for which the USFWS has sufficient information on biological vunerability and thrcut(s) on file to propose 

FSC 

C3C 

C3b 
CA 
csc 
ABL 

G 
GJ 
S2.I 
S3.2 
s 

1 Season 
4 Primary habitat ; 
1 Pn:sc:nl on-site: 

0 
s 
u 

listing an endangen:d or threatened, but for which proposed or final rules have not been published in the Federal Register. 
Federal species of concern arc fumier Category 2 species for which listing as endangered or threatened is possibly appropriate, but for which sufficient data 
on biolygical vunerability and thn:at(s) are not cunently available lo support a listing proposal. 
Subcategory 3C comprises taxa proven to be more abundant and/or widespread than previously thought. Should new infonnation suggest that any such taxon 
is expcrii:ncing a numerical or distributional decline, or is under a substantial threat, it may be reevaluated for possible inclusion as candidates. 
Taxonomically invalid. 
California status. 
California Department of Fish and Game "Species of Special Concern". Species with declining populations in California. 
Audubon Society 131ue List of Birds of Special Concern. 
No status. 
Global Rank - a reflection of the over.ill conditions of an element throughout its range (Scale I Least Secure - 5 Most Secure) Very Threatened. 
21-100 clement occurrences, OR 3,000-10,000 individuals, OR 10,000-50,000 acres. 
6-20 element occurrences, OR 1,000-3,000 individuals OR 2,000-10,000; Very Threatened. 
21-100 element occurrences, OR 3,000-10,000 OR 10,000-50,000 acres; Threatened. -
State Rank assigned in same manner as Global Rank, also contains a threat designation (Scale 1 Least Secure - 5 Most Secure) Threatened. 
Si:ason of use for animals. Resident; Summer; Winter. 
Most likely habitat association. 

Observed on-site. 
Suitable habitat on-site. 
Unsuitable: habitat on-site. (Habitat to support the species does not occur.) 

SOURCE: California Dc:partmc:nt of Fish and Game Natural I leritage Division, Califomia Natural Diversity Database, l 995; San Francisquito Creek Stream Inventory, 1995. Coyote Cn: 
Riparian Station, Alviso, CA. 
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California Environmental Quality Act- Treatment of Sensitive Plant and Animal Species 

Both the Federal and State Endangered Species Act protect only those species formally listed as 
threatened or endangered (or rare in the case of the State list). Section 15380 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), however, independently defines "endangered" species of 
plants or animals as those whose survival and reproduction in the· wild are in immediate jeopardy 
and "rare" species as those who are in such low numbers that they could become endangered if 
their environment worsens. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project will 
normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will "Substantially affect a rare or 
endangered species of animal or plant or the habitat of the species." The significance of impacts 
to a species under CEQA, therefore, may be based on analyzing actual rarity and ti1rreat of 
extinction despite legal status or lack thereof. This is relevant to any project features (especially 
the widening of Sand Hill Road Bridge) that could significantly impact a species meeting the 
CEQA definitions of rare or endangered, including any of the species listed in Table 4.7-1 (see 
page 4.7-8). 

Fish and Game Code - Sections 1601-1603 

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) has direct jurisdiction under Fish and 
Game Code Sections 1601 - 1603 over any proposed activities that would divert or obstruct the 
natural flow or change the bed, channel, or bank of any stream. These regulations require that 
private landowners (Section 1601) or public agencies (Section 1603) obtain a "Streambed · 
Alteration Agreement" from the CDFG prior to any alteration of a stream channel or its banks. 
This will be required for the proposed widening of Sand Hill Road Bridge. 

Fish and Game Code - Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3513 

Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 states that it is "unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly 
destroy the nests or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation 
made pursuant thereto." Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5 protects all birds-of-prey (raptors) 
and their eggs and nests. Section 3513 states that it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory 
nongame bird as designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. These regulations could require 
that elements of the proposed project (in particular tree removals) be reduced or eliminated during 
critical phases of the nesting cycle (March 1 - August 15 annually), unless it can be demonstrated 
that nests will not be disturbed, and subject to approval by the Department of Fish and Game. 
Disturbance that causes nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort (killing or 
abandomnent of eggs or young) is considered "taking." Such taking would also violate federal 
law protecting migratory birds (Migratory Bird Treaty Act). 

Local Re~ulations 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 

Areas under the jurisdiction of the Santa Clara Valley Water District (Ordinance 83-2, Section 
2.4) i~clude the designated floodway (San Francisquito Creek) and the "banks of a watercourse" 
defined as (Ordinance 83-2, Section 2.1) "the sides of a watercourse, the top of which shall be 
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the topographic line roughly parallel to stream center line where the side slopes intersect the 
plane of ground traversed by the watercourse" 11 The District controls stormwater and all 
manner of drainage water, as well as any construction within their jurisdiction. Specifically, 
Ordinance 83-2, Section 6.2 states that "Without having first secured a permit pursuant to Section 
7 hereof .. .it shall be unlawful ... for any person, firm, corporation ... the Government of California 
and agencies thereof, or any municipal corporation or district to do or cause to be done any of 
the following: 

a Construct or place any structure or perform any grading within a designated 
floodway between the banks of a watercourse, or within 50 feet of the top of such 
banks." 

f. Plant any form of flora upon or within the banks of a watercourse or a District 
project. 12 

A "Section 7 permit" includes any investigations necessary to determine, "whether or not the 
proposed work or activities intended will impede, restrict, retard, pollute, change the direction of 
the flow of water, catch or collect debris carried by such water, is located where natural flow of 
the storm and flood waters will damage or carry any structure or any part thereof downstream, 
or will damage, weak.en, erode, or reduce the effectiveness of the banks to withhold storm and 
flood waters, to resist erosion and siltation and entry of pollutants and contaminants, or interfere 
with maintenance responsibility or with structures placed or erected for flood control..." The 
permit may also require certain fees be paid. 

Local Agency Tree Ordinances 

The City of Menlo Park:- and San Mateo County have ordinances designed to preserve each 
community's larger, mature trees or trees with special aesthetic value. Such trees may be of a 
certain species, certain diameter, or may be concentrated in a certain area to maintain aesthetic 
features. A heritage tree ordinance is a particular type of tree preservation ordinance intended 
to preserve historically significant trees. Tree ordinances are summarized below. 

JI 

1l 

• The City of Menlo Park, Ordinance Number 763, requires a permit for removal 
of a"heritage tree", defined as any tree with a trunk greater than 2 feet in diameter, 
measured at 4 feet above the ground. 

• Two sections of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code relate to tree protection. 
Section 11000, San Mateo County Ordinance: Regulation of the Removal of 
Heritage Trees defines and protects heritage trees on private property and requires 
a permit to remove, destroy, or trim such trees. Section 12000, San Mateo County 

Santa Clara Valley Wa~r Di~trict, Ordinance 83-2, As amended 10/11/1985. 

Richard Anderson. Santa Clara Valley Wa~r District. ~lcphone conversation with EIP geologist. 14 June 1995. 
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Ordinance: Regulation of Removal of Significant Trees defines and protects 
significant trees on private property and requires a permit to remove, destroy, or 
trim such trees. 

• The City of Palo Alto does not currently have a Tree Ordinance which would 
protect mature and heritage trees. However, the City has expressed concern for 
the preservation of existing trees to the maximwn extent possible, particularly 
large trees which are visually or culturally significant due to their species, form, 
or location, and trees which are in good condition and can be expected to continue 
to provide benefits for many years in the future. At the time of the writing of this 
Draft EIR. the Palo Alto City Council is considering adoption of a tree 
preservation and management ordinance. The draft ordinance is designed to 
provide protection for all coast live oak and Valley Oak trees which are greater 
than 11.5 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet above the ground, and any designated 
heritage tree (such as El Palo Alto). The ordinance would prohibit the removal 
of protected trees except under certain specified conditions and with the approval 
of the Director of Planning and Community Environment. 

• Santa Clara County is in the process of developing a tree ordinance. When it is 
proposed that trees be removed within the right-of-way of any county-maintained 
road, the County requires that a map identifying trees by species and size be 
submitted to the County Board of Supervisors for review. 

SETTING 

Project Area Habitats 

A habitat is a type of area where a plant or animal normally lives or grows, usually characterized 
either by physical features or by dominant plants, or both. Habitat types referred to in this EIR 
include riparian habitat, urban habitat, and grassland habitat. The quality of habitats are described 
as follows. 

• High quality habitat includes most or all of the resource values such as complex structure, 
shade, water, soils, lack of disturbance, or other resource characteristics lhat are necessary 
to function as habitat for plant or wildlife species. 

• Moderate quality habitat has many, but not all, of the resource values that are necessary 
to function as habitat for wildlife species. 

• Low or marginai nabitat has oniy a few of the resource values that are necessary to 
fimction as habitat for wildlife species. 

!!! Suitable (or potential) habitat is defined as a.11 area which contains most or all of th.e 
resources necessary for species use, and which is accessible, useable, and within the range 

· of a species, whether or not the species has been observed to occur in the area. 
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lhis EIR discusses the following habitat types found on or near the project sites: Valley/Foothill 
tiparian habitat; Aquatic/Fisheries habitat; Urban habitat; Eucalyptus habitat, Non-native 
:Jrassland habitat, and Landscape habitat. Table 4.7-1 describes the plant and wildlife species 
hat have been observed in each of these habitats in the Sand Hill Road Corridor. 

rhe following general descriptions of habitats within the area of the projects is applicable to all 
>f the project sites and the setting for cumulative impacts within the San Francisquito Creek 
iparian corridor and watershed. Details on local conditions which may differ from site to site 
rre provided below under ·the setting description for each project Habitats along San 
:: rancisquito Creek are identified in a manner consistent with the Wildlife Habitats/Relationships 
WHR) used by CDFG and are consistent with the San Francisquito Creek Habitat Communities 
md Channel Types report provided by the Coyote Creek Riparian Station (CCRS). 13 

Valley/Foothill Riparian Habitat 

fhe Valley/Foothill Riparian designation used in the San Francisquito Creek Stream Inventory 
s equivalent to the Central coast live oak Riparian Forest14 designation used by the CNDDB. 
Valley/Foothill Riparian habitat is considered by the CNDDB to be a sensitive habitat which may 
Jrovide habitat for sensitive wildlife species. 

San Francisquito Creek is an intermittent creek tributary to San Francisco Bay. It flows in a 
:i.atural, predominantly un-lined channel through flat, somewhat open land. It is one of the few 
;reeks in the Mid-Peninsula area that contains reaches in more or less natural condition. The 
~iparian habitat varies from 20 to 100 feet in width. 

Riparian habitat, composed of tall overstory trees, medium to low height understory shrubs, and 
low-growing ground cover, occurs in a narrow linear corridor adjacent to perennial and seasonal 
rivers and creeks. In the Palo Alto area and along San Francisquito Creek, riparian overstory 
;:rees include big-leaf maple, box elder, California buckeye, white alder, Oregon ash, Northern 
California black walnut, Fremont cottonwood, black cottonwood, coast live oak, valley oak, 
moyo willow, red willow and California bay laurel. Riparian understory shrubs include blue 
~lderberry, toyon, Himalaya berry, California blackberry, snowberry, and poison oak. Riparian 
h.erbaceous (non-woody) ground cover includes native grasses such as blue wildrye, non-native 
lilnual grasses and non-native periwinkle and English ivy. A list of riparian trees, shrubs, and 
:mderstory plants occurring in the Stanford Sand Hill Corridor Projects Area is presented in 
Table 4.7-1. 

I\ 
Coyote Creek Riparian Station, 1995. San Francisquilo Creek Stream /11\/entory. 

Holland, Robert F., Vegetation Ecologist, Nongarne - Heritage Program, CDFG, 1986. Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial 
Natural Communities of California. 
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Within the project area, the majority of plant species occurring in the riparian area are California 
native species which provide high quality cover, nesting, and foraging habitat for wildlife. 
Riparian habitats are valuable for wildlife because of their vegetative structural and species 
diversity, abundance of food resources, proximity to water, and linear cover conducive to wildlife 
and fish movement. 

Aquatic/Fisheries Habitat 

The San Francisquito Creek channel is influenced by both natural processes and human activities. 
The presence of artificial retaining walls results in both protection of bank from erosion and 
increased erosion of unprotected banks. The instream channel lacks complexity of habitat types, 
however riparian habitats in the area also provide structure and cover for fish residing in or using 
the aquatic channel habitats of San Francisquito Creek. This section of San Francisquito Creek 
is used as a migration corridor for steelhead, the anadromous form of rainbow trout which live 
in salt water, returning to freshwater creeks yearly to spawn. San Francisquito Creek is the 
southernmost stream in the San Francisco Bay which still support.s a steelhead run. They migrate 
upstream in December to January (depending on winter flows) to spawn and lay eggs in Bear 
Gulch and Los Trances Creeks. Juvenile steelhead prefer to remain in freshwater for at least one 
year prior to emigrating to the Pacific Ocean. S~cific features of fisheries habitat are discussed 
on a site-specific basis under the Sand Hill Widening Project setting discussion. 

Urban and Eucalyptus Habitat 

These designations apply to the San Francisquito Creek corridor where disturbance and planting 
have resulted in an overstory largely composed of non-native tree species. Urban habitat is 
defined as areas with more than 25 percent non-native tree canopy cover. Eucalyptus habitat 
occurs where blue gum or other species of eucalyptus dominate the canopy. Non-native tree 
habitats along the creek may provide limited wildlife values, but not as much as habitats where 
native species dominate due to less species and structural diversity. 

Non-native Grassland 

In the project area, non-native grassland is dominated by annual European species of grasses and 
forbs (plants other than grasses which grow in fields or meadows). Common non-native grasses 
occurring on the project sites include slender wild oat, ripgut brome, soft chess, Bermuda grass, 
farmer's foxtail, Italian ryegrass, and fescue. Common forbs occurring on the project sites 
include summer mustard, Italian thistle, yellow star thistle, bull thistle, bindweed, wild lettuce, 
wild radish, and sow thistle. A list of grassland plant species occurring in the Sand Hill Corridor 
Projects Area is presented in Table 4.7-1. 

Non-native piants are less valuable to wildlife as forage than native species. The value of non
native grassland on the project sites to wildlife as forage and cover is diminished by the practice 
of discing grassland in late spring for weed abatement or fire prevention. This practice kills 
p!a_11ts, pre'lents formation of mature fru.its or seeds, destroys burrows of smaii mammals, and 
removes protective cover for wildlife. 
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·~andscape Habitats 

Ibis habitat type applies to non-native trees planted outside of the San Francisquito Creek 
~orridor. Landscaping includes a variety of exotic and native trees and shrubs selected for spring 
flowers, fall leaf color, growth form, compatibility with roadways and sidewalks, adaptability to 
the local climate, and species with a low demand for watering and maintenance. Typical non
native landscaping trees in the area of the projects include Chinese pistache, elm, ash, crabapple, 
ailanthus or tree-of-heaven, carob, sweet gum, and blue gum eucalyptus. coast live oaks, a native 
species, have also been planted extensively in the area for landscaping. A list of landscape trees 
and shrubs occurring-in the Sand Hill Corridqr Projects Area is presented in Table 4.7-1. 

Landscape trees and shrubs provide a variety of cover, nesting, and foraging habitat for native 
and non-native tree squirrels and resident and migratory songbirds, particularly those tolerant of 
human activity. 

Stanford West Apartments 

Vegetation 

The Stanford West Apartments site was used historically for agriculture and livestock grazing. 
Aerial photographs indicate that there was some type of soil disturbance at the site at least as 
recently as 1955. 15 The site is currently undeveloped. Most of the site contains remnants of 
three habitat types: non-native grassland, landscaped areas, and valley-foothill riparian habitat. 

Grassland 

The open area of the site supports non-native grassland comprising annual European grasses and 
forbs. Plant species commonly observed in the grassland are described above under "Non-Native 
Grassland." 

Annual grassland occurs on a contiguous area of approximately 45 acres, between Sand Hill Road 
and San Francisquito Creek on the Stanford West Apartments site. The area is heavily disturbed 
by human activities, and is cleared of brush and weeds, as well as disced annually. 

In a statewide context, this relatively small area of highly disturbed grassland would not be 
considered biologically significant. However, the habitat value of this parcel is increased by the 
intensive urban land uses surrounding the project area. The parcel is the only remaining area of 
open grassland adjacent to San Francisquito Creek between where the Creek exits the foothills 
and where it enters San Francisco Bay. This grassland represents the only foraging area for red
tailed hawks and American kestrel that-is immediately adjacent to the riparian corridor, which 
provides water and nesting/roosting trees. Other grassland areas in the vicinity such as those near 
Stockfarm Road and Searsville Road provide raptor foraging habitat, but they are not immediately 
adjacent to the Creek. Certain grassland bird species such as savannah sparrows, western 

" Harvey, H.T. & Associates, 1994. San Francisquito Creek: Biotic Evaluation. 
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bluebirds, and Brewer's blackbirds would be expected to forage in the grassland. Great homed 
and barn owls nesting in the riparian corridor would find more suitable foraging habitat in this 
open field. than in the surrounding urban habitat. California ground squirrels, while not rare, are 
abundant on this parcel, and provide attractive prey for red-tail hawks and other raptors. 

The parcel is one of the few locations where aquatic a."llphibians and turtles could be expected 
to move onto adjacent foraging and nesting habitat. The steeply incised Creek channel may 
currently prevent this movement, but the habitat i~ nonetheless important. The creek bank could 
become more accessible for these species either through natural erosion or slumping, or manual 
restoration or reconfiguration of the creek bank. If this change to the creek bank happened, 
western pond turtle, western toad and California newt could be expected to use the portions close 
to the Creek. 

A drainage ditch crosses the western third of the Stanford West Apartments site. It is apparently 
dry most of the year, and supports no evident wetland plant species. The channel appears to be 
excavated in upland soils, and local hydrology indicates this drainage leads away from San 
Francisquito Creek. This ditch lacks hydrophytic vegetation and suitable hydrology to be 
considered a jurisdictional wetland. Plant species in the ditch were the same as those in 
surrounding annual grassland. 

Valley and Foothill Riparian Habitat 

The site is bordered on the north by the riparian corridor of San Francisquito Creek. In the 
vicinity of the project, the Biotic Evaluation describes overbank and instream habitat quality as 
"moderate." This designation reflects riparian habitat that has been somewhat diminished in value 
as wildlife and fishery habitat due to human d.i~turbance and occurrence of non-native plants. 
The habitat enhancement potential was evaluated as low for the instream area, probably because 
of a lack of sufficient area for adequate restoration. The potential for habitat enhancement is 
identified as "moderate" for the overbank. 16 The CCRS inventory shows valley and foothill 
riparian habitat covering one quarter length of the south overbank bank and one half of the length 
of the north overbank in this stretch of the creek17 (Figure 4. 7-1 ). Trees characteristic of valley 
foothill riparian habitat observed in the riparian corridor include California buckeye, coast live 
oak, willows, California bay laurel, and blue elderberry. About half of the south bank is 
identified as a "cement" channel type, and the western quarter of both banks is identified as 
"modified" channel type, with the rest of both banks a "natural" channel type. 

Urban and Eucalvptus Landscaped Habitat 

The CCRS inventory identifies about three quarters of the length of the south bank along this 
stretch as urban riparian habitat. defined as having more than 25 percent tree canopy cover 

16 Harvey, H. T., 1994. San Francisquito Creek: Biotic Evaluation. 

17 Coyote Creek Riparian Station, l 995. San Francisquito Creek Stream Irrventory. 
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composed of non-native species (Figure 4. 7-1). 13 Approximately one half of the length of the 
north bank is composed of urban or eucalyptus habitat. A variety of trees, some of them 
California native species such as coast live oak, were planted for landscaping along the southern 
boundary of the site. 19 Approximately 24 trees, mostly coast live oaks, border the Sand Hill 
Road frontage. Approximately nine blue gum eucalyptus trees and 5 coast live oak trees planted 
along the Governor's Lane persist to the east of the center of the site. Some of the eucalyptus 
have been removed or have fallen recently due to old age and damage caused by the eucalyptus 
longhorn borer, a destructive beetle. Large eucalyptus and oak trees may be used as roosting or 
nesting habitat by raptors. 

Wildlife 

Wildlife associated with landscaped and non-native grassland habitats on the Stanford West 
Apartments site include species of native and introduced birds and mammals which are adapted 
to living in conditions subject to almost continuous human disturbance. These include European 
starlings, scrub jays, house sparrows, house finches, mourning doves, California ground squirrels, 
Betta's pocket gophers, and house mice. Wildlife associated with the riparian habitat include red
tailed, red-shouldered and sharp-shinned hawks, and native and introduced tree squirrels. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive plant species were observed on the Stanford West Apartments site during previous 
surveys, and none were observed during surveys for this report. As shown in Table 4.7-2, 
suitable habitat for sensitive plant species known to occur in the vicinity is not present anywhere 
on the project site. · 

Sensitive bird species observed in the riparian corridor during surveys for this report included the ... 
sharp-shinned hawk, a California Species of Special Concern (Table 4.7-2). Although no nests 
were observed, suitable potential nesting habitat occurs in trees on the site. The highest potential 
for nesting raptors would be in tall trees occurring in the valley/foothill riparian habitat because 
it is subject to less human disturbance and provides more shelter than other habitats on.the site. 
Observations along San Francisquito Creek upstream from this site for the CCRS Inventory 
indicate yellow warblers, a California Species of Special Concern, are known to occur in summer 
and could utilize the riparian corridor in the project area for breeding.20 

The northwestern pond turtle, a former Catagory 3 species which may be reevaluated for possible 
inclusion as a candidate for federal listing, and the California red-legged frog, federally listed as 
threatened and a California Species of Special Concern, also occur in the general project 

Coyote Creek Riparian Station, 1995. San Francisquito Creek Stream Inventory. 

Brian, Kangas, Foulk, aerial photograph, dated 1993. 

'" Coyote Creek Riparian Station, 1995. San Francisquito Creek S1ream Inventory. 
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vicinity.21 Red-legged frogs are known to occur one mile upstream from the Sand Hill Road 
Bridge. Northwestern pond turtles are known to occur downstream from the bridge near the Oak 
Creek Apartments. Red-legged frogs could occur in the project area due to the occurrence of 
suitable habitat. These species are discussed in more detail below under the bridge widening 
discussion and in Table 4.7-2. 

Stanford West Senior Housing 

Vegetation 

Most of th.is site has been previously developed and consists of structures, sidewalks, and 
driveways. The remainder of the site supports three habitat types: non-native grassland, 
landscaped areas, and valley/foothill riparian habitat. As previously described for the apartment 
site, the grassland and landscaped areas have been previously disturbed and are of limited value 
to wildlife. 

Non-native Grassland 

Non-native grassland occurs in the undeveloped eastern portion of the site. Grasses observed 
include slender wild oat, ripgut brome, Italian ryegrass, Bermuda grass, foxtail barley, and soft 
chess. Common forbs include summer mustard, bindweed, yellow star thistle, milk thistle, and 
Italian thistle. 

Landscaped Areas 

Scattered landscape trees form a small grove in the grassland in the eastern portion of the site. 
Tree-of-heaven saplings have spread from the original plantings forming small groups among the 
landscape trees. However, this invasive species seems to have suffered a high mortality due to 
drought stress. Squirrels appear to have buried seeds of black walnuts and coast live oak acorns 
in the area of these mature trees, but few of the resulting seedlings are expected to survive due 
to hwnan disturbance for fire hazard abatement. There has been little planting of new trees 
elsewhere on the site. The greatest number of landscape trees occur in the developed western 
portion formerly occupied by the Children's Hospital. These trees, including elm, camphor, 
eucalyptus, and pepper were surveyed by an arborist in 1991 who presented an evaluation of their 
condition.22 Many trees were found to be extensively decayed, or infested with aphids, mildew, 
fungi, and fireblight. This may be a result of vehicular intrusion, refuse dlLrnping, and inadequate 
tree management. Many of the trees, especially in areas close to San Francisquito Creek, are 
native, including coast live oak and California bay laurel. These appear to be relics of a once 
more extensive riparian community, and many are extremely large and provide an almost 
continuous canopy, although the understory vegetation has been removed for roads, buildings, and 
landscaping. - ~ 

Ibid. 

Morneau, R .• Arborist. 1991. Report prepared to updaic the i98i tree survey of the Sranford West Children's Hospital site. 
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Valley/Foothill Riparian Habitat 

Riparian vegetation is similar to that described for the adjacent proposed Stanford West 
Apartments site (Figure 4. 7-1 ). In addition to the trees mentioned previously, northern California 
black walnut was observed. The Biotic Evaluation rates overbank wildlife habitat quality as 
"low" where asphalt has been placed, and "moderate" where there is no asphalt but a mix of 
native and non-native species occur. 

Urban Habitat 

Urban habitat, defined as greater than 25 percent cover by non-native tree species, occurs in a 
small portion of the riparian corridor located west of Arboretum Road (Figure 4.7-1).23 Non
native species including tree-of-heaven, black locust, and eucalyptus were observed in this area. 

On this site, some existing buildings, roadways, and other paved areas with setbacks of less than 
50 feet from the Creek are presently located within the riparian corridor. 

Wildlife 

The Stanford West Senior Housing site has been completely developed for a hospital complex 
and has been landscaped with ornamental trees and shrubs, but it retains some wildlife values due 
to proximity with the riparian habitat along San Francisquito Creek, the occurrence of many 
native trees and an almost continuous tree canopy. Wildlife species associated with these 
landscaped areas would be the same species adapted to human disturbance as described above for 
the Stanford West Apartment site. Wildlife species associated with the riparian habitat would be 
the same as those. g~e~cribed above for the Stanford West Apartments site. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive plant species were observed on the Senior Housing site during previous surveys, and 
none are expected due to the lack of suitable habitat (Table 4.7-2). 

Although no sensitive animal species have been observed on the Senior Housing site, suitable 
nesting habitat does occur for raptors (such as the sharp-shinned hawk) in larger trees on the site. 
The highest potential for nesting raptors occurs in the valley/foothill riparian habitat, because of 
greater tree density and less human disturbance. While it is possible that raptors could nest in 
the large trees on the existing Children's Hospital site, this area is subject to more human use and 
less tree cover exists compared to the adjacent riparian habitat; therefore, it would be less 
preferred for nesting. Although yellow warblers were not observed on the site, they have been 
sighted upstrearn24 and the riparian corridor provides suitable summer breeding habitat for this 

Coyote Creek Riparian Station, 1995. San Francisquito Creek Stream inventory. 

Coyote Creek Riparian Station 1995. San Francisquito Creek Stream Inventory. 
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species. It is not likely that they would use the developed portions of the site for breeding habitat 
because yellow warblers require dense woody cover, such as willow !.Pickets, for nesting. Dense 
woody cover is lacking on the developed portions of the site. · 

Riparian habitats on the Senior Housing site also provide suitable habitat for the northwestern 
pond turtle and the California red-legged frog, although they have not been observed on the site. 
Red-legged frogs are known to occur about one mile upstream from the Sand Hill Road Bridge, 
and northwestern pond turtles occur near the Oak Creek Apartments. Although riparian habitats 
on the Senior Housing site are suitable for these species, there is no suitable upland habitat on 
the site because of existing development. 

Stanford Shopping Center Expansion 

The expansion of the Stanford Shopping Center would occur within the existing Stanford 
Shopping Center area, which is completely developed with paved parking areas and includes 
Arboretwn Road. 

Vegetation 

Most landscape trees are non-native species, including Chinese pistache, carob, ash, and Brazilian 
pepper. Many saplings of coast live oak have also been planted in landscaped portions of the 
shopping center. A mature California native coast live oak has been incorporated into the 
landscaping on the west side of Arboretwn Road. 

Wildlife 

The site provides little habitat for wildlife. Landscape trees may be used as perches, and foraging 
and nesting sites by birds, including European starlings, scrub jays, house sparrows, Brewer's 
blackbird, and house finches. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive plant or animal species were observed on the Shopping Center Expansion site during 
surveys for this EIR, or previous surveys, and none would be expected to occur due to the 
developed and highly disturbed nature of the site. 

Sand Hill Road Extension 

Vegetation 

The proposed extension of Sand Hill Road would primarily occur in an ex1stmg Stanford 
Shopping Center parking lot. However, the road would extend up to 40 feet closer to the creek 
than existing pavement as it approaches El Camino Real. Much of the vegetation occ1ming in 
this area are scattered landscape trees such as elm, ash, pistache and carob trees planted in tree 
wells. ·A number of trees currently exist in the open space immediately north of the existing 
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Jarking lot near El Camino Real. The trees in this area include a nwnber of coast live oaks 
:ranging in size from one to eight inches in diameter), black walnut (ranging in size from 18 to 
23 inches in diameter), and eucalyptus (up to 72 inches in diameter). 

Wildlife 

The wildlife associated with this area are predominantly urban species such as house finch, scrub 
jay, Brewer's blackbird and European starling. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive plant or animal species were observed in the Sand Hill Road Extension area during 
surveys for this EIR, or previous surveys, and none would be expected to occur due to the 
developed and highly disturbed nature of the site. 

Sand Hill Road Widenini 

Vegetation 

The proposed widening of Sand Hill Road between Santa Cruz Avenue and the San Francisquito 
Bridge and between the bridge and Arboretwn Road is an urban roadside habitat with streets and 
sidewalks of asphalt and concrete. Street trees planted in this area total 42 individuals, including 
the 24 trees already described in the Stanford West description. These trees include non-native 
eucalyptus and tree-of-heaven as well as native coast live oak. 

Wildlife 
...... 

Due to surrounding dense urbanization, the road widening site provides habitat only for wildlife 
adapted to urban land uses and hwnan intrusion, as described previously, although several of the 
trees are native coast live oaks and could provide some nesting habitat for native birds. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive plant or animal species were observed in this site during surveys for this EIR, or 
previous surveys, and none would be expected to occur due to the developed and highly disturbed 
nature of the site. 

Sand Hill Road Bridge Widening 

Vegetation 

Well-developed riparian vegetation, consisting primarily of mature native trees including white 
alder, Oregon ash, red willow, box elder, blue elderberry, coast live oak, and California bay 
laurel, occurs in San Francisquito Creek at the Sand Hill Road Bridge. Native riparian shrubs, 
including poison oflk, snowberry, toyon, and California rose, are present as isolated individuals 
or small groupings in the Wlderstory along with non-native Himalaya blackberry. An extremely 
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large blue elderberry tree that is more than 40 feet tall occurs on the top of the bank near the 
bridge widening site. The tree has a trunk with a diameter of 50-inches at the base, four major 
stems with a diameter at breast height totaling more than 70 inches and a canopy width of 60 
feet. Increased human disturbance, stream bank erosion, and a past drought have all contributed 
to diminish the riparian understory. Where riparian habitat has been degraded invasive exotic 
species, including tree-of-heaven, glossy privet, and English ivy have spread into the riparian 
community. European olive and cotoneaster, less invasive exotic shrubs, were also observed 
occasionally in the riparian corridor. Blue wildrye, a desirable native perennial bunchgrass, 
occurs occasionally in the understory. 

The Biotic Evaluation of the reach of San Francisquito Creek adjacent to the Sand Hill Road 
Bridge describes instream habitat quality as moderate. 25 The ordinarily high values of riparian 
habitats to wildlife are downgraded to moderate in this reach due to high levels of human 
intrusion and numerous channel crossings. For similar reasons, the north bank habitat quality is 
"low-to-moderate". The CCRS inventory provides data from a point (SCF 23) about one-half 
kilometer upstream that is typical of the bridge vicinity.26 The woody riparian understory is 
dominated by poison oak. elderberry, California blackberry, and box-elder. Tree species at this 
point are composed of willow, elderberry, alder, California buckeye, box-elder, coast live oak, 
and valley oak in descending order of coverage .. Urban habitat, defined as greater than 25% 
cover by non-native tree species, occurs along the east bank, north of Sand Hill Road 
(Figure 4.7-1). 27 

Although the riparian corridor is subject to a high level of human disturbance due to the existing 
bridge and the adjacent golf course, dense vegetation and steep banks discourage human entry 
into much of the riparian corridor and the Creek channel. The riparian corridor is valuable to 
wildlife because it provides safe forage and cover near water, and is a migration corridor for 
steelhead, birds, amphibians, reptiles, and mammals. Data gathered at 500 meter intervals by the 
San Francisquito Creek Stream Inventory show a high correlation between the number of native 
tree species and bird species diversity.28 Inventory data also indicate that where the riparian 
buffer zone is intact, there is a reduction in the amount of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers 
in the Creek. 

Wildlife 

Habitats that are valuable to >Vildlife are provided by trees and shrubs occurring in the riparian 
corridor of San Francisquito Creek. The majority of the bird species recorded during surveys for 
this report were observed in or associated with riparian habitat, including wood duck and 
mallards, red-shouldered hawk, black phoebe, Bewick' s wren, California towhee, spotted (rufous-

Ha.rvey, H.T: & Associates, !994. San Francisquuo Creek: Biotic Evaluation. 

Coyote Creek Riparian Station, 1995. San Francisquito Creek Stream 111w;:mo;y. 

Ibid. 

" Ibid. 
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sided) towhee, and hermit thrush. Birds observed in the vicinity for the CCRS inventory include 
acorn rufous woodpecker, plain titmouse, Wilson's warbler, American robin, European starling, 
house finch, spotted (rufous-sided) towhee, scrub jay, Anna's hummingbird, California towhee, 
great blue heron, lesser goldfinch. mallard, white-breasted nuthatch, brown-headed cowbird, lesser 
goldfinch, mourning dove, orange-crowned warbler, warbling vireo, and yellow warbler.29 

Mammals observed during surveys for the EIR included eastern gray and fox squirrel, and 
raccoon. Amphibians and reptiles known to occur in the vicinity of the bridge include western 
pond turtle (one individual encountered by CCRS between SCF 21 and 22), slender salamander 
(SCF 22 to 24), western fence lizard~ and unidentified frogs.3° California red-legged frogs are 
not known to occur in the project impact area However, pools under the bridge are suitable 
habitat for red-legged frogs. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive plant species were found in the Bridge widening area during previous surveys, none 
were observed during surveys for this report, and none would be expected to occur on the site 
due to unsuitable habitat conditions. Suitable habitats for listed plant species known to occur in 
the vicinity are not present anywhere on the project site. 

Birds observed in the riparian corridor bordering San Francisquito Creek which are California 
Species of Special Concern include sharp-shinned hawk and yellow warbler.31 Several raptor 
species (birds of prey), which are protected during their nesting periods, have been observed and 
potentially nest in tall trees or riparian vegetation within the project vicinity, including northern 
harrier, sharp-shinned hawk, red-tailed hawk, red-shouldered hawk, American kestrel, and great 
homed owl. Although no nests have been observed, suitable nesting sites exist in tall trees and 
riparian vegetatiori.Within the project area. Raptors which were observed during surveys for this 
report included the sharp-shinned hawk, a California Species of Special Concern, and red
shouldered and red-tailed hawks. These are all fully protected under Section 3503.5 of the Fish 
and Game Code of California. 

California red-legged frogs (federally listed as threatened and California Species of Special .. 
Concern) breed from approximately November to March, depositing their egg masses on emergent 
vegetation on the surface of water. Their habitat requirements include dense shrubby or emergent 
riparian vegetation, closely associated with deep still or slow-moving water. Well-vegetated 
terrestrial areas within the riparian corridor may a provide important sheltering habitat di.iring the 
winter. California red-legged frogs aestivate in small mammal burrows and moist leaf litter up 
to 85 feet from water in dense riparian vegetation.32 They require permanent ponds for survival 

Coyote Creek Riparian Station, 1995. San Francisquito Creek Stream Inventory. 

JO Ibid. 

II Ibid. 

12 Federal Register Vol. 59,No. 22, Wednesday, February 2, 1994. 4888-4895. 
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during the summer months. During the rainy season they may disperse to temporary pools in 
nearby upland habitat but are never far from water. Suitable aquatic habitat for the red-legged 
frog occurs in permanent pools in the creek channel adjacent to the Sand Hill Road Bridge 
although they have not been documented as occurring in that specific site. It can be assumed that 
they occur there at some time, however, because red-legged frogs are mobile and are known to 
occur along San, Francisquito Creek upstrea..T. from Alpine Road approximately one miie from 
the bridge.33 Sites in and adjacent to the riparian corridor of San Francisquito Creek provide 
marginal34 upland riparian habitat for red-legged frogs, due primarily to steeply incised banks, 
extensive disturbance and lack of suitable riparian vegetation. Although suitable aquatic habitat 
occurs in the area, no California red-legged frog have been observed in the reach of S<m 
Francisquito Creek within the project area nor in the vicinity of Sand Hill Road. 

California tiger salamander (federal candidate species and California Species of Concern) occur 
in oak woodland and grassland communities in the vicinity of vernal pools or other ponded water. 
In the summer they hide in small mammal burrows, emerging during heavy rains in late fall and 
early spring to migrate to ponds where they lay eggs. They will breed in vernal pools and other 
calm ephemerally ponded water, so long as there are no predatory fish or bullfrogs. Streams and 
swift currents are generally unsuitable. A population of tiger salamanders occurs in the project 
vicinity at Lake Lagunita and has been extensively studied by CCRS and others. This population 
is remote from the project area, and suitable upland habitat for this population is present adjacent 
to Lake Lagunita. The project site is not considered upland habitat for the salamander.35 The 
swift water and abrupt channel topography make aquatic habitats of San Francisquito Creek 
unsuitable for tiger salamanders. 

Northwestern pond turtle, a former Category 3 candidate species which may be reevaluated for 
possible inclusion as a candidate species for federal endangered listing, requires pools and basking 
areas for summer habitat. It retreats into- upland areas during the rainy season to avoid being 
swepJ __ away by flooding duriilg ·stiinri. events. It also retreats to- upland areas to lay eggs. It 

~uires gradually sloping banks, friable soils, and generally a southern exposure for nesting sites, 
,/ The CCRS San Francisquito Stream Inventory reports the occurrence of a pond turtle between-,., 

( San Francisquito Creek Stream Inventory segments 21 to 22, behind the Oak Creek Apartments, 
\ downstream of the Sand Hill Road_~ridg~.36 Altho~&l!__po!ld __ ~le_s __ ~e not documented as 
~CGurring--specifically. at-the-bridge-.:-widening site, suitable upfand · habitat-fof"egg-laying-occurs.. ' 

on the project site and the pod under the bridge could provide suitable aquatic habitat~------ ·· 

Coyote Creek Riparian Station,. 1995. San Francisqui/o Creek Stream Inventory 

"Marginal" describes habitat that comprises only some. or a few of the obligate resource characteristics for use. 

" Margaret Roper, CDFG. telephone conversation, February 13, 1996. 

J6 !bid. 
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San Francisquito Creek is the southernmost stream in San Francisco Bay that still has a steelhead 
run. Steelhead trout, a California "Species of Concern" currently under review by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service for federal endangered species status, occur in San Francisquito Creek 
during seasonal migrations coinciding with high flow events from December to February. 

Juvenile steelhead generally require cold water with low turbidity, saturated oxygen, sandy or 
cobble substrates, instream debris and overhead shade for thermal and predator escape. The 
Creek is largely lacking in these attributes in the project reach, and is considered unsuitable for 
rearing juvenile steelhead.37 

The San Francisco forktail damselfly is a relative to the dragonfly. It was previously listed as 
a Category 1 candidate for federal listing38 and subsequently listed as a Category 2 candidate,39 

and recommended in at least one technical report for threatened or endangered status. 40 The 
damselfly does not appear on more recent special status species lists, implying that it has been 
dropped from Category 2 status (former Category 1 and 2 species are now referred to as 
"Candidate" and Species of Special Concern", respectively). However the species is one·ofpublic 
concern, and may qualify as "rare" under CEQA guidelines. 

Forktail damselflies are associated with small seepages, shallow ponds, and sluggish streams in 
sunny locations of the San Francisco Bay Area. Males usually· perch in sunlit areas near water 
or on low aquatic vegetation. Females forage and rest in nearby grasses and shrubs, and deposit 
eggs into aquatic plants with their ovipositors. The San Francisco forktail damselfly is known 
only from those areas of San Francisquito Creek closer to bay marshlands than the project 
area. 41 The CNDDB lists no occurrences of the damselfly in the vicinity of the project. Habitat 
conditions in the creek downstream of Sand Hill Road are scoured, lacking in suitable aquatic 
vegetation, and intermittently dry. A ponded area immediately upstream of the Sand Hill bridge 
within the widening project area is too shaded by the riparian tree canopy to provide suitable .. 
habitat. It is therefore considered unlikely that the San Francisco damselfly occurs in the project 
area.42 

" 
,. 

.. 

.. 
,, 

Margaret Roper, CDFG, personal comment. December 12, 1995. 

Federal Register May 22. 1984) 

Federal Register January 6, 1989 

Hafemik, John E. Surveys of Potentially Threatened Bay Arca Water Beetles and the San Francisco Forkt.ail Damselfly: Final Report. 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Purchase Order 10120-87-00352. June l. 1989 . 

Hafcmick, John E., personal communication, February 29. 1996 

Hafemick, John E., Pc:rsonal communication, December 12, 1995 
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Stockfarm Road Extension 

Vegetation 

This proposed new road would cross what is now a open field dominated by non-native grassland 
vegetation that is frequently mowed or disced for fire ha:zard and weed abatement. Grasses 
observed include slender wild oat, ripgut brome, Italian ryegrass, Bermuda grass, foxtail barley, 
and soft chess. Common forbs include summer mustard, bindweed, yellow star thistle, milk 
thistle, and Italian thistle. A few, widely scattered coast live oaks occur in this area. 

Wildlife 

Wildlife associated with non-native grassland habitats on the Stockfarm Road site include species 
of native and introduced birds and mammals which are adapted to living in conditions subject to 
human disturbance. These include European starlings, scrub jays, house sparrows, house finches, 
mou..rning doves, California ground squirrels, Botta' s pocket gophers, and house mice. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive piant or animal species were observed in this site during surveys for this EIR, or 
previous surveys, and none would be expected to occur due to the lack of suitable habitat and 
highly disturbed nature of the site. 

Pasteur Drive Realignment 

Vegetation 

Tilis project element is proposed in an area with vegetation similar in character to that described 
for Stockfarm Road, above, primarily disturbed non-native grassland. 

Wildlife 

Wildlife associated with non-native grassland habitats on the Pasteur Drive site include species 
of native and introduced birds and mammals which are adapted to living in conditions subject to 
human disturbance. These include European starlings, scrub jays, house sparrows, house finches, 
mourning doves, California ground squirrels, Botta' s pocket gophers, and house mice. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive plant or animal species were observed in this site during surveys for this EIR, or 
previous surveys, and none-would be expected to occur due to the lack of suitabie habitat and the 
.highly disturbed nature of the site. 
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Quam Road Widening 

Vegetation 

This project element is proposed in an urbanized area with vegetation limited to street trees, 
primarily sweet gum and oleander. 

Wildlife 

The wildlife associated with the Quarry Road widening area are predominantly urban species such . 
as house finch. scrub jay, Brewer's blackbird and European starling. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive plant or animal species were observed in the Sand Hill Road Extension area during 
surveys for this EIR, or previous surveys, and none would be expected to occur due to the 
developed and highly disturbed nature of the site. 

Palo Road Improvement 

Vegetation 

The extension of Palo Road would skirt the eastern edge of the Hoover Pavilion parking lot, in 
the adjacent oak woodland. This is a highly managed oak savannah primarily bounded by Palm 
A venue, Arboretum Road, Quarry Road, and El Camino Real. Vegetation in this area is 
dominated by coast live oak, and eucalyptus. The understory is predominately non-native 
grassland which.is-mowed and managed for aesthetic and safety purposes. Grasses observed 
include slender wild oat, ripgut brome, Italian ryegrass, Bermuda grass, foxtail barley, and soft 
chess. Common forbs include summer mustard, bindweed, yellow star thistle, milk thistle, and 
Italian thistle. 

Wildlife 

Wildlife associated with habitats on the Palo Road improvement site include species of native and 
introduced birds and mammals which are adapted to living in conditions subject to human 
disturbance. These include European starlings, scrub jays, house sparrows, house finches, 
mourning doves, California ground squirrels, Botta' s pocket gophers, and house mice. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive plant or animal species wer-e- observed in this site during surveys for this EIR, or 
previous surveys, and none would be expected to occur due to the lack of suitable habitat and the 
highly disturbed nature of the site. 
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Stanford Golf Course Modifications 

Vegetation 

The Stanford University Golf Course is vegetated primarily with irrigated turf grasses and 
scattered trees and shrubs. Many native trees, such as valley oak and coast live oak, have been 
retained as landscape features. One significant coast live oak occurs on the golf course near the 
bridge widening site that has a trunk over six feet in diameter at breast height. The area 
proposed for relocation of the golf course is a horse pasture dominated by non-native grasses 
surrounded by widely scattered coast live oaks. Understory vegetation, similar to that described 
above for the Stockfarm Road site, is dominated by non-native grassland vegetation that is 
frequently mowed or disced for fire hazard and weed abatement. Grasses observed include 
slender wild oat, ripgut brome, Italian ryegrass, Bermuda grass, foxtail barley, and soft chess. 
Common forbs include summer mustard, bindweed, yellow star thistle, milk thistle, and Italian 
thistle. A few, widely scattered coast live oaks occur in this area. 

Wildlife 

The golf course supports foraging habitat for ~ldlife, especially at night when animals adapted 
to suburban land uses, such as deer and rabbits, may browse on trees and shrubs or graze grasses. 
Wildlife use is limited, however, due to human presence during the day and the manicured 
nature of golf courses which provide for little shelter or escape cover. Pest control measures 
directed towards gophers and ground squirrels also limit the habitat value for foraging raptors. 
Wildlife associated with non-native grassland habitats on the golf course relocation site include 
species of native and introduced birds and mammals which are adapted to living in conditions 
subject to human disturbance. These include European starlings, scrub jays, house sparrows, 
house finches, mourning doves, California ground squirrels, Botta' s pocket gophers, and house 
mice. 

Sensitive Species 

No sensitive p~ant or animal species were observed in this site during surveys for this EIR, or 
previous surveys, and none would be expected to occur due to the lack of suitable habitat and the 
highly disturbed nature of the existing golf course and proposed relocation site. An exception 
to tbis statement is the possibility of nesting raptors in some of the larger trees. 

Applicable Environmental Plans and Policies 

A variety of local plans and policies recognize community goals for biological resources. These 
plans and policies are summarized below. Any potential conflicts with these plans and policies 
are addressed under Impacts and Mitigations. 
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City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan 

The Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Environmental Resources Element contains goals and policies 
:hat encourage the protection and enhancement of biological resources. 

Conservation Policies 

Policy 2: Encourage programs to irnp~ove the quality of storm water runoff. 

Program 2:. Require replanting where vegetation has been removed. 

Program 9: Reduce pesticide use and increase the use of natural predators and other 
biological controls. 

rhe Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Open Space Element contains the following goals and 
1olicies that encourage preservation and enhancement of biological resources: 

Open Space Goals 

6. Protection and conservation of open spaces which ~ea vital as wildlife habitat, 
and of areas of major or unique ecological significance. 

Bavlands Goals and Policies 

1.0 Preservation and enhancement of water areas: Palo Alto acknowledges the 
necessity of the responsibility for the preservation and enhancement of all water 
~ - Bay, marshlands, wetlands, salt ponds, sloughs, and creeks - in order 
that they may: 

a. Preserve an irreplaceable resource (primarily natural) which forms a large scale 
open space. 

b. Preserve and enhance environmental air, water, visual and sound quality. 

c. Function as a moderator of the climate. 

d. Provide a living scientific and educational resource for all age groups. 

e. Enhance the fulfillment of open space, conservation and recreational needs. 

f. Allow for only those uses (public or private) which are found to be compatible 
with the foregoing objectives. 

•lenlo Park General Plan 

ne Land Use Element of Menlo Park's General Plan, adopted November 30 and December 1, 
994 includes goals and policies that promote the preservation of open-space lands for recreation, 
irotection of natural resources, the production of managed resources, protection of health and 
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safety and/or the enhancement of scenic qualities. The Menlo Park General Plan would only 
apply to those portions of the project that would be built within Menlo Park, primarily the 
improvements to Sand Hill Road west of the Creek. 

Land Use Element 

I-G-8 

I-G-10 

I-G-I 1 

.. "San Francisquito Creek, and other wildlife habitat and ecologically fragile areas 
shall be maintained and preserved to the maximum extent possible. The City shall 
work in cooperation with other jurisdictions to implement this policy." 

"Extensive landscaping should be included in public and private development, 
including greater landscaping in large parking areas. Where appropriate, the City 
shall encourage placement of a portion of the required parking in landscape 
reserve ... " 

"Well-designed pedestrian facilities should be included in areas of intensive 
pedestrian activity." 

Open Space and Conservation Element 

The Open Space and Conservation Element of the General Plan, adopted June 4 and June 26, 
1973, includes goals to preserve the wildlife habitat value and natural character of San 
Francisquito Creek, and to protect and conserve open areas rich in wildlife or of a fragile 
ecological nature. 

Policy 6: Protect conservation and scenic areas, historic, and cultural sites from deterioration 
and destruction by vandalism, private actions, or public actions. 

Policy 7: Preserve and protect water, water-related areas, wildlife and plant habitat areas to 
maintain and enhance their open space and conservation purposes. 

Palo Alto Municipal Code 

The Palo Alto Municipal Code includes the following regulation that requires the consideration 
of biological resources during evaluation by the City Architectural Review Board. 

Section 16.48.120 Standards for review. 

95066\fdeir\bio 

(a) In addition to the goals and purposes of this chapter as set forth in Section 
16.48.010, the following standards shall be used by the architectural review board 
in reviewing projects within its jurisdiction: 

(l l) Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with 
the project. 
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Coordinated Resource Management and Planning (CRMP) 

Because San Francisquito Creek divides two counties and several cities, it is sometimes difficult 
to coordinate the response of various agencies to issues that arise related to the Creek. The goal 
of the CRMP for San Francisquito Creek is a watershed planning process which would protect, 
improve, and maintain natural resources. Other issues related to the San Francisquito Creek 
watershed include pollution prevention, flood and erosion control, land use and development, 
social issues, and public education. The eventual product of the CRMP process will be a 
watershed plan signed by all local agencies and governments and community groups affected by 
decisions in developing plans for the Creek. 43

. 

Over 80 government agencies and community organizations have been involved in the 
preliminary CRMP process for San Francisquito Creek. These include the California Department 
of Fish and Grune, U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(formerly Soil Conservation Service), San Francisco Bay Estuary Project, agencies of San Mateo 
and Santa Clara counties, the Santa Clara Valley Water District, West Bay Sanitary District, 
planning and police departments from Palo Alto, Menlo Park, Woodside, and Portola Valley, 
Stanford University, the Evergreen Resource Conservation District, and others. Community 
groups which have been involved in the early stages of o.rganizing the CRMP include the 
Peninsula Conservation Center, Friends of San Francisquito Creek, Santa Clara Creeks Coalition, 
Community Creek Watch, Coyote Creek Riparian Station, Bay Area Action, Santa Clara Valley 
Audubon Society, and various fishermen's groups. Residents are encouraged to participate 
through local neighborhood associations and other community groups and to communicate their 
thoughts about Creek issues to elected officials and government agencies. 

The approximate 40-square mile planning area for the San Francisquito Creek CRMP covers the 
whole waterslled that drains into the Creek, both naturally and via storm drains, as well as the 
flood plain along the lower reaches of the strerun. This includes areas that drain into Los 
Trancos, Bear, Alrunbique, Sausal, Corte Madera, and West Union Creeks, including portions of 
Woodside, Portola Valley, Ladera, Menlo Park, Stanford, Palo Alto, East Palo Alto, 
unincorporated Santa Clara County, and unincorporated San Mateo County. 

Stanford University Plans 

In 1983, a Vegetation Management Plan - Phase I was prepared for the Stanford University 
Planning Office which covers the Sand Hill Road frontage. Implementation of Phase I included 
establishing plantings along Sand Hill Road. An objective of Phase I was to publicize the need 
for, and benefits of, oak regeneration on Stanford University-owned lands. 

" Introduction to Coordinated &source Management and Planning (CRMP) for San Francisquito Creek. undated publication. Peninsula 
Conservation Center Foundation. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Standards of Significance 

For the purpose of this EIR., impacts to biological resources are considered significant if 
in1plementation of the project at any of the sites would: 

• substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species (CEQA 
Section 15065); 

• cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels (CEQA 
Section 15065); 

• threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community (CEQA Section 15065); 
• reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal 

(CEQA Section 15065); 
• substantially affect a rare or endangered species of animal or plant or the habitat 

of the species (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G); 
• interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or 

wildlife species (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G); 
• conflict with the adopted environmental plans and policies of the community 

where it is located; 
• damage or reduce the size of an existing environmentally sensitive habitat area; 
• result in contamination of an environmentally sensitive habitat area which has the 

potential to adversely affect health or reproduction of native plants or wildlife in 
the habitat area; 

• eliminate mature native oak trees or specimen quality examples of other tree 
species or substantially reduce the number of smaller trees within a given area, or 

• significantly reduce nesting·or roosting habitat for birds within the project area 

Methods 

Using the baseline information and survey results described in the setting section, sensitive 
biological resources were identified, located, and mapped. Project descriptions and designs were 
used to literally or figuratively overlay project impacts over the occurrence pattern of sensitive 
resources to identify impacts considered significant under the criteria shown above. Direct 
impacts to vegetation and associated wildlife habitats were quantified by measuring the extent of 
mapped habitats (Figure 4.7-1) which were overlapped by project structures and areas of effect 
to determine losses. Indirect impacts were estimated based on the proximity of proposed land 
uses to sensitive habitats using experience and observations with similar projects, professional 
judgement, and established precedents from CEQA analyses for similar projects in the region. 
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Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.7-1 Implementation of the proposed projects would result in loss of trees and associated 
wildlife habitat. 

Implementation of all of the Proposed Projects would, together, result in the removal of up to 
approximately 1,198 trees, including approximately 76 trees that would qualify for protection 
under either the. City of Palo Alto's proposed tree preservation ordinance or the City of Menlo 
Park's existing heritage tree ordinance (as appropriate). It shouid be noted that the assessment 
of tree loss presented herein assumes ¢at all trees inside of or within 10 feet of a project site or 
road would be removed. Careful design and/or construction techniques could reduce the number 
of trees to be removed. 

Stanford West Apartments 

A total of 14 would be removed as part of the Stanford West Apartments project, including nine 
eucalyptus, two coast live oaks, one English Walnut, one Black Walnut and one common plum 
tree. Seven eucalyptus trees, comprising Governor's Lane near the east end of the site, would 
be removed and replaced with sycamore trees for project imp~ementation at the Stanford West 
Apartments site. These trees are very large and have value as nesting habitat, although somewhat 
less value than a native species in a natural area due to a high degree of urbanization, nearly 
continuous human presence, and regular tree trimming and care. Under the significance criteria 
described previously, removal of these trees is considered a significant impact 

Stanford West Senior Housing 

Approximately 181 trees, including 69 coast live oaks, would be removed for implementatien on 
the Stanford West Senior Housing site. Among the 69 coast live oak trees to be removed, 
approximately 28 would appear to qualify for protection under the City's proposed tree protection 
ordinance. Among trees to be retained under project designs are some large oaks, and an 
exceptionally large California bay laurel. The unavoidable loss of 181 trees would be considered 
a significant impact 

Stanford Shopping Center Expansion 

Approximately 585 non-native landscape trees would be removed for implementation of the 
Stanford Shopping Center Expansion project. The trees would be removed to accommodate new 
structures (retail and parking) and to accommodate a comprehensive redesign of the Stanford 
Shopping Center parking lot. These trees are located in the Stanford Shopping Center parking 
and circulation areas and are subject to nearly continuous human presence and disturbance by 
vehicles, and therefore have relatively little value as wildlife habitat. Nevertheless, loss of such 
a large number of trees would be considered a significant impact. 
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Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements 

A total of 54 trees, including 20 coast live oaks would be removed for construction of Sand Hill 
Road between Oak A venue and Santa Cruz A venue. This would include two coast live oaks and 
one valley oak that would qualify as heritage trees under the City of Menlo Park's heritage tree 
ordinance. 

The extension of Sand Hill Road would result in the loss of I 02 trees between Arboretum Road 
and El Camino Real, including four trees that would qualify for protection under the City's 
proposed tree preservation ordinance. In the immediate vicinity of El Camino Real, the proposed 
road extension would reach as much as 40 feet into the adjacent open space area along the creek. 
In this area a total of 19 trees would be removed, including I 3 coast live oaks ranging in size 
from 1 inch in diameter (at breast height) to 8 inches in diameter, 3 black walnuts ranging in 
diameter from 9 to 23 inches, 2 eucalyptus (including one with a diameter of 72 inches), and I 
pine tree (8 inches in diameter). 

Between Arboretum Road and the Sand Hill Road Bridge, approximately 42 trees would be 
removed, including 16 coast live oaks. The loss of 198 trees is considered a significant impact. 

Four large eucalyptus trees, eight willows, and one ~cacia would be removed from the banks of 
San Francisquito Creek for the Sand Hill Road Bridge widening project. These trees appear to 
be healthy and constitute valuable habitat as a contiguous part of the San Francisquito Creek 
riparian corridor. Removals of these trees is inconsistent with the City of Palo Alto 
Comprehensive Plan, Open Space Element General Goal 6 and Bayland Goal 1, as well as the 
other significance criteria discussed previously. Tiris is therefore considered a significant impact. 

The proposed improvement of Palo Road would result in the loss of approximately 81 trees 
adjacent to the existing Hoover Pavilion parking lot. These trees are connected to the larger oak 
savannah present in the Stanford Arboretum which, although highly managed, provides habitat 
to a wide variety of common species. Although this oak savannah represents an urban wildlife 
habitat within a highly urbanized portion of the mid-peninsula, the high degree of vegetative 
management, mowing of the understory, use of the area for occasional parking, and lack of 
connection to the San Francisquito Creek corridor substantially diminishes the biological value 
of this area. Seven of the trees would quality for preservation under the City's proposed tree 
preservation ordinance. The loss of 81 trees, seven of which would be protected under the City's 
proposed tree preservation ordinance, is considered a significant impact. 

The proposed Quarry Road improvements would result in the loss of 101 trees, including 38 coast 
live oaks, 16 Monterey pines, and 14 holly oaks. Nineteen of the trees would qualify for 
preservation under the City's proposed tree preservation ordinance. The loss of these trees would 
be considered a significar;t i1npact. 

The realignment of Pasteur Drive would remove up to four coast live oak trees. Two of the trees 
would qualify for preservation under the City's proposed tree preservation ordinance. This is 
considered a significant impact. 
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The construction of Vineyard Lane would result in the removal of up to 21 trees, including 12 
coast live oaks. Six of these trees would appear to qualify for preservation under the City's 
proposed tree preservation ordinance. This is considered a significant impact. 

One large coast live oak (approximately 20-25 inches diameter at breast height) and a few small 
oaks may need to be removed for the proposed relocation of Tee #4. Approximately three coast 
live oaks about 25 years old would be removed for relocation of Hole #3. Two small oaks 
would be removed for new tee boxes and fairways. These are native trees adjacent to 
unurbanized habitats of value to wildlife. Absent replacement or other suitable mitigation, 
removals could be inconsistent with City of Menlo Park Open Space Element goals to preserve 
wildlife habitat and the natural character of San Francisquito Creek (this determination will 
ultimately be made by the City of Menlo Park),' as well as exceeding the significance criteria 
thresholds described previously. This is therefore considered a significant impact. 

The projects propose to replace an existing 21-inch sewer line with a larger 24-inch line, to be 
located approximately 100 feet west of and parallel to El Camino Real, south of the existing 
shopping center. Affected vegetation in the alignment would include annual grassland, scattered 
oaks in a savannah setting and various landscape and ornamental trees. To avoid tree removals, 
the feasibility of trenchless installation using a "mole" device ~s being investigated. If this is 
determined to be feasible and is implemented without tree loss, there would be no impact. If 
trenchless installation is not implemented, removal of native oak trees necessary to place this 
sewer line would be considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Replanting of all trees removed for the projects in the City of Palo Alto is necessary to comply 
with the Enviro~nmental Resources Element Policy 2, Program 2. Removal of the large oak tree 
near Tee #4 could be subject to permitting under the City of Menlo Park's heritage tree 
ordinance. Stanford University project plans indicate that landscape designs will be implemented 
to replace all trees removed, but specific details are lacking. Incorporation of the following 
mitigation measures into those designs and their implementation would reduce the above impacts 
to less-than-significant levels in the intermediate term (10-20 years) by ensuring that significant 
trees and their associated wildlife values are replaced through replanting. Nevertheless, short
term impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

4.7-l(a) 
(All Projects) 
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Native trees removed for the projects shall be replaced at a ratio of 3: I on 
a per acre basis by the same species from locally collected stock The 
canopy coverage of the native trees to be removed should be estimated, 
then an area three times larger shall be planted with container stock at 
standard planting densities for that species (about 15-foot on center for 
oaks and large native trees, about 8-foot centers for small trees such as 
willows or buckeyes). The survival rate for these trees after five years 
shall be 80 percent. If at the end of three years, the survival rate is less 
than 80 percent, replanting shall be conducted to attain that rate and 

· CDFG shall be consulted to determine other corrective actions. If 
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(AU Projects) 

4.7-l(c) 
(All Projects). 

4.7-l(d) 
(SHR) 
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irrigation systems are used, all replacement native tree species grown in 
natural areas that are intended to be self-sustaining shall be "weaned" of 
any supplemental water by the fourth year. 44 

For each project site, non-native landscape trees removed for the projects 
shall be replaced on a two-to-one basis. 

The City of Palo Alto shall contract with an independent arborist to: 

a) Review the plans submitted for Final Architectural Review Board 
approval and for issuance of building permits. The arborist shall 
make recommendations regarding the site plans, including but not 
limited to: (1) minor modifications which could result in retention 
of significant trees; and (2) any necessary additional tree 
protection measures not specifically included in mitigation 4. 7-1 (e) 
for all trees to be retained; 

b) Provide on-site review' and monitoring for the duration of the 
project construction to ensure that tree protection measures are 
implemented correctly; and 

c) Provide on-site review and monitoring of tree removal to ensure 
that only those trees are removed which are absolutely necessary 
for project construction. The arborist shall review and make 
recommendations to the Planning Department regarding proposed 
changes to the tree removal plan (related to additional tree 
removals) during the project construction period 

The loss of the large coast live oak that would be removed for relocation 
·of Tee # 4 shall be mitigated as determined through the permit process 
required for removal of "heritage" trees by the City of Menlo Park. The 
mitigation guidelines for native trees ( 4. 7-1 [a]) shall serve as the minimum 
standard for mitigation. According to City ordinance, exact mitigation 
measures must be determined through the heritage tree permit process with 
the City of Menlo Park Arborist. This could include replacement with 24-
inch box trees. 45 

Margaret Roper, CDFG, personai communication, February 13, 1996 

" Jerry h'bmibrook, Menlo Park arborist, personal communication, February 15, 1996 
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(All Projects) 

4.7 Biological Resources 

All trees adjacent to proposed project constroction areas which are not 
removed will be avoided and protected according to the following 
procedures, which shall be included in all constroction and/or demolition 
contracts: 

• Before other phases of the constroction project begin, a continuous 
protective fence (six-foot high chain link, mounted on two-inch 
diameter galvanized iron posts, driven into the ground to a depth 
of at least two feet at no more than ten-foot spacing) must be . 
installed surrounding the bases of trees to be saved. For the ideal 
configuration, locate the fence to maximize the exclusion of traffic 
over the root zones, preferably at the drip lines. Realistically, 
where the building envelopes extend under a tree 's canopy, define 
as much of that root zone as possible; modification of the fence line 
to the building eaveline is allowable. 46 

• To preserve the important absorbing roots of trees to remain after 
construction, no cuts or fills should be allowed beneath their 
canopies. The method for site preparation of scraping the surface 
soil with a blade should not be allowed within the drip lines. 

• Roots which must be severed and measure over one and one-half 
inches (1. 5 '? in diameter should be cut cleanly and smoothly 
without crushing, shattering, or tearing. If roughly cut by heavy 
equipment, re-cut to sound wood. Cuts should be made only to 
lateral roots where possible. · ·~ 

• Equipment operators should be informed that machinery can cause 
great injury to standing trees. They must take special care to 
operate with as much distance as possible between machines and 
trees - branches, tronks, and roots. Any accidental damage should 
be promptly repaired by a qualified arborist. 

• Avoid grade changes such as can occur when soil or other 
constroction materials are stored or stock-piled beneath any tree's 
canopy and thus over its root zone . 

.. The measures for prptccting trC:es during construction are from: Morneau. Ray. Arborist's Report for Stanford West Phase II, 
November 21, 1994. and City of Palo Alto "Standard Conditions of Project Approved". 
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• A void extra stress for tree roots to remain by limiting machine and 
vehicle traffic and parking over roots. Where frequent traffic must 
pass beneath a canopy, consider placement of a buffer to absorb 
and ·dissipate the load and reduce soil compaction in the root 
zones; wood chips or crushed rock could be used for this purpose. 

• No storage, pouring, or ieaking of any fuel, oil or chemical is to be 
allowed beneath a tree's canopy. 

• No signs, wires or other construction apparatus should be attached 
to any tree. 

• Any necessary trimming should be done to published standards 
under the supervision of a qualified arborist, either a Certified 
Arborist (Western Chapter, International Society of Arboriculture), 
a member of the California Arborists' Association, or a member of 
the American Society of Consulting Arborists. 

The large elderberry tree near.existing Tee# 4 shall be preserved, fenced 
and protected from construction impacts by following the recommendations 
in Mitigation Measure 4. 7-1 (d). These measures shall be accomplished as 
part of comprehensive riparian and oak woodland mitigation and 
monitoring program as specified under Mitigation Measure 4. 7-3. 

Native trees removed from natural riparian habitats shall be replaced 
within open space areas adjacent to San Francisqui~o Creek in portions of 
the abandoned golf course and temporary bridge construction disturbance 
areas, and/or adjacent to the Stanford West Apartments and Senior 
Housing sites. Trees will be replaced according to requirements in 
Mitigation Measure 4. 7-1 (a). 

Construction of the proposed projects would result in tree removals that 
could directly destroy nests, eggs and immature birds, and would remove 
future nesting habitat for birds, including sensitive species such as raptors 
and migrating songbirds. 

Stanford West Apartments 

Construction of the Stanford Vkst Apartments woma result m the removai of several large 
eucalyptus trees, as discussed under Impact 4. 7-1. These trees are suitable for nesting by raptors 
and other sensitive birds. This would be considered a significant impact. 
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Stanford West Senior Housing 

Construction of the Stanford West Senior Housing project would result in the removal of many 
trees on the project site, some of which are suitable for nesting riparian songbirds and raptors. 
This is considered a significant impact. 

Stanford Shopping Center Expansion 

Construction of the Stanford Shopping Center would not result in removal of any large trees 
suitable as nesting habitat for riparian songbirds or raptors. The proposed project would not 
affect the riparian zone north of the existing Shopping Center; however, extension of Sand Hill 
Road along the north side of the Shopping Center would have such effects, as discussed below. 
This is considered no impact. 

Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements 

The only portions of the roadway projects that could directly or indirectly impact riparian trees 
would be the widening of the Sand Hill Road bridge, the associated Golf Course 
Redesign/Relocation project, and the Sand Hill Road Extension. The Stockfarm Road Extension, 
Pasteur Drive Realignment, Quarry Road Widening, and Palo' Road improvement, would not 
remove any large trees suitable for nesting by raptors or any riparian trees. The Sand Hill Road 
widening would remove some large trees, including oaks suitable as nesting habitat for raptors. 
This is considered a significant impact. 

Riparian habitat bordering San Francisquito Creek provides suitable nesting habitat for sensitive 
bird species such as raptors and yellow warbler. Tree removals during the nesting season could 
destroy n~ of sensitive bird species. This is considered a significant impact 

Oak trees scheduled for removal at the golf course site provide suitable nesting habitat for 
sensitive bird species. Tree removals during the nesting season could destroy nests of sensitive 
bird species. This is considered a significant impact 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to less-than
significant levels for the Stanford West Apartments, Stanford West Senior Housing, Sand Hill 
Road widening, Sand Hill Road Bridge widening and Golf Course Modifications projects. 

4.7-2(a) 
(A/SH/SHR) 
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To avoid the nesting season of raptors and sensitive songbirds, tree 
removals shall not take place between February 15 and June 30, or as 
determined by CDFG on a case-by-case basis .. 

4.7-48 

Letter 66 



4.7-2(b) 
(A/Sfl'JSHR) 

4.7-2(c) 
(A/SH/SHR) 
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If tree removal in the same calendar year before February 15 (i.e. 
between January 1 and February 15) is required, a pre~cor.struction season 
survey shall be conducted to identify the presence, or lack thereof, of nests 
of raptors. Pre-construction surveys are necessary during this period to 
protect possible early nesting raptors. Surveys are not warranted until 
immediately prior to construction because nesting may occur in different 
trees from year to year. Although no nests were observed during site 
visits for the EIR, that does not preclude possible future nesting in trees 
slated for removal. If no nests are identified in trees to be removed during 
the pre-construction survey, no farther mitigation is necessary. If nests are 
identified, CDFG shall be contacted and appropriate protocols for nest 
relocation shall be implemented If relocation of occupied, viable nests is 
not feasible, construction shall be delayed and the tree le.ft undisturbed 
until completion of nesting activity. 

Implement Mitigation Measures 4. 7-1 (a)-(/) and 4. 7-4(a)-(c). (Tree and 
riparian habitat replacement measures) 

4.7-3 The proposed projects would result in the loss of non-native grasslands which, due 
to contiguousness with the San Francisquito Creek riparian corridor, provide 
increased habitat diversity and foraging habitat for certain wildlife species, including 
rap tors. 

Stanford West Apartments 

The proposed project would result in the removal of approximately 24.9 acres of non-native 
grassland contiguous with San Francisquito Creek. The presence of grassland habitat adjacent 
to San Francisquito Creek increases the habitat value of both the riparian corridor and the 
grasslands. Although the grassland area is disturbed by discing and mowing, it continues to serve 
as foraging habitat for raptors that may nest in suitable tree habitat of the adjacent riparian 
corridor. The habitat value of the grassland area is not limited to raptors, however, since 
numerous wildlife species rely on both riparian and grassland habitat types for difference aspects 
of their natural habitats. Further, this is one of the last intact grassland habitats adjacent to San 
Francisquito Creek, between the foothills and the Bay. Unless mitigated, impacts to the grassland 
near lhe creek could reasonably be considered inconsistent with the City of Palo Alto 
Comprehensive Plan, Open Space Element General Goal 6 and Bayland Goal 1, as well as the 
other significance criteria discussed previously. The loss of this habitat is considered a 
significant impacl 

Stanford West Senior Housing 

Since the Stanford West Senior Housing is substantially urbanized, no grassland habitat wouid 
be lost due to project construction. This is considered no impact. 
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Stanford Shopping Center Expansion 

Since the Stanford Shopping Center is completely urbanized, no grassland habitat would be lost 
foe to project construction. This is considered no impact. 

Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements 

The Sand Hill Road extension, Quarry Road widening, Vineyard Lane, and Sand Hill Road 
widening (west of San Francisquito Creek) projects would not affect grassiand habitats. The 
widening of Sand Hill Road, between Pasteur Drive and San Francisquito Creek, would occur 
:n grasslands adjacent to the existing road, within the road right-of-way. These grasslands are 
:fominated by the effects of the road and vehicular traffic, and therefore provide relatively little 
value as wildlife habitat. Loss of roadside grasslands of this small size are considered less-than
significant. 

Some grassland habitat would be lost due to the extension· of Stockfarm Road, the realignment 
of Pasteur Drive, and the relocation of Holes #2 and #3 of the Stanford Golf Course. The 
~xtension of Stockfarm Road would result in the loss of approximately 0.6 acres of annual 
grassland; the realignment of Pasteur Drive would result in the ,loss of approximately 0.7 acres 
of annual grassland; and approximately 3.6 acres of non-native grassland would be impacted by 
relocation of golf course holes. The grassland to be lost in the golf course relocation has been 
substantially disturbed over many years due to its use as a horse pasture and riding area. The 
grassland in this area, although utilized to a limited extent by some wildlife is highly degraded 
as a result of soil compaction, grading and heavy grazing. Vegetation present is primarily 
introduced species, and heavy grazing has reduced cover to an extent that the habitat is not 
suitable to protect small rodents from predation. While the grassland could be restored, it is 
likely that the habitat values of a landscaped environment (e.g., golf course) would ·be--similar 
to those of the existing habitat. Brewer's blackbirds, scrub jays, and some small rodents would 
continue to use this grassy area, whether vegetated in introduced annual grasses, or irrigated lawn. 
The net impact of this project on wildlife values of the parcel would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Loss of open grasslands adjacent to a riparian corridor in an otherwise highly urbanized 
environment is considered to be a significant impact. By substantially increasing the quality of 
habitat of the remaining grassland, CDFG concurs that implementation of the following mitigation 
measures would reduce impacts, and compensate for the habitat lost, to ensure that net losses to 
wildlife habitat are reduced to a less-than-significant level.47 

4.7-3(a) 
(A) Grassland habitat -snail be preserved within the area between San 

Francisquito Creek and the Stanford West Apartments. This area shall be 
enhanced by protection from discing, and by replanting with native grasses 

•1 Margaret Roper, CDFG, personal communication. February 13, 1996 
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4.7-3(c) 
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4.7-3(d) 
(A) 

4.7-3(e) 
(A) 
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and wildflowers and monitored for at least five years to ensure success. 
Native revegetation can increase general habitat values and the carrying 
capacity for wildlife using this area. The cessation of discing can increase 
the burrowing rodent population for foraging raptors. Consultation with 
the Department of Fish and Game indicates that they concur that 
enhancement of the remaining grassland can mitigate this impact to less 
than significant levels. 48 The adjacent riparian habitat shall be enhanced 
as discussed under Mitigation Measure 4. 7-J(b). 

Remaining grassland habitat shall be enhanced by seeding with a mix of 
California native grasses and /orbs, and/or planting of plugs of native 
grasses. Seeding/plugging shall be performed by October 30th or before 
the first significant winter rainfall in the year of grassland removal. 

All replacement grassland shall be planted on-site. 

All replacement grassland shaiz be monitored for a minimum of two years 
following planting to ensure at least 50 percent survival by aerial cover of 
all grasses and /orbs. If irrigation or fertilizers are used, all replacement 
grasses shall be "weaned" of any supplemental water and fertilizer by the 
third year. 

A yearly maintenance and monitoring report shall be provided to the City 
that details compliance with the above planting success criteria. The 
report will include results of line transect surveys indicating the relative 
abundance and aerial cover of replanted species. Other survey methods 
may be substituted if approved by the City. If the success criteria are not 
met, the City shall require the project applicant to implement remedial 

· actions that will result in a minimum 50 percent survival after five years 
of the last date of planting. The intention of the maintenance and 
monitoring report is that it be a brief letter summarizing if grassland 
removal and replacement occurred, at what locations, where grasslands 
were replanted and the extent of California native species aerial cover 
resulting from plantings. 

.. Margaret Roper, CDFG, personal communication, February 13, 1996 

95066\fdeir\bio 4.7-51 



4.7-3(t) 
(A) 
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(A) 
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Mowing for fire control shall be performed around the perimeter of any 
grassland areas, leaving as much of the internal area intact as allowable 
to local fire authorities, and leaving the mowed area no higher than 18 
inches. 

The City may require, as a condition of approval, the applicant to provide 
a performance bond or other financial security to replant any replacement 
grasslands found not be alive at the end of the required five year 
maintenance period The form of the bond or other .financial security shall 
be found acceptable to the City and the amount shall be sufficient to cover 
the City's cost to replant native grassland A qualified biologist approved 
by the City shall, upon written request of the applicant at the end of the 
maintenance period. and in consultation with CDFG determine the health 
of the replacement grasslands and release the security, in the event that all 
replacement grasslands are alive. 

I 

The applicant shall prohibit the use of the future undeveloped lands on the 
Stanford West Apartments site located between Sand Hill Road and San 
Francisquito Creek for any construction-related activities, including, but 
not limited to, staging, stockpiling, and/or construction vehicle access. 

4. 7-4 The proposed widening of the Sand Hill Road Bridge would result in loss of riparian 
vegetation and associated habitat values and would encroach· urban development 
·-closer to the San Francisquito Creek corridor. 

Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements 

Widening of the Sand Hill Road Bridge over San Francisquito Creek would result in direct 
removal of the riparian tree canopy, understory vegetation, and associated wildlife species. 
Approximately 0.28 acres of riparian habitat and creekside open space would be permanently lost 
where the bridge structure will stand. An additional 0.3 acres could be temporarily removed or 
substantially degraded in the construction area of influence for access and staging. Loss of 
sensitive riparian habitat could adversely affect a variety of riparian dependent species. Riparian 
habitat is limited and declining in California Riparian habitat supports waterfowl, breeding 
migratory warblers, and amphibians; and provides shade for migrating steelhead. Sensitive 
species known to occur generally in the San Francisquito riparian corridor include breeding 
migrating yellow warbler, and nesting Cooper's hawks, red-tail hawks, red-shouldered hawks, 
American kestrel and great homed owls.--Although not specifically documented as occurring 
precisely in the impact area, suitable habitat exists in that area for these species. Due to the 
mobility of those species and their occurrence in the vicinity, the presence of suitable habitat 
indicates their presence as possible at appropriate seasons. Absent effective mitigation, the 
proposed bridge-widening . project would be inconsistent with the City of Palo Alto 
Comprehensive Plan," Open Space Element General Goal 6 (protection and conservation of vital 
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wildlife habitat) and Bayland Goal l (preservation and enhancement of creeks), as well as the 
other significance criteria discussed previously. Similarly, absent effective mitigation, the 
proposed bridge ""''idening would be inconsistent 'Nith the City of Menlo Park General Plan, Land 
Use Element Policy I-G-8, and Open Space and Conservation Element Policies 6 and 7. For all 
these reasons, this is therefore considered a significant impact. 

Widening of Sand Hill Road will also cause urbanization and human disturbance to encroach 
approximately 40 feet closer to San Francisquito Creek than existing developments, near the 
proposed Sand Hill Road Extension in the Stanford Shopping Center. Approximately 0.25 acres 
of existing open space would be paved as part pf the realigned road, and several native trees 
(including coast live oaks) would be removed according to project designs. The open space area 
that would be impacted provides a valuable buffer from urbanization for riparian habitat along 
San Francisquito Creek, as well as having limited habitat values of its own. The placement of 
Sand Hill Road to within 60 feet of the top of the San Francisquito Creek bank is inconsistent 
with CDFG policies for urban development of 100-foot setbacks from natural streambanks49• 

A 100-foot buffer from the top of bank is a generally accepted minimum distance standard 
utilized broadly by planning and biological professionals. Its purpose is to limit development 
along disturbed riparian habitats and protect creeks from land use impacts, particularly those 
creeks that may still provide spawning areas for .anadromous fish species. This is also 
inconsistent with the City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Open Space Element and Bayland 
Goal 1 to only allow uses compatible with enhancing water areas, as well as the other 
significance criteria discussed previously. Further, movement of the road toward the Creek would 
encroach on land designated in the City Comprehensive Plan as Streamside Open Space (see 
discussion in Land Use chapter). This is therefore considered a significant impact. 

Stanford West Apartments, Stanford West Senior Housing and Stanford Shopping Center 
Expansion 

No direct losses of riparian vegetation and associated habitat values would result from 
implementation of the Stanford West Apartments, Stanford West Senior Housing, Stanford 
Shopping Center Expansion, or other elements of the Sand Hill Road Extension and Related 
Roadway Improvements. As such, this would result in no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of these mitigation measures will reduce impacts at the Bridge Widening Site to 
a less-than-significant level. 

49 
Margaret Roper, CDFG. telephone conversation. May 30, 1996. 
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Removal of riparian vegetation shall be confined to the minimal area necessary 
for construction, by implementing the following measures and those specified 
under 4. 7-1: 

• An evaluation of engineered solutions to mmzmzze impacts to riparian 
habitats from bridge construction shall be prepared to the satisfaction of 
a creek restoration specialist under contract to the Palo Alto Department 
of Planning and Community Environment and the A1enlo Park Planning 
Department. Replacement of the wing walls with crib walls or large 
rocks/boulders that would allow planting of native riparian shrubs and 
trees should be considered in this evaluation. 

• Construction staging areas and access roads shall be planned to occur 
away from sensitive riparian habitats, to the extent practicable. 

• Damage to riparian trees shall be minimized by installing temporary 
barrier fencing at the outer edge (ten feet outside the tree canopy) of the 
riparian co"idor to be avoided and ten feet outside of the drip line of 
isolated trees during construction. ' 

• There shall be no disturbance allowed from construction activity, storage 
of materials, or worker parking, within the drip lines of trees to be 
avoided. 

• No fencing, signs, electrical lines, etc. associated with construction shall 
be attached to existing trees. ._ 

• The project shall avoid an unusually large blue elderberry adjacent to the 
Stanford University Golf Course Hole #4 (Figure 4. 7-1). 

The project plans indicate that the elderberry would be avoided. 

4.7-4(b) 
(SHR) 
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• Recommendations in the arborist 's report to avoid damage to tree roots 
shall be implemented. 

Where removal of riparian vegetation cannot be avoided, a mitigation plan 
for replacement of riparian trees, understory shrubs, and habitat values 
caused by construction of the new bridge shall be developed in 
consultation with -eDFG (as part of the 1603 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement process) and the City of Palo Alto. As part of its consideration 
of the mitigation plan, the City shall receive comment from CCRS and 
CRMP as to the adequacy and completeness of the plan. Riparian 
restor.ation can be integrated with the tree replacement mitigation (4. 7-1) 
and planned for open space or setback areas along San Francisquito Creek 
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onsite, such as abandoned golf course and other sites where native 
riparian vegetation is currently sparse or non-existent. Areas where 
riparian vegetation has been temporarily removed for cor.struction at the 
bridge widening site shall also be replanted with native riparian species. 
If more area is required to fulfill the native tree and riparian habitat 
replacement mitigation requirement, it can be accomplished in vacant 
areas left after removal of non-native vegetation. Candidate non-native 
tree removal and native riparian tree planting sites include those areas 
mapped as "urban" or "eucalyptus" along San Francisquito Creek in 
Figure 4. 7-1. 

Other creek restoration measures should be developed in coordination with 
CDFG, CCRS. and CRMP to allow for increased structural diversity in the 
channel through strategic placement of logs and other natural features. 
The riparian mitigation effort should be coordinated with restoration of the 
grassland area (Mitigation Measure 4. 7-3) to increase values of both 
habitats. A general clean-up of the creek in the project areas to remove 
trash and rubble and improve fish passage should be an important feature 
of this overall riparian mitigation strategy. Bank stabilization and erosion 
control efforts should focus on biotechnical treatments that incorporate 
native riparian restoration plantings with "so.ft" structural treatments. 

A maintenance plan for temporary irrigation of plantings and control of 
non-native plant species shall be developed. This plan shall include 
minimum performance criteria of 80% for survivability at the end of a 
minimum 5-year performance monitoring schedule, and annual reports 
shall be provided to the City of Palo Alto and the CDFG. 

Plant materials used in mitigation shall be confined to California native 
species propagated from seeds or cuttings collected in the riparian corridor 
of San Francisquito Creek. 

Sand Hill Road, as it approaches El Camino Real, shall be realigned to 
more closely coincide with the bounds of the existing Stanford Shopping 
Center parking lot and the existing pavement of El Camino Real, 
relocating the northern edge of Sand Hill Road as much as 40 feet south 
along El Camino Real, and relocating the right turn lane from El Camino 
Real to Sand Hill Road approximately 15 feet east onto the existing El 
Camino Real pavement (refer to Section 4. 2, Visual Quality, Impact and 
Mitigation Measure -i.2-1 for analysis of rhe visual qualiry impacr of rhis 
Mitigation Measures . ./_ 7-.J(c)). 
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4. 7-5 Construction-related noise and human activity for the proposed projects could create 
impacts to native wildlife species. 

Stanford West Apartments 

No construction is proposed within 100 feet of existing riparian habitats for development of this 
project. This is a sufficient buff er to prevent interference with nesting and other wildlife 
activities. Impacts are therefore considered ~ess-than-significant. 

Stanford West Senior Housing 

Riparian habitat bordering San Francisquito Creek forms the northern boundary of the Stanford 
West Senior Housing project site. In the project area, several sensitive wildlife species occur in, 
and are dependent upon, riparian habitat, including yellow warbler and protected raptors and their 
nests. Although they have not been documented as occurring on the project site, these species 
are known to occur in the vicinity, and suitable nesting habitat exists on the project site. 
Construction of the pool/spa facility and the mechanics building for this project is proposed 
within 30 feet of existing riparian habitat along San Francisquito Creek. During demolition and 
construction, noise and activities could interfere with foraging, reproduction, and daily movements 
of these and other animal species which use the riparian corridor. This would conflict with 
Policy 4 of the Palo Alto Open Space element to "reduce the negative impacts of human activities 
on plant and animal life." Although construction noise is a short-term impact and wildlife in the 
area are already subjected to high levels of human intrusion due to the proximity of urban 
development, even temporary disruption of nesting activity in the adjacent riparian habitat would 
be considered a significant impact. 

Staiitord Shopping Center Expansion 

The Stanford Shopping Center Expansion project is not located adjacent to San Francisquito 
Creek. At its closest, the proposed Shopping Center Expansion projects are located at least 200-
feet south of the riparian corridor. The Shopping Center is currently an area of high volume 
traffic and almost continual human activity. It is unlikely that noise, traffic, and other activity 
associated with construction of Stanford Shopping Center Expansion project would adversely 
affect wildlife on the San Francisquito Creek riparian corridor. This is considered a less-than
significant impact. 

Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements 

Other than the widening of the Sand Hill Road bridge, none of the construction activities from 
roadway improvements would likely affect wildlife in the Creek corridor. In most cases, roadway 
improvements would occur well away ·rrom the riparian corridor. In the case of the Sand Hill 
Road Extension project and the Sand Hill Road widening project (west of the Bridge), the future 
construction activity would be at least 60 feet away from the Creek and within or adjacent to 
existing roads or actively used parking lots. For these project components, this impact is 
considered less-th~n-signijicant. 
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At the Sand Hill Road Bridge, riparian habitat within and adjacent to San Francisquito Creek 
provides significant wildlife values. During construction, noise and activities could interfere witl: 
foraging, reproduction, and daily movements of animal species which use the riparian corridor 
Temporary disruption of nesting activity would be considered a signifzcant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce construction-related impacts 
to native wildlife species to a less-than-significant level. 

4.7-5 
(A/SH/SHR) No construction activities within 50-feet of riparian habitats along San 

Francisquito Creek shall be allowed during the nesting season between 
February 15 and June 30 or as determined on a case-by-case basis by the 
CDFG. 

4. 7-6 During construction, runoff from the proposed projects could adversely affect 
aquatic life, including sensitive animal species, in San Francisquito Creek due to 
erosion and sedimentation from disturbed areas. 

Stanford West Apartments 

Because construction activities for this project would not directly affect the bed or banks of San 
Francisquito Creek, and runoff from the construction site would be directed into the local 
drainage system, there would be no impact. 

Stanford West Senior Housing 

Grading for this project would not affect the banks of San Francisquito Creek, and runoff from 
the construction site would be directed into the storm drainage system. There would be no 
impact. 

Stanford West Shopping Center Expansion 

Construction of this project would not affect the banks of San Francisquito Creek, and runof± 
from the site would be directed towards the storm drainage system. Therefore, there would be 
no impact. 

Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadwav Improvements 

Grading and excavation activities for the Sand Hili Road Bridge Widening Project could expost 
soil to increased rates of erosion during project construction periods. Surface water runoff couk 
remove particles of fill or excavated soil from the sites, or could erode soil down-gradient, if the 
flow were not controlled. In the Stanford Sand Hill Road Bridge area, th.e loss of the material 
by erosion .would not be a significant impact in itself. However, the re-deposition of erodec 
material in San Francisquito Creek could increase turbidity, thereby endangering aquatic life, anc 
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reducing wildlife habitat. Erosion of the streambank itself could result in losses of riparian 
vegetation and suitable nesting habitat for sensitive species such as raptors, and yellow warblers. 
Losses of suitable upland habitat for California red-legged frogs could also result from 
streambank erosion. Sedimentation downstream resulting from erosion in the project area could 
smother eggs of frogs, and degrade aquatic and wetland habitats through siltation. Erosive 
conditions created during the grading period can persist into the post-construction period. The 
amount and rate of erosion varies depending on a number of factors including time of year 
construction activities occur, the amount and intensity of rainfall, and the amount of vegetative 
cover. Please refer to Section 4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality (Impact 4.9-1) for further 
discussion. Without adequate mitigation measures and restoration efforts, this would be 
inconsistent with Policy 2 of the Environmental Resources Element (to encourage programs that 
improve storm water runoff quality) and Bayland Goal 1 (preservation and enhancement of water 
areas) This would be considered a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following measure would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

4.7-6 
(All Projects) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 (a)-(c) 

4.7-7 Installation of the Sand Hill Road bridge widening project could adversely impact 
aquatic life, including sensitive species. 

Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements 

The proposed bridge widening project could result in short-term impacts to aquatic life during 
the construction activity for widening of Sand Hill Road Bridge. Construction activities could 
directly kill or injure animals, potentially including sensitive species such as the northwestern 
pond turtle and the federally-threatened California red-legged frog. Construction activities could 
also interfere with breeding migrations or activities of those species and steelhead. 

The bridge widening project could also result in long-term operational impacts to aquatic life, 
including sensitive species, by reduction or degradation of breeding habitat in the channel through 
vegetation removal. Reconfiguration of the creek channel from construction activities could also 
lead to habitat degradation if it resulted in less diversity of structural habitat features or a 
shallower channel with less ponding. Inappropriate recontouring of the channel could result in 
long term impediments to steelhead migration. Without adequate mitigation, this would be 
inconsistent with Bayland Goal 1 ( preservation and enhancement of water areas). This is both 
a short-term construction impact and a long-term operational impact that is considered a 
significant impact. 

Suitable habitat for western pond turtles and red-legged frogs is known to occur in San 
Francisquito Creek in the area of the bridge crossing. Because these are mobile species it is 
assumed that they may be present on the site. Suitable habitat does not occur in this area for the 

\~Francisco forktail damselfly (as discussed in the setting section). There would therefore be 

-------~--- ·-- _, .... -· -
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no impact to this species. Steelhead are known to migrate through the site to upstream spawning 
grounds. Implementation of appropriate mitigation measures would ensure that impacts to red 
legged frog, western pond turtle, steeihead and other riparian species would be avoided or 
minimized. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the impact to· a 
less-than-significant level by (a) ensuring that disturbance to habitat of sensitive species would 
be avoided or minimized both during and after construction. (b) that construction would be timed 
to avoid disturbance of sensitive species during their breeding or migration seasons, and ( c ), that 
post-construction channel configuration does not impede passage of steelhead or reduce habitat 
structural suitability and diversity: 

4.7-7(a) 
(SHR) 

4.7-7(b) 
(SHR) 

4.7-7(c) 
(SHR) 

95066\fdeir\bio 

Prior to approval of final project designs, the project applicant shall 
ensure that the Sand Hill Road Bridge widening project will not create a 
long-term obstacle to upstream steelhead migration, subject to the approv"al 
of CDFG and the City of Palo Alto. 

After construction in the riparian zone, depth and topography of the 
streambed and banks shall be restored as closely as possible to the original 
contour to ensure that fish migration and movement of other aquatic biota 
is not restricted When construction is complete, the City will determine, 
in consultation with CDFG. if the restored topography is adequate to allow 
aquatic migration passage and habitat structural diversity. Feasible 
measures to improve passage or structural diversity (such as installation 
of basking logs for pond turtles) may be considered if deemed appropriate 
by CDFG. If topography or hydrology are not restored to allow passage 
or aquatic biota, the applicant shall repair the channel, or surrender fees 
necessary to restore the channel. 

All in-channel construction shall occur during a period when the affected 
area is dry (previous to winter rains), or with appropriate cofferdams or 
other dewatering measures subject to the approval of CDFG. In no case 
will in-channel construction occur during the rainy period (approximately 
October 15 to May 15), such that construction would result in mortality of 
migrating and breeding aquatic biota, or disruption of migrating or 
breeding activities. 

The construction area shall be surveyed for California red-legged frogs 
and northwestern pond turtles within one year prior to construction, in 
accordance with CDFG survey protocols (Appendix I). Surveys prior to 
that time would not be useful because turtles or frogs could occupy 
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(SHR) 

4.7-7(e) 
(SHR) 
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previously surveyed areas prior to construction. _ If final surveys are 
conducted within two weeks from start of construction, no frogs or turtles 
are found, and CDFG and USFWS concur with the results, no further 
mitigation for direct impacts to turtles or frogs is required. If surveys are 
finished earlier than two weeks prior to construction and no turtles or 
frogs are found, the area should be resurveyed at a reconnaissance level 
within the two weeks prior to construction to ensure none of the animals 
have colonized the site since the last surveys. If at any time during the 
surveys frogs or turtles are found, surveys can cease and the following 
mitigation measures implemented. so 

If northwestern pond turtles and/or California red-legged frogs are located 
within the construction impact area for the bridge widening project during 
surveys, specific measures to avoid direct take of animals and minimize 
impacts to habitat shall be developed in consultation with CDFG and 
USFWS. These measures coitld include: (1) collection and relocation of 
frog adults and larvae and turtles to suitable locations upstream 
immediately prior to construction under USFWS and CDFG supervision, 
and (2) post-construction habitat enhancement of the site for turtles and 
frogs. Enhancement measures would include removal of non-native trees 
and shrubs, replacement with native woody riparian species such as 
willow, and provisions for physical improvements to the site for those 
species such as installation of basking logs for pond turtles. si 

The project applicant shall ensure that all applicable terms of the Section 
1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement with CDFG are met during 
construction, and that mitigation measures recommended by CDFG and the 
USFWS are implemented. Measures 4. 7-7(b) and (c) are typical 
requirements. 

Implement Mitigation Measures 4. 7-5(SHR) and 4. 7-6(SHR). 

"' Margaret Roper, CDFG, telephone conversation February 29, 1996 

II Margaret Roper, <::DFG, telephone conversation February 29, 1996 
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-4. 7-8 Ongoing operation of the proposed projects could adversely affect aquatic life, 
including sensitive animal species, in San Francisquito Cree~ by increasing runoff 
and non-point source urban pollutant loads. 

A.11 Projects 

Increases in runoff from urban development, such as the proposed projects, can increase erosion 
2D.d sedimentation, leading to degradation of downstream habitats, such as wetlands, from 
siltation. All of the proposed projects would result in an increased area of pavement and other 
:mpenneable surfaces. The resulting higher volun1es of runoff potentially could increase scour, 
do'9.ncutting, and undercutting of the San Francisquito Creek channel and banks leading to 
mcreased sedimentation. Excessive sediment can also adversely affect aquatic life by interfering 
"Q,ith photosynthesis, respiration, growth, and reproduction. All of the projects will increase 
surface areas of roads and parking lots. Runoff from roads and parking lots is known to transport 
oils, grease, and heavy metals. Non-point loads of hydrocarbons (oil and grease) from urban 
::unoff can be toxic to fish and other aquatic organisms. Heavy metals such as lead, zinc, 
cadmium, and copper are toxic to aquatic orga.lisms, and accwnuiate in the food chain. The 
;:irojects will also increase the area of maintained landscaping and the levels of trash in the area 
!:iecause of increased human use. Fertilizer placed on landscaped areas is a source of nutrients. 
Trash and litter also contribute nutrients and organic matter to storm water runoff. Nutrients in 
mban runoff can accelerate growth of algae, causing depressed dissolved oxygen levels to the 
detriment of fish and aquatic animals. Plant debris, street litter, animal excrement, and other 
arganic substances in urban runoff also increase the oxygen demand, reducing availability to 
~tic animals.52 This is considered a potentially significant impact Please refer to Section 
..!..9 Hydrology and Water Quality (Impact 4.9-4) for further discussion. 

:!>fiti!rntion Measures ·-. 

2plementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than
S-:gnificant level by ensuring that contamination of storm water runoff is avoided or reduced . 

..!..7-8(a) 
. ..\11 Projects) lrriplement Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 (a)-(c) . 

..!.. 7-8(b) 
. .!.Jl Projects) Implement Mitigation Measures 4.9-4(a) and (b) . 

Stonn Quality Task Force. 1993. California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks 
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4.7-9 Operation of the proposed projects would increase human access resulting in direct 
impacts to sensitive animal species and disturbance and trampling damage to 
sensitive riparian habitat adjacent to San Francisquito Creek and to the Creek 
channel. 

Stanford West Apartments 

Although this area is currently subjected to human disturbance from adjacent developments, the 
proposed project would substantiaily increase the population immediately adjacent to the San 
Francisquito Creek riparian corridor, with the likely result being an increase in human activity 
in the area and in the vicinity of the Creek. Direct impacts to sensitive animals could occur from 
activities such as hunting of frogs or pond turtles, or fishing for steelhead. Deterioration of 
riparian habitat could result from further intrusion of paving, lighting, domestic animals, or 
human activity (i.e., jogging, walking, biking) into or along the riparian corridor. Provision for 
public access could conflict with protection of the riparian corridor and bank. Existing use of 
creekside trails is infrequent and informal, yet signs of bank trampling exist. Trampling occurs 
when people descend or climb the creek banks without use of a formal. or established trail. 
Increased trampling would remove vegetation directly or indirectly by causing soil compaction 
or erosion. Tilis would be inconsistent with the City . of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan 
Environmental Resources Element Bayland Goal I (preservation and enhancement of water areas) 
This is considered a significant impact. 

Stanford West Senior Housing 

Because this site is already developed, the adjacent riparian corridor has been subjected to human 
disturbance. The proposed project, however, would place private uses and structures closer to 
the creek than they are now. This would be inconsistent with Bayland Goatr·(preservation and 
enhancement of water areas). By locating a building housing a swimming pool and a mechanical 
building for the Health Care Center within 100 feet of the top-of-bank of the Creek, the project 
would also conflict with CDFG policies regarding setbacks of a minimum of 100 feet from 
riparian areas53

• A 100-foot buff er from the top of bank is a generally accepted minimum 
distance standard utilized broadly by planning and biological professionals. Its purpose is to limit 
development along disturbed riparian habitats and protect creeks from land use impacts, 
particularly those creeks that may still provide spawning areas for anadromous fish species. 
Increases in human activity resulting from the proposed project would therefore be considered 
a significant impact. 

Stanford Shopping Center Expansion 

The proposed expansion of the Stanford Shopping Center would not increase access to sensitive 
riparian habitats along San Francisquiro-Creek. This is considered no impact. 

53 
Margaret Roper:CDFG, telephone conversation. May 30, 1996. 
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Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements 

The Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements, including the Golf Course 
Modifications and Sand Hill Road Bridge widening, would not increase access to sensitive 
riparian habitats or levels of human activity substantially beyond the already high levels. It 
should be noted that under existing conditions the design of the Golf Course requires crossing 
of the Creek four times to play Holes #3 and #4. With the Golf Course Modifications as 
currently proposed, the design would require only two crossings of the Creek to play Hole #4. 
Hole #3 would be played without crossing the Creek. This change may reduce the likelihood 
of future disturbance of Creek habitats by players or maintenance staff at the Golf Course. This 
is considered a less-than-significant impact 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact for the 
Stanford West Apartments and Stanford West Senior Housing projects to a less-than-significant 
ievei by ensuring that human disturbance to the riparian corridor and the Creek channel is 
minimized. Implementation of this measure is also recommended to be included in the riparian 
mitigation planning efforts (Mitigation Measure 4.7-3) for the bridge widening project. 

4.7-9(a) 
(A/SH) 

95066\fdeir\bio 

Existing trails providing access to the riparian habitats along San 
Francisquito Creek between Oak Creek Apartments on the west and El 
Camino Real on the east, including the existing public trail and all 
informal unauthorized trails, shall be obliterated by dense barrier 
plantings of native riparian shrubs. A new trail shall be designed for the 
length of the San Francisquito riparian corridor in the project area, 
located outside of riparian habitats and the drip lines of existing trees. 
The trail shall be created of cleared, naturally compacted soils and 
bordered by stones or other means to encourage use of the improved trail 
instead of creating new trails. Appropriate fencing, such as split rail, shall 
be installed along the creek side of this trail in consultation with CDFG, 
the City of Palo Alto, and the Stanford University Planning Office. 

Interpretive signs and displays shall be posted along this trail to educate 
the public and route access away from sensitive areas. These informative 
signs will be posted at intervals of not less than 500' along the trail with 
information regarding the objectives of creek and riparian habitat 
protection. Such signs will be made of wood or similar natural material, 
and be maintained by the applicant. 

4.7-63 
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View points shall be established in areas adjacent to the Creek where their 
siting will cause minimal damage to existing riparian vegetation by 
avoiding clearing of native trees and brush and trampling under driplines 
of native trees. Direct public access to the Creek bank and channel shall 
not be permitted except over existing crossings and for access to these 
carefully sited view points. 

The Stanford West Senio_r Housing project shall be redesigned such that no 
new development occurs within the I 00-foot setback from the top of bank 
based on a 2: 1 slope from the toe of the San Francisquito Creek channel. 
This will require relocation of the proposed mechanical building and the 
pool/spa facility. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

As discussed previously, the most critical biological issues are related to San Francisquito Creek 
and the associated corridor of riparian habitat. The cumulative analysis for impacts on biological 
resources is therefore based on the context of the entire riparian ecosystem along San Francisquito 
Creek and its tributaries. Projects that cumulatively contribute to direct effects on aquatic or 
riparian habitat in the San Francisquito Creek corridor are limited to bank stabilization, flood 
control or road crossing projects within the channel or the riparian habitat corridor. 

The cumulative context for impacts to grasslands adjacent to San Francisquito Creek is provided 
by the potential for any projects that would remove upland habitat adjacent to the creek or its 
tributaries. This context is also appropriate for impacts of increased human disturbance resulting 
from development adjacent to the creek and its tributaries. With the exception of the project area, 
eXisting adjacent undeveloped uplands are limited to areas upstream from Junipero Serra 
Boulevard. The context in this case is therefore General Plan buildout of projects adjacent to the 
Creek in the jurisdictions of unincorporated portions of Santa Clara and San Mateo counties, and 
the cities of Portola Valley and Woodside. Because of existing zoning and land use restrictions, 
these projects are limited to low-density residential development. 

Projects that cumulatively contribute to indirect impacts to the Creek and associated habitats and 
organisms are any which would increase the level of urban development, and hence indirect 
effects from storm water runoff, within the watershed of San Francisquito Creek and its tributaries. 
This would include buildout of General Plans within the cities of Palo Alto, Menlo Park, Portola 
Valley, and Woodside, as well as unincorporated areas of Santa Clara and San Mateo Counties, 
including much of the area occupied by Stanford University. 

In summary, the cumulative context for direct effects on aquatic or riparian habitat is limited to 
flood control or road crossing projects within the channel or riparian corridor of San Francisquito 
Creek and its tributaries. The context for losses of adjacent upland habitats and increased human 
disturbance from adjacent development is General Plan buildout adjacent to the Creek and 
tributaries in San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties and the cities of Portola Valley and Woodside. 
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Department of Toxic Substf;!ncE?iS Control 

Winston H. Hickox 
Agency Secretary 
California Environmental 

Protection Agency 

August4,2000 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
Associate Planner 

~ - ---. ,,,----•(''4 

Edwin F. Lowry~-Oirector 
700 Heinz Avenue, Su+te. 2,00: ·; \ : \ J 

Berkeley, Californ~94710-2.721 

Santa Clara County Planning Office 
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 7th Floor 
San Jose, California 95110 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the proposed Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit 
[SCH#i 999112107]. As you may be aware, the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) oversees the cleanup of sites where hazardous 
substances have been released pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code, 
Division 20, Chapter 6.8. As a resource agency, DTSC is submitting comments to 
ensure that the environmental documentation prepared for this project to address the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) adequately addresses any required 
remediation activities which may be required to address any hazardous substances 
release. 
·~ 

Gray Davis 
Governor 

67 -1 The DEIR contains a proposal to construct facility, student and staff housing over the 
next 10 years. DTSC recommends that soils samples be collected and analyzed prior 
to construction of residences to ensure that hazardous substances above acceptable 
residential levels are not present. Historic uses of the sites should be determined and 

67 -2 analyses conducted based upon previous and potential chemical uses. In addition, the 
DEIR states that the Palo Alto Unified School District is considering construction of a 
new middle school on Stanford University Land. Senate Bill 162 and Assembly Bill 387, 
effective January 1, 2000, requires that the DTSC review/approve all proposed school 
property acquisitions. If a new school is to be constructed, please contact DTSC. 

67 -3 DTSC can assist your agency in overseeing characterization and cleanup activities 
through our Voluntary Cleanup Program. A fact sheet describing this program is 

67 -4 enclosed. We are aware that projects such as this one are typically on a compressed 
schedule, and in an effort to use the available review time efficiently, we request that 
DTSC be included in any meetings where issues relevant to our statutory authority are 
discussed. 

@ Printed on Recycled Paper 



Ms. Sarah Jones 
August4,2000 
Page 2 

Please contact me at (510) 540-3843 if you have any questions or would like to 
schedule a meeting. Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

B~::.~~ 
Northern California - Coastal Cleanup 

Operations Branch 

Enclosures 

cc: without enclosures 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
P. 0. Box 3044 
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

Guenther Moskat 
CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
P.O. Box 806 
Sacramento, California 95812-0806 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605 

Sacramento, California 95825-1846 
lN J!EPL y !1.11.FEll TO: 

l-l-00-TA-2323 

Ann Draper, Planning Director 
County of Santa Clara, Environmental Resources Agency 
Plaruring Office 
(Attn: Sarah Jones) 
70 W. Hedding Street, 7th Floor, East Wing 
San Jose, California 9 5110-1705 

Letter 68 

August 4, 2000 

Subject: Stanford University General Use Permit, Santa Clara County, California 

Dear Ms. Draper: 

This letter provides technical assistance from the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 
relevant to the June 23, 2000, Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Stanford 
University's Draft Community Plan and proposed General Use Permit (Santa Clara County 
[CQµnty] file numbers 7165-07-81-99GP-99P-99EIR, SCH No. 1999112107). Due to other 
responsibilities, we have only reviewed very limited portions of the DEIR. Our comments here 
focus primarily on the biological needs of the California tiger salamander (Ambystoma 
califomiense) (salamander) in the proposed permit area. Outside of Santa Barbara County 
(where the species was recently emergency-listed), the salamander is a candidate for Federal 
listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). 

We recommend that the County and Stanford University (Stanford) coordinate with the National 
Marine Fisheries Service and with the California Department ofFish and Game (CDFG) regarding 
protected anadromous fish and other species under their jurisdictions. We also note that the 
proposed plan area includes or borders lands that are used as habitat by California red-legged 
frogs (Rana aurora draytonii) (red-legged frogs), a federally listed threatened species. This 

68 -1 animal is fully protected under the Act. We recommend that Stanford and the County coordinate 
'.llith us pro-actively to avoid project effects on red-legged frogs and to ensure that all university 
and County actions comply with the Act. 

Although its current candidate status does not afford the salamander Federal protection except in 
the Service's own activities, we advise that projects include conservation of the salamander in 
their planning, both to promote its chances. of survival and to reduce the possibility of a work 
stoppage should the species be listed. Despite its candidate status and mandated attention under 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the salamander continues to lose primary 
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habitat in Santa Clara County and elsewhere in the south San Francisco Bay Area (e.g., previous 
projects at Stanford University, such as the Governor's Corner housing, and Service files 1-1-94-
TA-18 [Eagle Ridge/O'Connell Ranch], 1-1-96-TA-1250 [Lions Gate/Hayes Valley], 1-1-99-F-
004 [Pacific Commons, Fremont], and projects in City of San Jose jurisdiction). 

The Stanford population is a moderate to large population of the salamander, in an isolated and 
unusual location. Few other salamander populations survive at low elevations in the San 
Francisco Bay area, and the Stanford population is the only known occurrence of the species 
remaining on the San Francisco Peninsula. Comprehensive genetic work remains to be done, but 
the Lagunita population is a survivor in a zone of high genetic variability for the species and may 
prove to be genetically distinct from other populations of the salamander. 

68-2 Stanford's development activities have increasingly encroached on the species' upland habitat 
around Lagunita. the salamanders' primacy local breeding pond. Under most alternatives in the 
current permit proposal, this trend of habitat loss would continue and worsen. In our assessment, 
past and proposed cumulative habitat losses at Stanford pose a grave threat to the long-term 
viability of the Stanford salamander population. 

68 -3 Stanford, the County, CDFG, and the Service signed a Management Agreement for the 
salamander at Stanford University on June 1, 1998, however, this agreement did not address 
ongoing and proposed future habitat loss of the Lagunita population. In addition, the proposed 
plan/permit encompasses numerous indi ... i.dual projects not anticipated by the Management 
Agreement. The proposed perm.it would . .r~sult in extensive and highly significant upland habitat 
loss, and encroachment on vital movement corridors ofthis unusual population of the salamander. 
In our judgement it would be extremely difficult, perhaps infeasible in the context of present land 
use in the area,· to mitigate the proposed impacts to a level of non-significance, nor does the 
proposed mitigation remotely offset the severe, permanent adverse impacts. 

Below we provide assistance regarding the fundamental biological needs of the salamander at 
Stanford, wi.th a few specific recommendations. Our objective is the long term survival of the 
Stanford salamander population. In making our recommendations we follow the accepted 
framework that proposed actions should first avoid, then minimize, and, lastly, mitigate, the 
projected impacts_ 

In rough order of importance, the needs of the salamander in the proposed permit area are: 

68-4 1. Preservation of Lagunita as a salamander breeding location, including surrounding 
upland summer refuge area. Lagunita is a very large and high quality breeding habitat for 
the salamander. We commend the recent efforts of Stanford in enhancing the quality of 
Lagunita for salamander breeding and recruitment (such as screening out predatory fish) 
and recommend that these continue. We recommend that conservation of the salamander 
breeding population in Lagunita be an ongoing objective of the proposed plan, and that the 
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68-5 2. 

Lagunita "campus open space" be protected in perpetuity by a conservation easement or 
similar enforceable restriction. 

Long term viability of the Lagunita population of the salamander will depend not only on 
Lagunita itself but also on adequate surrounding uplands in which sala..rnanders seeking 
refuge can find burrows and holes where they escape dry summer and fall conditions. 
Because salamanders use stored energy and are exposed to predation and environmental 
risks as they migrate to and from the breeding pond. upland refuge habitat close to the 
breeding pond and free of obstructions and hazards is more valuable biologically. 
However, salamanders can and routinely do move distances in excess of a kilometer to 
reach refugia. 

Based on these considerations, we recommend that the permitted plan be adjusted to 
avoid valuable. upland habitat near Lagunita, including lands easily restorable to provide 
upland refugia. Specifically, we recommend that the existing driving range, rather than 
being converted to housing, should be restored in its entirety to native grassland and oak 
savanna and preserved in perpetuity, by a conservation easement or comparable 
mechanism. Ground squirrels and other burrowing rodents should be contained and 
controlled only to the extent appropriate to the ecosystem and to protect human health. 
The degree to which the existing drainage way between Lagunita and the present driving 
range acts as an obstacle or hazard, if any, to migrating salamande~s should be evaluated 
and, if necessary, the drainage redesigned. This restoration effort could be considered to 
offset some of the negative impacts of proposed upland habitat loss in othel'_ areas, such as 
the stables, open space betv.reen Electioneer and Searsville Path, or habitable areas around 
and among the golf course holes. 

Additional open space areas reasonably accessible to salamanders from Lagunita that 
should be removed from development planning and preserved in perpetuity are as follows: 
existing open areas of the Lower Knoll and vicinity, the Gerena Triangle, the Lathrop 
District, and existing open areas between Lagunita and these locations. All of these areas 
are occupied and traversed by the salamander, and are of high value to the Lagunita 
population because of their undeveloped character, proximity to breeding habitat and 
relative accessibility. The Lathrop District is somewhat less accessible to Lagunita but 
highly accessible to salamander ponds created by Stanford south ofJunipero Serra 
Boulevard. 

Safe passage across Junipero Se-rra Boulevard. In part because of the gradual loss of 
upland habitat around Lagunita north of Junipero Serra Boulevard, many of the 
salamanders breeding and emerging from Lagunita now cross this busy road and take 
summer refuge in the open space to the south. Mass road-kill mortality of salamanders 
attempting this crossing has been extensively documented. Having a safe passage past this 
hazard would contribute significantly to the long term viability of the Lagunita salamander 
population. Stanford has committed to constructing a small, experimental tunnel under 
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the road to investigate the effectiveness of such a measure. However, this small effort is 
not likely to be enough and is significantly behind schedule. Because the salamanders tend 
to travel in straight lines to and from the breeding pond and are reluctant to deviate from 
their course, a single narrow tunnel, while useful as an experiment, is likely to be used by 
only a few salamanders. 

We recorrunend that a much larger and swifter effort be started immediately and 
completed within three years to provide safe passage for salamanders crossing Junipero 
Serra Boulevard. Several large, recessed channels covered by open grates at road level. 
with barriers to guide salamanders in and to keep them off the road surface, appear to be a 
good option. Such channels should be free of substantial water runoff flows that might 
prevent salamanders from moving in one direction or the other. The design, testing, 
adaptation, construction, and management of such structures, or other safe-passage 
efforts, could be considered to offset some of the negative impacts of the proposed plan 
on the salamander in other areas. 

Expansion and protection of the population. Having only one significant breeding site 
presents considerable risk to the Stanford population of the salamander, where one or a 
few catastrophic environmental or human-caused events. could lead to ex-ti.nction of the 
population. Coupled with past and proposed habitat loss around the lone major breeding 
pond, Lagunita, this eggs-in-one-basket scenario is especially problematic. 

In a reasonable first attack on this conservation problem, Stanford has attempted to create 
several new breeding ponds in the foothills south of Lagunita and Junipero Serra 
Boulevard. The steep topographic gradients of the area, however, have constrained the 
number, location and size of the created pools, necessitated unusually steep banks atypical 
of salamander ponds, and dictated that these features will periodically wash out due to 
energetic flood flows, requiring perperual and relatively frequent monitoring and 
maintenance. We are hopeful that they may ultimately work, but we must presently 
acknowledge that the success of these small created ponds as salamander breeding habitat 
is still in doubt. They do not offset the negative impacts that have already occurred to the 
Stanford salamander population, or remotely compare to the biological function of 
Lagunita in supporting this population. We are also concerned that there is no guarantee 
oflong-tenn preservation of the mitigation area. 

We recommend continued efforts to mitigate Stanford's past impacts and any permitted 
future impacts by establishing new breeding ponds and expanding the salamander 
population in the surrounding area, both in distribution and numbers. Considering the · 
significance of the impacts, temporal loss of function, and the experimental character of 
the mitigation, which places risk on the salamander population, mitigation areas should 
greatly exceed impact areas. Steep gradient lands will continue to constrain the suitability 
of potential mitigation sites, as well as number, placement, size, and function of created 
pools. We recommend that Stanford enlarge its consideration of salamander mitigation 
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lands so that flatter sites more suitable for salamander habitat may be found. Success 
criteria for salamander mitigation should be established, in coordination i.vith CDFG and 
the Service. Mitigation efforts should be monitored closely and adapted if problems or 
more effective methods a.re discovered. Contingency measures should be identified for the 
possibility that mitigation efforts fail to meet success criteria. 

We routinely require that habitat areas intended as mitigation must be protected as natural 
habitat in perpetuity, preferably by a permanent conservation easement in a form 
acceptable to the Service. Stanford has expressed difficulties with this practice. but has 
not proposed a viable alternative. We recommend that the County require a permanent 
conservation easement over any biological mitigation lands. We are enclosing a copy of 
our standard template of a conservation easement for your information. We recommend 
that the County and Stanford coordinate with us and CDFG if any alternative to 
permanent protection is considered, so that we may provide assistance regarding whether 
the alternative is adequately protective. 

The university should also continue to implement all measures required under the 1998 
Management Agreement. 

We remain available to work with you, Stanford, and CDFG to achieve long-term conservation of 
the Stanford population of the salamander. If you have questions about this letter, please contact 
David Wright or Ken Sanchez at (916) 414-6625. 

Sincerely, 

·~~ 
Karen . Miller 
Chief, Endangered Species Division 

Enclosure 
cc: ARD (ES), Portland, OR 

Sylvia Donati, Santa Clara County Planning Office, San Jose, CA 
Catherine Palter, ·stanford University Planning Office, Stanford, CA 
Carl Wilcox, CDFG, Yountville, CA 
Margaret Roper, CDFG, Gilroy, CA 
NMFS, Santa Rosa, CA 



Letter69 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Having attended the Planning Committee meeting last night (August 4, 2000), I 
wish to append some additional thoughts to the message I previously sent you 
(and attached to this message) . 

I'm concerned that members of the Planning Committee might view people like 
me to be uncaring, elitists with a NIMBY attitude. Nothing could be further 
from the truth, for myself personally, nor for my fellow Golf Course members. 

I graduated from Stanford in 1965, having benefitted enormously from four 
years in student housing and a substantial academic scholarship. Without a 
car, my mode of transportation was a bicycle. I strongly believe in the 
value of on-campus housing for faculty, staff, and students. As young 
marrieds, my wife and I lived in the College Terrace for one year--what a 
tranquil area to get a start on life. Today, my grown children cannot afford 
to buy a home in the Bay Area. Arid the traffic in Palo Alto (even on a week 
night after the Planning Meeting!) is almost unbearable. I deeply empathize 
with the students and lower income employees who face a horrendous housing 
crisis and a general degradation in their quality of life. 

I have talked with dozens of my fellow Golf Course members, and, without 
exception, all agree that we must address the housing situation. We in the 
Bay Area have allowed jobs and population to grow at a much greater rate than 
affordable housing. Stanford now has an opportunity to address its part of 
the problem. Stanford should cap student enrollment, defer academic 
construction, limit faculty hiring to replacements only, and put all its 
resources into adding housing for the current population. And I do believe 
that there is available space within the current academic boundaries for such 
construction without infringing further on greenbelts. 

It's not a choice between open space and housing, for we need both. What we 
don't need now is more academic growth that puts even more pressure on our 
environment and housing costs. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Charles Taubman 
20658 Shelly Drive 
Cupertino, CA 95014 
408-257-3251 
nambuat@aol.com 

[Copy of Previous Message] 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

I am sending you this message to document my dismay with the Stanford 
University Draft Environmental Impact Report and Community Plan and Use 
Permit Application. I am specifically upset wi~h the University proposal to 
redesignate Golf Course lands from Open Space to Academic General. The 
current plan to build several hundred housing un~ts on what is now the first 
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hole is simply unacceptable. 

The Stanford Magazine published in its July/August 2000 issue a letter which 
I wrote, criticizing the University's unwillingness to take a stand on behalf 
of open space. When I wrote this letter, I did not know that Stanford was 
preparing a Use Permit Application that ignores hundreds of acres closer to 
the campus center (much of which is paved over parking lots) in favor of 
permanently eliminating a popular recreational resource that also serves as a 
wildlife habitat. 

The housing crisis is real, not just at Stanford University, but throughout 
the Bay Area. Quality of life, however, is vital for Stanford residents and 
the neighboring communities. I do hope that you and your colleagues will 
direct Stanford towards greater intensification of its current housing so as 
to accommodate more people on less land, while simultaneously preserving the 
environmental treasures over which it has stewardship. Once the Stanford 
Golf Course is gone, it will be gone forever. 

sincerely, 

Charles N. Taubman 
20658 Shehly Drive 
Cupertino, CA 95014 
(408) 257-3251 
nambuat@aol.com 

-~ 
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Dear Sarah, 
I want to send my agreement of Janet Rutherford's message concerning 
Stanford land development plans and the DEIR. 

As a long time Stanford community member I have been supportive of 
many of the university's changes and growth, especially when it comes 
to housing for students and staff. However, the cost of the proposed 
plans is too high a price. From what we heard last night at the 
Santa Clara County Planning Commission meeting, I am certain that the 
university's planning office could be more creative about the 
proposed changes, especially when there are excellent and viable 
alternatives. 

Thank you for hearing us -- all! 
Sincerely, 
Cristen Carlson Osborne 

Letter 70 

Stanford employee, daughter of a university retiree, and a Palo Alto resident 

>Date: Fri, 04 Aug 2000 13:16:54 -0700 
>To: "Cristy C. J. Osborne" <cjosborne@Stanford.EDU> 
>From: Janet Rutherford <janetr@Stanford.EDU> 
>Subject: Leter to Sarah 

> 
>To: Sarah <sarah.jones@pln.co.scl.ca.us> 
>Subject: Thanks for this, Sarah 
>Cc: 
> 
>Dear Sarah, 

> 

>It's wonderful to send our thoughts and feelings regarding this DEIR. 

> 

>It's easier than we all imagine, Sarah, the impacts can be halved, 
>and better than that, Stanford can have all it wants if 

> 

>They confine building to housing and refurbishing academic 
>buildings. They must be held to housing first, since they've not 
>done that for decades. We've heard testimony from faculty and grad 
>students who've limped along for ten years with no help after they 
>had been promised so much help. 
> 

> 

>We already have sport facilities (stadia) and we can replace them, 
>not add to them. 
> 

>Parking can go up, 2nd 3rd stories. That lovely one in Palo Alto is 
>a wonderful model (the one between Cowper and Webster, across the 

>street from the Garden Court). 
> 

>We just need to hold them to that and keep them held ONLY to that. 

> 



>-----
> 

>Research can be done elsewhere, off campus. Stanford research 
>doesn't have to be HERE to be done for Stanford, by Stanford. If the 
>researchers need to come here to present findings and lead seminars, 
>they can stay at the Schwab Center and the new Westin and Stanford 
>Park. 

> 

>Think of the donation possibilities! All states' alumni, donating 
>land and buildings, monuments to themselves. (I've written this to 
>Provost Hennesy already, in detail). 

> 

>-----
> 

>Let's have little trolleys to get here again, have people NOT NEED 
>cars, they'll see that cars are a nuipsance in this space. Golf 
>carts are the best and they can be made available for those who 
>can't walk, skate, or bike. Have small jitneys (are there golf cart 
>jitneys?) on campus, smaller scale Margarites to go in and around, 
>that people can jump off and on. 
> 

>-----
> 

>We can do all that and EVERYONE will be happy, except Stanford Land 
>Management, who have dollar signs in their eyes. They see only real 
>estate possibilities anq it galls them to let land go untouched. 
> 

>They are not the good stewards that Stanford claims. Any good 
>stewards were those OTHER than the SLM folk's"·now. They've slimed 
>this whole deal. You and Joe Simitian and others who held yourselves 
>above it, allowed a forum for comment for the community that will be 
>so heavilly impacted, and gave the whole proceedings dignity. 
> 

>You also gave us someone to work with. Thank you ever so much. 
> 

> 

>Regards, 
> 

>Janet Rutherford 
>Stanford staff member 
>Palo Altan 
> > 

letter70 
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To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US, 
joe.simitian@bos.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 

08/04/00 02:44 PM cc: 
Subject: Save Stanford Golf Course 

Letter71 

71 -1 I am very concerned that the open space provided by the Stanford Golf 
Course will be slowly reduced to high density housing. 

Recognizing that the University has a serious recruiting problem and a 
student housing problem as well, due to the high cost of housing in the area, 
I feel that the use of golf course land to alleviate it is short sighted. 

I urge you to do all that is possible to see that this beautiful and 
historic open space be preserved. 

· .. ..._.. 



• 

Janet Rutherford 
<janetr@leland.St 

anford.EDU> 

08/04/00 i 2:20 PM 

Dear Sarah, 

To: Sarah <sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US> 
cc: 

Subject: Thanks for this, Sarah 

It's wonderful to send our thoughts and feelings regarding this DEIR. 

Letter 72 

It's easier than we all imagine. Sarah. the impacts can be halved, and better than that, Stanford 
can have all it wants if 

72 -1 They confine building to housing and refurbishing academic buildings. They must be held to 
housing first, since they've not done that for decad,es. We've heard testimony from faculty and 
grad students who've limped along for ten years with no help after they had been promised so 
much help. 

We already have sport facilities (stadia) and we can replace them, not add to them. 

Parking can go up, 2nd 3rd stories. That lovely one in Palo Alto is a wonderful model (the one 
between Cowper and Webster, across the street from the Garden Court). 

We just need to hold them to that and keep them held ONLY to that. 

Research can be done elsewhere. off campus. Stanford research doesn't have to be HERE to be 
done for Stanford, by Stanford. If the researchers need to come here to present findings and lead 
seminars, they can stay at the Schwab Center and the new Westin and Stanford Park. 

Think of the donation possibilities! All states' alumni, donating land and buildings, monuments 
to themselves. (I've written this to Provost Hennesy iilready, in detail). 

Let's have little trolleys to $et here again, have people NOT NEED cars. they'll see that cars are a 
nuissance in this space. Gotf carts are the best and they can be made available for those who can't 
walk, skate, or bike. Have small jitneys (are there golf cart jitneys?) on campus, smaller scale 
Margarites to go in and around, that people can jump off and on. 

We can do all that and EVERYONE will be happy, except Stanford Land Management, who 
have dollar signs in their eyes. They see only real estate possibilities and it galls them to let land 
go untouched. 

They are not the good stewards that Stanford claims. Any good stewards were those OTHER 
than the SLM folks now. They've slimed this whole deal. You and Joe Simitian and others who 
held yourselves above it. allowed a forum for comment for the community that will be so 
heavilly impacted. and gave the whole proceedings dignity. 

You also gave us someone to work with. Thank you ever so much. 

Regards, 

Janet Rutherford 
Stanford staff member 
Palo Altan 
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Denis Coleman To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
<denis@denis1.co cc: 

m> Subject: I Love Stanford Golf Course 

08/04/00 11 :21 AM 

Dear Ms Jones: 

I urge you to work to present the lovely open space that is 
the Stanford Golf course into residential housing. 

Stanford has plenty or land closer to the center of campus. Stanford 
can increase its current and planned housing to accommodate more people 
on less land. We don't need more sprawl and accompanying traffic and 
parking problems. The University owns hundreds of acres that are 
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closer to the center of campus, not as environmentally and aesthetically 
sensitive as the golf course, and are better suited to urban development 
than the Golf Course. 

I urge you to keep the Stanford golf course in tact as it has been, 
a gem in this community since the 1920's. 

Thank you, 

Denis R. Coleman 
296 Bay Road 
Atherton CA 94027 

-~-



Date: 
To: 
From: 
Subject: 

August6,2000 
Planning Commission, Santa Clara County 
Kathy Durham, 2039 Dartmouth Street, Palo Alto, California 94306 
Traffic Impacts of Stanford's proposed General Use Permit and 
The Need for Mitigation 

Letter 74 

My family lives in the College Terrace neighborhood, which is surrounded on three sides by 
Stanford land as my neighbor Paul lomio has shown you. I'm a Stanford alum, and so is 
my husband. who is a Stanford professor and bikes to work. We value all the positive 
contributions the university makes to this region, but we are also concerned that our 
neighborhood is being drastically affected by the growth of jobs on campus and in particular 
by the housing being built in the East Campus area. 

Eleven years ago, when hearings were held on the Final EIR for Stanford's current General 
Use Permit, ! hired a babysitter for my 6 and 2 year o!d boys and drove down to San Jose to 
speak to the County Planning Commission. My concern then was about the growing 
volume of speeding cars on Stanford Avenue. All College Terrace children have to cross 
Stanford Avenue to get to Escondido Elementary School, and parents were concerned 
about the increasing traffic volume, excessive speeds and unsafe conditions on this 
collector street which marks the southern border between Stanford's unincorporated county 
land and our Palo Alto neighborhood. We observed that a large portion of this traffic goes 
into and out of Bowdoin Street on weekdays (all day, not just peak periods), and there is a 
noticeable decline in volume when classes are not in session. 

Unfortunately. despite the recommendation of the Palo Alto City Council, the County's 
Conditions of Approval in July 1989 did not include monitoring traffic.volume, speed and 
noise on Stanford Avenue, let alone mitigation, because Final EIR predicted that the 
university's growth would only cause an "insignificanf increase in volume on our collector 
street. 

7 4 -1 If that had been the case, I would not be submitting these comments today. But, as the 
table on the next page shows, what actually happened is that there are now close to 
10,000 cars on Stanford Avenue near El Camino Real. Instead of the predicted 600 
additional cars (50% due to Stanford's GUP), we must live with 1700 additional vehicles, or 
almost 3 times the predicted increase in volume. Stanford Avenue is now one of the 
highest volume residential collector streets in the city of Palo Alto (I believe that only 
Churchill Avenue between Alma and El Camino carries more cars). At the other end of 
Stanford Avenue, near Junipero Serra Boulevard, the increase totalled 3500 cars, or nearly 
6 times the predicted increase. By anyone's standards, these are significant impacts for a 
residential area to absorb. 

74 -2 Do we know exactly how much of this increased volume is due to the university's growth 
under the current GUP? No, we don't, because there was no requirement to monitor what 
happened. . But our geographic position and common sense suggest that even if 
the university did meet its overall "no net new trips" goal, far more than 300 
additional trips were generated at each end of Stanford Avenue by the current GUP. 



Stanford Ave. 
(at El Camino) 
Stanford Ave. 
(at Junipero Serra) 

Source: 
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STANFORD AVENUE TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 

1985/86 2000 2000 1999 
Actual w/oGUP w/GUP Actual 

(predicted) (predicted) 

7,900 8,200 8,515 9600 (+22%) 

6,000 6,300 6,615 9500 (+58%) 

1985186 actual and 2000 predicted: 1989 GUP Final EIR, p. 11-3. 
1999 actual: City of Palo Alto count, 10/99 & Draft EIR, p. 4.4-30. 

This makes it all the more important that the county gets it right this time as far as mitigating 
the significant cumulative impacts the College Terrace neighborhood has experienced and 
will experience due to Stanford University's growth under the current GUP and the proposed 
GUP for the next 1 O years. Some specific suggestions: 

Give your support to Palo Alto's proposal that Stanford prepare an "integrated 
transportation plan" induding the Research Park and the Shopping Center as well as the 
core campus and the Medical Center. 

14 -3 • Require that monitoring o( traffic volume and speeds on the roads surrounding Stanford 
lands, and the necessary Origin/destination studies to evaluate Stanford's fair share of 
.cut-through traffic on collector and local streets as well as arterials, be conducted 
independently and reviewed by non-Stanford transportation professionals familiar with 
current local traffic patterns. 

74 -4 • Continue to require the goal of ·no net new commute trips, but also mitigate the 
inevitable impact of local trips from housing to be constructed under this GU P. Much of 
the proposed housing to be built under this GUP will be on/near Stanford Avenue; 
College Terrace is going to be affected by both commuter trips and the inevitable 
increase in local trips generated by the new campus residents. I urge you to require a 
comprehensive trip-reduction program for all campus residents - not just commuters. 

74 -5 • Also, because Stanford Avenue is at the limits for a collector street, we ask that you 
require physical traffic calming measures to slow cars down and reduce the temptation 
to cut through our neighborhood that. These measures need to be in place around the · 
clock, not just at peak commute periods. These should be implemented simultaneously 
with the construction of housing, not after the already serious situation has worsened 
further. 

I'm not asking that the university pay for all the traffic calming measures our 
neighborhood needs, but that it pay its fair share, and that it work with its neighbors to 

1 
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come up with mutually workable solutions to the transportation-related consequences of 
such a massive building program. This was the county's intention when the Multi
Jursdictional Task Force was added to the conditions imposed on the university last time, 
but with no requirements for actual mitigations, eleven years have been lost. 

A Cautionary Note about Parking Demand from New Student Housing 

In 1987-88, when the Rains graduate housing complex was built, the university ciaimed that 
less than 600 parking spaces were needed for almost 800 single graduate students. 
However, once the housing was built, additional parking spaces had to be added to 
accommodate the actual demand. These spaces are on both sides of Bowdoin Street. and 
also in the Wilbur lot. Therefore, I question the notion that 1000 units may be added to the 
East Campus area, but that less than 600 additional parking spaces would be needed. 

Thank you for consi~ering this input as you make your recommendations concerning the 
Draft EJR for Stanford's Community Plan and General Use Permit Application. Thank you 
also for holding hearings in north Santa Clara County, even though I no longer need a 
babysitter. 

3 



STANFORD AVENUE TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 

1985/86 2000 
Actual w/o GUP 

(predicted) 

Stanford Ave. 7,900 8,200 
(at El Camino) 

Stanford Ave. 6,000 
(at Junip.Serra) 

6,300 

2000 
w/GUP 
(predicted) 

8,515 

6,615 

1998/99 
Actual 

9600 
(+ 22%) 

9500 
(+ 58%) 

Source: 1985/86 actual and 2000 predicted: 1989 GUP Final EIR (p. 11-3). 
1988/89 actual: City of Palo Alto count , 10/99 & (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-30). 

' 
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August 5, 2000 

Lind.a Cohen, M.A. (53 year resident of California, 23 years in Palo Alto) 
935 Scott Street 

Palo Alto, Ca 94301 

TO: Sarah Jones, Associate Planner 
TO: Santa Clara County Planning Staff (Road and Airports) 

TO: Sant.a Clara County Planning Commissioners 

Sanca Clara County Planning Office 

70 West Hedding St., East Wing. 7°' floor 

San Jose, Ca 95110 

RE: Comment on the DEIR for Stanford Univ. GUP 
Dear Ms. Jones and fell ow Staff: 

l am asking you to further explore and study the following: 

75 -1 1) FURTHER OPTIONS WHICH SHOULD BE STUDIED TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS 
resulting in overwhelming congestion in our neighborhoods. 

3)AN ALTERNATIVE THAT RESPECTS PALO ALTO'S tJRBANGROWfH 

BOUNDARY. 

75 -3 4) A STRONGER LINKAGE BETWEEN ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT AND 
HOUSING BE STUDIED lN THE EIR TO ENSURE THAT THE ACADEMIC 
DEVELOPMENT DOES NOT OUTPACE THE HOUSING. Further, the 

necessity to pursue over 2 million more sq. feec in the next 10 years of academic 
and support facilities ac all. Find ways to slow this process down and make 
housing a priority for the next ten years. Then assess the impact and what 

can be accommodated 

75 -4 4) A REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE TO BE STUDIED MORE 
THOROUGHLY. 
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Page 2 - Cohen. Linda Re: DETR Stan.ford 

And this is why: 

Stanford's upcoming land use application and agenda will overwhelm the 

surrounding neighborhoods. The DEIR.is insufficient in determining the impact or 

exploring options to relieve us from the various stressors that will come from traffic, 

overuse of our amenities, facilities and infrastructure. We are bevond beino maxed out m· 
• Q 

tenns of how much we can take on and cope with in Palo Alto. Do the numbers and look 

at how many people come into Palo Alto during the week. It is about the same amount as 

the people that live here. The weekends. after all the commuters clear out,. are the only 

time we can feel at home in our own town. l can't imagine providing housing here for 

twice our population. I think we should focus on exporting jobs or hiring people who 

live in town first. Stanford led our city on when it pushed heavily for the Sand Hill 

Development Project. We are in enough shock from that and need a lot of time to adjust. 

Stanford indicated we would be able to continue to use the Dish for recreation and 

rejuvenation and that gained them support for Sand Hill and its next GUP .. Now it pulls 

the rug out, perhaps because many of us are insisting it keep its bargain. The trust is 

gone. Their community relations paid staff, PR arm and it's land management company 

use manipufative tactics.that are belo~ the'~~~As peopl~say," shame Oifme~'ham~,. ..:· 
on them for exploiting the trust and goodness of the University per se. I.E.-We 

personally were given a voice mail rebuttal to a "letter to the editor'' my husband wrote 

from the Community Relations office asking him not to repeat his point of view saying 

that he was out of line. No personal name or number was left for us to return that call to 

that person. 

As a North Palo Alto resident., I am feeling the pain of all of the development past, 

present and fur.ure of Stanford and our SOFA neighborhood along with the closing of the 

Dish trails. At least , the Dish trails were what helped me (many of us) to stay 

healthy. And T enjoyed all the people encounters tip there over the years sharing 

our wonderful feelings and happiness together as we kept ourselves menrally, 

physically and spiritually fit. With the new "strictly enforced_ mles" it won't be the same. 

and ili.ey say if we don't comply out we go. Can we then dismiss them from our city 

parks. pool, golf course. baylands, etc. because then they will be even more filled up 

once we can't/won't be going to the Dish and the onslaught of development in our area 

continues? Can we kick out all of rbeir t~fic too and require parking permits to park in 
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our city? And I'd gladly trade Foothill Park (as is often used against our pleas) for 

permanent Dish access w1th professional open space preserve management. 

75 -5 How can Stanford officials ignore these many benefits to the community? This is what 

baffles me. The east Dish side has gotten more beautiful over the years, in spite of the 

recreational use. It's more forested and the rogue trails (left over from the fa...-m days) are 

not overly frequent. Just compare the west side of the dish where the cows hang out with 

the east side. Like night and day. There is plenty of land in addition to the new 

conservation 7...one that could continue to be used responsibly by hikers without harm. 

This should stay available to ease the pain of so much more upcoming congestion? 

So, I wonder, in total disillusionro.ent. What is the bottom line of everything -education, 

research, business, law, medical science, jobs-Stanford the University stands for as per 

their constitution- - what's it all for IF NOT to have something like these foothills, this 

space, in our lives that nourishes us on a frequent basis. These foothiH_s are powerful 

medicine. True wisdom would dictate that with more and more densification of our area. 

we need more local open space as a place to go co , to get away from and to keep us well. 

not less. Is this what we geffor having a "prosperous" region? Well, I truly had more 

"prosperity" fifteen years ago then I will soon end up with. This is what I call crazy 

making. 

~ ~~-!:~~~~~g fi:?m,;.~;asant's 12<>~~ ~"~2e,:~ -~~-~o~~t. ,simpfo l~f e used ~o--~~.-'- ~ :'.. _ 
. ,.,.. enoug · or me. But I kno~ there4ffe ~many more JUSt li~ me~ .. . ~ 

pain. ~-

Thank. you. I am sure you will do the right thing. 



"Don Knott" 
<DonKnott@email. 
msn.com> 

08105100 09:47 AM 

To: <sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US> 
cc: 

Subject: Proposed CP/GUP for Stanford University 

Letter76 

7'6 -1 Sarah. I believe it would be an absolute and disastrous mistake to eliminate portions of the existing golf course 
and replace with faculty housing as Stanford now proposes. The existing course has a wonderful rural feel that sets 
it apart form other courses in urban settings. It is considered one of the best, if not the best, university courses in the 
country. Essential to the course quality is the natural habitat that is part and parcel of the course. Reducing the 
course to a tighter envelope would certainly have a large negative impact on the character and ambiance, the 

76-2 

76-3 

qualities that make the current course great. 
Eliminating the first hole would eliminate the open space buffer surrounding the Stanford Icon, the red barn. The 
barn is currently surrounded by the golf course which is essential to the barn's rural feel. Housing backing up to the 
barn would render this icon useless. Stanford may as well relocate the barn to a location in the foothills where it 
would have a happy rural environment. Faculty housing as a neighbor would not make the barn happy. 

I note on figure 7-5 (County Trails) that the Connector trail from county trails master plan traverses directly through 
several holes of the existing golf course. Keep in mind that the plans should in this DEIR are only the Santa Clara 
Co. land. The golf course is also located within San Mateo county and plays on both sides of San Francisquito 
creek. The trail should in figure 7-5 would bisect holes 4.8.12,and 14. It would be unacceptably close to holes 15, 
13. 9, and 7. Any public trail in the area of the existing course should be routed around the perimeter of the course 
(even this may be difficult) and should certainly not be shown traveling through the middle of the course. 

Regards, Don Knott 

Golf Course Architect, ASGCA 
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Katz Family 
<ratz@pacbell.net 

To: Stanford Hills <sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US> 
cc: 

> 

08/05/00 08:31 PM 

Please respond to 
ratz 

Dear Ms Jones: 

Subject: Open Space and the Dish 

I am not a dot.com millioneer or golfer. I drive a Geo and not a SUV. 
I'm a long time Palo Altan (20+ years) who enjoys hiking from Stanford 
Ave and looping past the dish. 

Its available hiking without driving to Woodside or farther. 

Please don't allow Stanford .to take this away from us. In all my hiking 
I've never seen anyone litter and only twice have I seen dogs off trail. 

Thannks for your attention. 

PEnny Katz 
3407 South Ct 
Palo Alto CA 



"SANDY B 
FORREST" 
<NANASFORREST 
@ISPCHANNEL.CO 

M> 

08105100 09:43 AM 

To: <sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US> 
cc: 

Subject: SAVE THE DISH 

Letter78 

78-1 DEAR SARAH JONES, I BEG YOU TO PREVENT BUILDING ON THE DISH. I HAVE LIVED ON THE 
CAMPUS FOR 12 YEARS AND IN COLLEGE TERRACE FOR 22 YEARS. THE DISH IS MY OASIS 
FROM ALL THE CONGESTION, AND TRAFFIC IN PALO AL TO. THANK YOU FOR YOUR EFFORT. 
SANDY FORREST 



Sarah Jones 
Santa Clara County Planning Dept 
70 West Hedding St., 7th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Letter79 

,.... -· - ·-I\''":'~ 

. - •_: 

· "':August 6, 2000 
'. - •._' j 

Subject: SCC Failure to Address Stanford Wildlife Refuge in Environmental Documents 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

In the late 1980's, I submitted comments to SCC concerning the legislative designation of 
the Stanford property as a state game refuge. These comments were submitted first the 
Palo Alto City Council during the EIR review of the proposed Reagan Library in 1986. I 
iater submitted comments in response to EIR discussion of the refuge in the 1989 GUP 
EIR. I also submitted comments on the refuge to San Mateo County during the CEQA 
review for the 1988 SMC Stanford Area.Plan. 

The Reagan application was subsequently withdrawn, however, the DFG responded to 
the refuge issue in both oral and written comments on the project. The SMCEIR. 
background report discussed the need to cover the refuge in the EIR, but that project was 
subsequently shelved indefinitely. The 19-89· SCC GUP EIR was the· first, and ·so-far as- I 
can tell, the only environmental document to address the issue. 

The refuge discussion in the 1989 EIR was woefully inadequate. Rather than address 
impacts of the proposed project to the refuge area as called for in DFG comments during 
the Reagan project, Stanford used the EIR as a vehicle to debate the validity of the refuge 
and thereby dismiss it. I am submitting this"letter and the attached documents in hopes 
that county planners will choose to take a more serious look at the Stanford Refuge 
during their current review of the Stanford Community Plan. 

The Stanford property was designated a California state legislative refuge base on its 
value as a wildlife study area. Both the current EIR and Community Plan fail to properly 
identify the refuge and the value of its wildlife resources in this context. 

Here are my specific concerns: 

79 -1 1. The Santa Clara County general plan is not in compliance with section 65560 of 
the California Government for failing to identify the Stanford Refuge (F&G Code 
10836) as an open space resource. I first notified the county of this oversight in the 
attachedJune 13, 1989 letter. 

79 -2 :?.. The Stanford Community Plan should identify the Stanford Refuge as an open 
space resource as prescribed in section 65560 of the government code. 



79-3 3. The EIR should obtain comments from appropriate state agencies and officials 
regarding cumulative environmental impacts ofthe proposed projecttothe integrity 
of the refuge as a wildlife resource area pursuant to Section 21104 of the Public 
Resources Code: 

79-4 4. This request only pertains to proper identification of the Stanford Refuge as a 
wildlife resource area pursuant to the California code sections listed above and 
CEQA. I a.l!l not requesting any information, comments, or discussion regarding any 
criminal violations of the· F&G-code~ i: e:, hunting or "taking" of wildlife· resources 
from the refuge. This was apparently a great source of confusion for CDFG, 
Stanford, and other officials when I first brought the matter to their attention in the 
late 1980s. 

I have attached relevant sections of the 1989 GUP and correspondence. 

Sinc~eLly, 
,/ .....1 

,!.__ ~ :-c; 
Eric Fertig 

Attachments 

A. 1988 GUP. DEIR discussion of Stanford Game Refuge. 
--·--··· 

B. 10/13/88 comments on the DEIR. 

C. Final EIR. response to my comments. 

D. 6/13/89 response to Final EIR. comments. 

E. 5/3/88 letter to San Mateo County. 

F. "Chronology", a 1987 document I authored summarizing my research, which I 
submitted to the county as part of a large file in 1987. Ironically, the first two 
paragraphs of the DEIR appear to be lifted directly from my document. They also 
fail to cite it and quote out of context. 
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Attachment A 1988 GUP DEIR discussion of Stanford Game Refuge 
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10. Vegetation and Wildlife 

Foothills and establishment of plantings along Sand Hill Road. Oak regeneration on 

University lands has been initiated by the establishment of an oak direct seeding program. 

The program has three objectives: 1) to establish seedling oaks within each of six areas 

designated "high priority" in the Vegetation Management Plan; 2) to document procedures 

and results to provide guidance for future direrct seeding; and 3) to publicize the need for 

- and benefits of - oak regeneration on Stanford lands. The program was established in 

1984. 

Phase U of the "Vegetation Management Plan" will cover the central campus area. The 

plan will provide specific guidelines for revegetation and enhancement of existing street 

trees and other vegetation. 

Phase m will cover the Arboretum area of the campus. 

STATUS OF STANFORD'S CAMPUS AS A WILDLIFE REFUGE 

Stanford University was designated by the State legislature in the 1920's as a Department 

of Fish and Game Wildlife Refuge. Because it was specifically set aside as a wildlife 

(ornithological) study area rather than a game propagation area, it differed from all other 

refuges in the system at that time. 

[n 1950, the State Legislature enacted statutes which allowed refuges to be opened to 

deer hunting when such refuges had been subject to over browsing. The University 

appealed the opening of the refuge in 1951, but the Fish and Game Commission denied 

the request. As a result, state refuge signs were removed from the campus and all 

9atrolling and manage.Pent ceased. In 1953, however, the legislation which allowed 

opening of the refuges was repealed. Stanford was once again closed to hunting but 

patroiling and management of the refuge was not reinstated. 

Because of the existing designation of Stanford land as a State Refuge the State Fish and 

Game Commission has the power to regulate, take, and manage the fish and wildlife on 

~he campus. Specifically, Fish and Game Code Section 10502 states that the Commission 

may exercise control over all mammals and birds in any game refuge and exercise control 

over all fish in any fish refoge, and to regulate the "taking" of any fish or wildlife. 

1 f1-~ 

. ._ 
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10. Vegetation and Wildlife 

In recent interpretations of the Fish and Game Code, the Department of Fish and Game 

has clarified the designation of the Campus as a Wildlife Refuge and its regulation and 

prohibition on the "taking" of fish or wildlife. As general policy, no hunting or fishing is 

allowed in a designated Wildlife Refuge. This has been interpreted as the original intent 

of the legislation that established the Refuge in the 1920's. The term 11 taking11 refers to 

harvesting (hunting or fishing) of resources only. 
1 

Although the narrow interpretation of "taking" has been used to prohibit hunting and 

fishing on State Refuges, the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service, under the Federal Endangered 

Species Act, and some biologists with the Department of Fish and Game have used a much 

broader interpretation of the term. The prohibition on "taking" has been applied by these 

biologists to include restrictions on destruction, conversion, or modification of fish or 

wildlife habitat, as well as the harvest or collection of the species themselves. 

According to the Department· of Fish and Game, there are a number of refuges in the 

State which have the similar designation as the Stanford campus, and where the 

Department essentially does nothing to manage or patrol the refuge. 2 Currently, there 

are a few signs posted on the Stanford campus but there is no Fish and Game enforcement 

of the refuge. The Department will not use Stanford's refuge status to restrict 

development nor to dictate planning on the campus. The Department will however 

comment on proposed land use development plans under CEQA and the applicable sections 

of the Fish and Game Code. 
3 

RARE AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

There are a number of rare plant and animal species known to occur within the San Mateo 

and Santa Clara counties vicinity of the Stanford University campus. These are listed in 

Table 10-1. The list was compiled from records at the California Natural Diversity Data 

Base (CNDDB). 

One of the species listed in Table 10-1, the Bay checkerspot (Euphvdrvas editha bavensis) 

has been observed on the campus (CNDDB 1}386). The Bay checkerspot is a butterfly 

which is known to occur in the Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve. The species is typically 

found in areas of serpentine rock and serpentine-derived soils. The other species listed in 

Table 10-1 are not known to occur presently on the Stanford campus. The San Francisco 

0~ 1.,. '1 
1 0-1 
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,;:=rnnell Waldo 
October 13, 1988 

·Page 5 

( 4.) 

( 5) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 

ed. I have spent two years examini~g eighty years of gov
ernment documen~s, court records, ~nd literature relating 
to the refuges, and have found nothing comparable to the 
situation at Stanford. 

The Fish and Game Department is not the only agency resoon
spons ible for protecting the resources in a legislative
refuge. Legislative refuges meet the definition of resources 
protected by Section 65560 of the Government Code. The 
county's General Plan should make note of the refuge and 
the wildlife resources it protects. A partial list of 
counties which have included legislative refuges in their 
general plans include: San Mateo, Monterey, Tehama, Modoc, 
and Plumas Counties. Tehama County specifically names 
§65560, and includes the state game refuge there as part 
of the inventory protected by that section of the code. 
San Mateo County specifically names Division 7, Chapter 1 
of the :ish and Game Code which deals soley with legislative 
refuges or state-owned preserves~ 

Section 10502 of the F&G Code does not authorize the Com
mission to regulate the take, as the DEIR erroneously states. 
Nothing in section 10502 gives the commission such powers. 
They are prevented from requlatinq the take by Section 204. 
Instead the commission authorizes the department to issue 
permits to take certain animals. In the '30s and 40's 
these were animals considered destructive to the resources 
such as cottg-a-rs, coyoties, opposum, etc., and more recent-
ly feral pigs at Tamalpais. 

The Commission, rather than the legislature opened Stanford 
in 1950, because the department complained about the time 
and manpower required to enforce the refuge laws. The 
legislature amended the code in 1953 to prevent these ooen
ings, because they were being used to shut down refuges" 
completely, as was done at Stanford. Enforcement should 
have resumed in 1953. 

Under CEQA, the depart~ent is responsible for commenting 
on the status of this refuge and any projects which might 
have a significant impact on the refuge, and thus effect 
the con~inued ber.efit to the state's wildlife conservation 
program. 

Sincerely 
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Attachment C: Final EIR response to comments 

··~ 
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Comment 31-1 

To date, no comment has been received from the Department of Fish and Game 
.regarding the issue of the designation of Stanford University as a wildlife refuge. 

Comment 31-2 

The EIR discusses the compatibility of proposed development actions with existing 
and proposed land uses, zoning, and plans. These latter include the Santa Oara 
County General Plan, the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, and various Stanford 
Campus plans. A description of existing land use designations is appropriate 
environmentai setting information for the ElR. In this regard, the status of the 
Stanford Campus as a Wildlife Refuge is an appropriate discussion. 

Regardless of the historical route taken in the designation of the campus as a wildlife 
refuge, the fact of its designation and the complex issues related to its status remain. 
The situation currently at Stanford is unique in that compared to other designated 
wildlife refuges, the level of urbanization is relatively high. Large areas of the 
campus, such as the foothills, nevertheless remain in relatively undisturbed open
space. 

As the EIR states, according to the best available knowledge, the prorubition of 
hunting and fishing on the Stanford CAmpus is in effect. As far as habitat 
preservation is concerned, the Department of Fish and Game has a number of 
legislative and administrative procedures to review proposed development plans and 
to ensure the protection of fish and wildlife habitat. These include, CEQA and the 
various Fish and Game Codes for the protection of streambeds, fish and riparian 
Vegetation (F&G Code Section 1601-1604), native plants (F&G Code Section 1901-
1904), and rare and endangered species (F&G Code Section 2050-2191). 

31-1 
87118 
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Jaunell Waldo 
Santa Clara County 
Office of Planning 
County Government Center 
70: West Hedding 
'San Jose , ·CA ··951l'O 

June l 3 , 1 9 8 9 

· 'SUB'JECT: ·'Stanford 'General - Use Fermi t Final EIR 

Dear Ms. Waldo: 

Thank you for providing me with a copy of the EIR. I have 
reviewed the response to my letter (listed as Letter 31) and 
would like to submit my comments on the Final EIR at this time. 

Comment 31-1 concerned the failure of the Department of Fish 
and Game to enter its comments into the record during the DEIR 
review period. Response 31-1 states that no comment has been 
received from the DFG regarding the Stanford Game Refuge. The 
Department made no comment on ~ issue for the current DEIR. 
It did, however, comment during the 1986 review. These com
ments were made late in the review period by telephone because 
DFG officials had not received a copy of the DEIR from the 
State Clearinghouse. In a 1~86 phone conversation, you pro~' 
vided me with a summary of.· th8ir c.omments from· your notes-
which were as follows: 
Larrv Week, Actina Environmental Coordinator for Region 3: 
Fish and Game had not commented originally, but thev'd like to 
do so now. The description of impacts to wildlife ~re incom
plete and vague. Would like better description of the wildlife 
species present, and potential impacts upon them. Specific 
mitigation measures to.deal with ~hose impacts. 

Linda Ulmer, Acting Field Biologist, Region 3: 
Be sure to mention that it is a fish and game refuge, designated 
as such by the legislature in the 1920's, for all of Stanford 
except the original quad. (She then named the ap~li~ab!e code 
sections. The reference to boundaries are incorrect.) 

Comment 31-2 states that the EIR's discussion is inappropriate 
because: 
(l) For the 1986 ?roject the DFG had included a request for 

7J 
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PAGE 2 

cumulative wildlife im?acts in its comments to the county and 
had determined that development could have a significant adverse 
'i-mpa-ct ·on ·--wi1tlli f.e. 1t trrere"f·or= ·r-equ-e's"'t·ed ·a 'dis-c:-tlssi un of 
the refuge in that ·context. 

(2) The EIR was used as a forum to re-state Stanford's position 
that the above ·teque·st was invalid, rather than to identify the 
impacts and provide mitigation. The EIR could provide no 
written substantiation ::rom the DFG that it had in fact reversed 

·.its ori-gi·na:l re.quest. an;d. no written commentary to corroborate the 
DEI?...'·s assertions. .The DrG' .s legal dep.ar:tment ha.a only dealt 

·with ··the subject· of'. the '"Fish· and Game Code ·and vhethe·r land 
development constituted a "take'' of the resources. Conversel v, 
the DFG's legal advisor had subsequently indicated to me that
the request to address the refuge in the County's General Plan 
and environmental documents was perfectly appropriate. If the 
the DEIR challenges the notion that the refuge is a relevant 
land use issue, ~hy then does the response state that "a descrip
tion of existing land use designations is appropriate environ
mental setting information?" The DEIR was used to dismiss the 
previous CDFG comments which had determined that it was an 
appropriate land use impact. 

Response 31-2 also states that the DFG has a number of legisla
tive and administrative procedures to review a proposed develoo
ment. While tJ:iere are exist.inc state and federal laws to ore-" 

••• -' .I.. 

tect wetlands and endangered snecies, these do not necessarilv 
differentiate the entire regio~ for its wildlife resources, as 
the state legislature has previously established. The purpose 
of CEQA is to provide for just such an evaluation by the lead 
agency, an evaluation which may include expert commentary bv 
CDFG officials. 

As I stated in my letter, Fish and Game officials~the Regional 
~anager, Commission Executive Secretary, CDFG legal council~ 
:have· 'indicated that legislative refuge:s should he identified 
as open space resource as defined in Section 65650 of the 
Government Code. The ~ounties I mentioned, those which have 
made reference to legislative refuges in their general clans, 
did so solely because t~ey were so jesignated by the le~islature. 
For instance, San Mateo County identifies the San Francisco Fish 
and Game Refuge in its General ?lan (Part 1, p.119, Sec.llD; 
o.120, Sec.?; ?art 2, ?-1.2?, Sec.l.8; p.l.SP,Sec.l.19; co.1.7, 
i.s, Sec.l.27-1.32). ~~e County also identifies that ref~ge by 
name on its zoning maps and zones the entire refuge ocen scace. 
Onless the refuge itself ~s properly identified as a ~ildli::e 
resource area, the effects of pas~ and future deve109ment can
not ~e adequately assessed. 

I r.11 
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?P..GE 4 

Stream cl o .s ur.e s . are n.o t. £ ic.Xe.d , and .enf o.r.c.emen.t : . .an.de... o.r.o.na.aa ti an 
programs are carried on at the departrnen.t 's~ dLscretion: -

While the boundaries described in Section 10836 of ths F&G Code 
comprise the entire campus, the acreage that the university 
Biology Department uses seems to have been- reduced by less for
mal means. The DFG's 1927 Biennial Report described the refuae 
as comorisin.g SSDO ·ac.res.,. hit·· by 195D .. a· Pal.a AJ.to Ti.mes article 
described i:t as "the Stanford Game Refuge~ a 7000 acre wildlife 
laboratory. " Because . the Bi.ology . .Department. no longer use:S the 
eastern foothills, and ended its use of Felt Lake in the early 
1970's, the value of those resources at present is difficult to 
identify. I would suggest that the Stanford Refuge is a strona 
candidate for having its boundries reduced in size~as has bee~ 
done at a number of other refuges~at least beginning with the 
1190 acres still used at Jasper Ridge, and certainly excluding 
those areas of no wildlife value, such as the urbanized south~ 
eastern periphery. Under these conditions the issue of pre
serving the refuge's wildlife population could be more easily 
defined. On the other hand, by ignoring the issue entirely, the 
county is taking a position which, as I have demonstrated,-is 
contrary to the views expressed by Fish and Game officials, and 
the positions other counties have taken in adherence to CEQA 
and local planning statues. 

.'-... 

Sincerely, 

,,,,---- // < 

-.,, ...__,,. / 
~·( / ~/;__.... _, . ~ i 

Eric Fertig 

Attachments: Correspondence with CDFG. 
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Attachment E: 5/3/88 letter to San Mateo County 

. --
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Mr. Kim Vogl 
Off ice of Planning 
County Office Building 
550 Hamilton Street 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

letter 79 

455 Ferne Avenue 
Palo Alto, California 94036 
~fay 3 f 19 8 8 

Re: Stanford Lands Area Plan/County General Plan 

Dear Mr. Vogl: 

As I stated in my last letter, I would like to submit a 
written summary of my concern over the failure of the San Mateo 
County General Plan to address the Stanford Game Refuge. This 
brings into question the plan's reference to two legally 
identical refuges as being "protected by state law" and thereby 
designates them "sensitive habitats" subject to mitigation 
policies required for areas designated as such. 

My contention tGat a county general plan should examine any 
any legislative refuge is based on a September 1986 telephone·eon
versation with the Executive Secretary of the Fish and Game Com
mission and subseque~t corroboration by the CDFG's legal council 
and regional manager. The idea is given still further credence 
by the fact that San Mateo County's general plan discusses the 
state law as it relates to legislative refuges, and which refuges 
are so designated. The county's legislative refuges include: 

REFUGE TYPE 

Game Refuge: 
San Francisco 
Stanford 

Fish ?.efuge: 
San Francisco 

Marine Life ?.efuge: 
Fitzgerald 

Fish and Game Code 

§10771,§10509 
§10836 

§10771,§10509 

§10909 

Yet the general plan only mentions the San Francisco and Fitz
gerald refuges. It completely passes over the Stan~ord ref~ge. 



Mr. Kim Vogl 
May 3, 1988 
Page 2 
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Part 1, Chapter 1 of the· general plan defines sensitive 
habitats as follows: 

Page 119-
II(D) Sensitive Habitats 

(1) Sensitive habitats are areas where the vegetative,. water, or 
fish and wildlife resources provide particularly valuable plant 
and animal habitats. They can be easily disturbed or degraded by 
human activities and developments. Sensitive habitats include: 
(1) habitats containing or supporting rare or unique vegetation, 
fish, or wildlife; (2) riparian corridors; (3) marine and estuarine 
habitats; (4) wetlands; (5) sand dunes; and (6) wildlife refuges, 
reserves, and scientific study areas. 

The plan then elaborates on what constitutes each of the above 
six categories: 

Page 120-
f. Wildlife Refuges, Reserves, and Scientific Study Areas 

The wildlife refuges and reserves protected by state law34 are the 
James v. Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, the Ano Nuevo State Reserve, and 
the San Francisco State Fish and Game Refuge. 

Footnote 34 defines refuges protected by state law as follows: 

34 These refuges and reserves are designated and protected by the State 
of California Fish and Game Codes 1980, Division 7, Chapter 1, 
"Refuges." 

In fact, Division 7, Chapter 1, i~ a set of provisions which 
apply equally to all of the refuges listed in Division 7, Chap
ter 2, which includes all three of the county's previously men
tioned refuges, Stanford, Fitzgerald, and San Francisco. (The 
footnote implies that Ano Nuevo is a legislative refuge, however, 
it is instead a state-owned reserve and is not protected under 
Division 7, Chapter 1 of the F&G Code. I confirmed this with the 
legal councils to the DFG and the State Department of Parks and 
Recreation.) 

In addition to missing Stanford in the discussion section, 
cne mao of sensitive habitats in the appendix also fails to out
line the Stanford refuge, while clearly outlining and labeling 
Fitzgerald and San Francisco. The county's zoning maps do like
wise. 

?art II of the general plan c3lls for a policy of applying 
strict mitigation measures to any ;reject situated in areas 



Letter 79 

Attachment F: 1987 Chronology document 
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Letter 80 

Dear Ms. Jones, 

What I find noticeably lacking in public discussion on Stanford's proposed 
GUP and DEIR is the impact on community services and facilities. Please 
include the my letter below in the public record for consideration by the 
Santa Clara County Planning Commission. 

Thank you for considering my thoughts. 

Howard Franklin 

Date: August 6, 2000 

To: Santa Clara County Planning Commission 

From: Howard Franklin, 2340 Princeton Street, Palo Alto 94306 

Re: Community services and facilities impacts of Stanford's proposed 
General Use Permit 

Please include this letter in the public record that you are considering as 
you develop your response to Stanford's proposed General Use Permit and 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

I have been a resident of Palo Alto for 31 years, and I am not writing you 
about the "good old days". I am writing you about critical needs that I 
believe must be considered to have "good go-forward days". 

There seems to be much public sentiment about the need for open space and 
the need for the mitigation of traffic impacts from additional development 
on the scale that Stanford has proposed. I applaud that discussion and 
believe these problems to be serious and worthy of specific mitigation 
programs. 

What I find noticeably lacking in public discussion is the impact on 
community services and facilities. I have first-hand experience over the 
last 20 twenty years with the difficulties of recreational soccer programs, 
both youth and adult, finding soccer fields in the face of the tremendous 
(and, in my opinion, wonderful) explosion in demand. I think it is safe to 
assume that the overwhelming benefits of soccer programs are well 
understood, and I will avoid expounding upon them. I have valued for myself 
the Palo Alto recreational dance programs, and for my children the sports, 
art, and science programs. 

80-2 I also have first-hand experience at Escondido School watching Stanford 
students climb over the fence to use the school's basketball courts (and 
leave their trash) . It seems as though new housing was constructed at 
Stanford without providing even minimal recreation facilities. 

The proposed expansion of housing at Stanford will, in my opinion, make a 
scarce resource even scarcer, specifically in the Escondido I Nixon 
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schools' attendance area. I do not expect Stanford to cure existing 
problems, but I do expect them to mitigate problems creating by additional 
population on campus. The expanded community at Stanford will continue to 
attend our schools, and they will continue to participate in our community 
and recreational programs. 

The County has its greatest leverage now with Stanford to address this 
problem, and I believe you must take this opportunity to look ahead to what 
our community will need. My understanding is that the City of Palo Alto can 
only play an advisory role in resolving this matter and that the County of 
Santa Clara is the public's decision-maker. 

Stanford is a good neighbor, but they are also a large developer, and in 
other communities large developers pay large community services impact 
fees. I believe that Stanford should be no different. 

Regarding the third middle school I need for community facilities issue, I 
offer the following specific suggestion. Consider encouraging the City of 
Palo Alto to develop a master plan for the entire Hyatt and Elks Club area, 
have Stanford pay a large impact fee, and use the money for the City of 
Palo Alto to purchase part of that area for building a community service 
facility which could, in part, be leased to the Jewish Community Center. 
The Terman site is, in my opinion, the most logical site for the third 
middle school as that location would be the closest available to serve a 
substantial middle-school population area that cannot easily get to either 
of the existing middle schools. Again I do not fully understand the 
jurisdictional boundaries here between the City and the County, so please 
consider the spirit of this suggestion and consider adapting it in a way 
that satisfies the jurisdictional constraints that need to be satisfied. --
As an involved parent, I have been following the process of trying to 
establish a third middle school. It seems to me that both the City of Palo 
Alto and the County of Santa Clara have not exercised appropriate 
leadership on such an important community issue. For example, when Stanford 
and PAUSD agree on things like a large payment from Stanford that the 
school district would use to expand the Palo Alto High School site, the 
overall "plan" for our city gets lost .. '\nother example is the impact of 
recreational space on school sites arising from the PAUSD Building for 
Excellence construction and growth in school population. Please take a more 
active role in helping to resolve the third middle school issue in a way 
that takes into consideration our community's overall needs. 

I strongly encourage you to consider the impacts of Stanford's proposed 
General Use Permit on the demand for community services and facilities. I 
have not been able to find much reference to these areas in Stanford's plans. 

Thank you considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Howard Franklin 
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Aug 6, 2000 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

Re. Stanford's General Use Permit and Access to Open Space 

Letter 81 

The point I would like to address is one of balance between development 
and its mitigation. Given the massive ongoing development by Stanford, 
an obvious question is what the surrounding community gets in return for 
being subject to the congestion and pollution of various kinds that such 
development engenders. Stanford is in the fortunate position of being 
able to provide breathing space in return, but seems to be increasingly 
arrogant, inward looking and reluctant to do so. 

Until quite recently, Stanford has provided relatively reasonable 
stewardship of its lands and has recognized the need for balance. Thus, 
for example, as development started to accelerate in the 1970, most 
commendably it opened access to the Dish area to the community as a 
whole. However, just as its development is now taking off exponentially, 
Stanford has, in fact, done a U-turn in terms of access to its open 
space. It has arbitrarily banned access the Dish area to people walking 
with dogs, and has hinted that total restriction for non-Stanford people 
might well be on the cards. 

As an aside, one is here reminded of the actions of Palo Alto City 
Council in the 1970s in regard to what is now Johnson Park. In the face 
of increasing development in the downtown area, realizing the value of 
the parcel, the Council originally voted to reverse the plans for a park 
in that location in favor of an intensive housing development. 
Fortunately, tenacious action by some downtown residents eventually 
resulted in the wonderful park we see there today, a key element in 
preserving the residential character of the Downtown North neighborhood. 
Everyone in fact gained from that reversal. 

As another aside, Stanford has managed to put its foot in it again. The 
result of the ban on dogs is clearly discriminatory. Not just against 
people with dogs. Having spoken to a large cross section of people on 
the hill during my jogs and signature gathering there, what also becomes 
evident is that the edict especially discriminates against women who 
like to, or are able only to walk there on their own. Except for the 
weekends, there are in fact very few people up there, and the ability to 
have a dog as company becomes a safety concern for people walking on 
their own. 

In terms of the broader issues, she ban on access to the Dish for people 
with dogs may be considered by some to be small potatoes. However, I 
would suggest it is particularly indicative of Stanford's current 
thinking, attitudes and longer-term plans. A key feature here is that 
the ban is completely arbitrary. Stanf~rd put the ban forward as an 

.. ...._ 
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environmental issue. However, it is well accepted that dogs on leashes 
have far less of an environmental impact there than the people, cattle, 
motor vehicles, tractors etc. that regularly access the Dish area - the 
transparent excuse actually makes Stanford look rather foolish. What the 
ban really constitutes is a show by Stanford that it can do whatever it 
likes on its own property. (Can the rest of us?). 

To me it thus suggests that spurred on by its recent successes in 
realizing long coveted proposals such as the Sand Hill Road extension 
and related developments, Stanford is, sad to say, succumbing to the 
arrogance that typically comes from exceptional wealth and power. That 
wealth has recently been amplified by the millions in donations pouring 
in from the alumni who have made their fortunes in high-tech 
enterprises, often related to their Stanford origins and contributing to 
the development boom in this area. 

Stanford therefore appears to be in danger of losing that sense of 
stewardship and balance that it has largely exercised in the past. 
Clearly, a good balance between development and open space will 
ultimately be of benefit to all, including Stanford itself. As in the 
case of Johnson Park and the City of Palo Alto, it may similarly be 
timely for the community outside Stanford to help them place things in 
their proper perspective. I would therefore urge the Planning Commission 
to keep examining with great diligence the implicit signals being sent 
by Stanford, and to ensure that the development by Stanford is mitigated 
by not only open space, but open space accessible to the surrounding 
community at large. 

Sincerely, 

Walter Sedriks 

325 Waverly Street 
Palo Alto, 94301 
sedriks@earthlink.net 
650-329-0554 
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PGard0634@aol.c To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
om cc: 

08106100 11 :32 
AM Subject: Foothills 

Aug 6, 2000 
731-D Loma Verde, 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Sarah Jones 
Santa Clara County Planning Dept 
70 W. Hedding St., 7th Floor, 
San Jose, CA 

Dear Ms. Jones, 

Letter 82 

I have lived in this area for 25 years and it seems that we are 
turning into a L.A. type of environment. Vacant lots are being filled in, 
orchards disappearing, roads and highways are getting bigger. I feel our 
quality of life is being eroded. Please protect the Stanford Foothills from 
development. What a visual relief to drive along and see nature!! I lived in 
San Jose for a few months and hated it because I felt the City was sprawled 
all over the place; what unwise planning! Other major universities, remain 
major word class universities without sprawling all over the place. Let 
Stanford infill and build up not out!!! 

Paul Gardner 
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Lcom 
To: sarah .jones@ pin .CO .Santa-Clara. CA.US 
cc: ~ 

WI 08/06/00 1 O:S? AM Subject: Stanford expansion 

Hello Sarah, 

letter 83 

As a Palo Alto native for 38 years, I am extremely disappointed in Stanford. 
I remember flying my kite on Frenchman's Hill -- before it was the housing 

development it is today. It infuriates me to think my children could 
witness the same development of the dish, deer creek road area, and 
everything else west of foothill. 

I know Stanford feels it needs to expand to remain i:::he world class 
educational institute that it is today, but that expansion should take place, 
and more importantly CAN take place, within the existing campus geography. 
Was it Harvard or MIT that exist on a smaller geographical area than Stanford 
-- I'm sure there are many other top institutions that don't have the luxory 
of open space that Stanford does and yet remain quality schools because they 
have planned well and utilized their existing space effectively. And, if 
Stanford didn't have the dish, they too would keep development within their 
existing campus area. Perhaps thorougly analyzing the other options within 
their limits might prove that expansion west of Alameda isn't necessary and 
siting other top schools that remain concentrated in smaller geography could 
help. 

Secondly, as a world reknowned institution, Stanford should set an example 
for others. What a statement they would make by declaring land west of 
Alameda as permanent open space -- they would show they can sacrifice to aid 
an important cause like the environment. They can AFFORD it and they would 
be setting an important example for the world. 

I believe that the new limited access to the dish and the 20,000 sq foot 
planned Carnegie think tank are just their attempt to prepare the community 
for their ultimate goal of expansion in to the foothills. This makes me 
sick. Please let me know how I can get involved, or if it's too late in 
the game to help. 

Joanne Marent 
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LAW OFFICES OF 

ERSKINE & TULLEY 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION MORSE ERSKINE ( 1895-1968) 

August 5, 2000 

220 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 600 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104 

PHONE: (415) 392-5431 FAX: {415) 392-1978 

J. BENTON TULLEY ( 1908-1974) 

Santa Clara County Planning Commission 
Attn: Sarah Jones, Planner 
70 West Hedding St., East Wing, 7th Floor 
San Jose, Ca. 95110 

Re: Comments on Draft EIR 
For the Stanford University 
Draft Community Plan 
And General Use Permit Application, 
Submitted by 
The Committee to Save the Stanford Golf Course 

Dear Planning Commission, 

Stanford University has come to the County of Santa 
Clara with a Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit 
Application which together call for an unprecedented amount of 
construction at the University over the next 10 years. 
Stanford's plans would entail 2 Million square feet of new 
academic and administrative buildings on the main Stanford 
campus, together with 2,000 new residential units. 

Threatened by Stanford's massive construction plan is 
the historic Stanford Golf Course. Built in 1929 by master 
designer and naturalist George C. Thomas Jr., the golf course was 
conceived simultaneously as a championship golf course, a nature 
preserve, and an open space landmark. Thomas succeeded on a 
grand scale, and today the golf course is known worldwide as the 
home of great golfing champions. Just as significantly, its mile 
and one-half of riparian forests, its heritage oak groves and 
native grasslands, are a haven to the California Tiger 
Salamander, red-legged frog, and several other threatened bird 
and animal species. As a work of functional landscape 
architecture on the campus' northwestern corner, Thomas' golf 
course is a worthy companion to Frederick Law Olmstead's more 
formal Palm Drive. 

Under the University's development proposals, the Golf 
Course's 175 acres would be rezoned from Open Space to the 
development-friendly Academic Campus designation, and then cut up 
for housing, beginning with the 15-acre First Hole. The Golf 
Course's open space, environmental, artistic, and sporting values 
would be damaged. The University's land developers and planners 
explain their seeming drastic action by saying that they cannot 
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find, anywhere on Stanford's 1,773-acre core campus, another 
suitable site for medium-density faculty-staff housing. 

Letter84 

However, analysis of Stanford's Draft Community Plan 
and General Use Permit, together with the County's June 23, 2000 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, makes clear that there is 
no true need for Stanford to cut into its golf course. Abundant 
suitable acreage exists for housing on campus--in hundreds of 
acres of surface parking lots, eucalyptus stands, corporation 
yards, and other underutilized spaces tucked throughout the 
campus. 

Thus it appears that the Golf Course is jeopardized not 
by a true lack of land for faculty housing, but rather by 
uninspired land planning on the part of the University. 
Instead of taking the lead with a far-sighted plan to help the 
community cope with Stanford's unprecedented construction 
demands, the University has brought forth the same kind of plan 
for low-rise development that it has employed in the past-
sprawling toward the Foothills as fast as improvident land use 
planning can take it, indiscriminately consuming treasured open 
space at it goes. 

The Foothills start at the Golf Course. In· these times 
of urban growth and traffic jams, it is more important than ever 
for communities, including Stanford University and its Mid
Peninsula neighbors, to use land carefully so as to preserve and 
protect the great open spaces and historic treasures such as the 
Stanford Golf Course. This is particularly true for a 
University, whose function is to pass on the treasures of the 
past to the generations of the future. 

If Stanford University neglects the good stewardship of 
its heritage, if its planners and developers and political 
consultants cannot distinguish the University's shrines and 
treasures from its parking lots, then others in the greater 
Stanford community, and members of neighboring communities, will 
step forward to ask the County of Santa Clara to help Stanford 
find its way. 

The Committee to Save the Stanford Golf Course is 
comprised of Stanford students, faculty, staff, golf club 
members, alumni, and community friends. By this letter, the 
Committee submits its comments on the Draft EIR. 
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84-1 I. THE UNIVERSITY PLANS TO CUT UP 
THE STANFORD GOLF COURSE 
FOR ROAPS AND HOUSING DEVELOPMENT. 

Letter 84 

Stanford University submitted to the County of Santa 
Clara on November 15, 1999 a Draft Community Plan and companion 
General Use Permit Application {"GUP"), which would, in 
combination, cause threatened and actual damage to the Golf 
Course in the following particulars. 

1. The Draft Community Plan asks the County to remove 
the 175-acre Golf Course from its current Open Space protection, 
and to recharacterize the lands in Holes Nos. 2 through 18 as 
"Academic Campus," a development-friendly land use category which 
would enable the University, at will, subsequently to apply for 
permits to build all manner of academic and academic-support 
facilities, from post offices to classrooms to residences to 
corporation yards. (See Draft Community Plan, pages 18, 20, 22, 
and compare Draft EIR Figures 4.1-3 and 4.2-4.) 

2. The Draft Community Plan also asks the County to 
redesignate the land use of the 15 or so acres occupied by Hole 
No. 1 from Open Space to Campus Residential-Moderate Density, 
with a density range of 8-15 units per acre. {See Draft 
Community Plan, page 20, and Draft EIR Figure 4.2-4.) 

3. The GUP seeks issuance of a use permit to construct 
somewhere between 304-570 units of faculty-staff housing on a a 
38-acre parcel which includes the 15 acres of Golf Course Hole 
No. 1. {See GUP, page 5.) Neither the GUP nor the Draft 
Community Plan specify where, or even if, Hole No. 1 would be 
replaced on the Golf Course. However, the University in a 
"Summary and Explanation" booklet submitted to the County with 
President Gerhard Casper's November 15, 1999 Letter of 
Transmittal, states at page 8 that Hole No. 1 "must be moved to 
the golf course lands south of Junipero Serra Boulevard .... The 
location of the hole and possible adjustments in other holes have 
not been determined." The lack of certainty in the University's 
Hole No. 1 relocation plans is apparent in the Draft EIR, which 
at Figure 7-3 in the "Alternatives" section designates an L
shaped parcel of land north of the existing Hole No. 2 as the 
"Relocation Site" for Hole No. 1 and the Driving Range. No 
specific course rerouting plan for Hole No. 1, or engineering 
plans, or golf architect's plans, have been produced to date by 
the University. 

4. The GUP also seeks County approval for Stanford to 
"aggressively pursue" faculty/staff housing in the West Campus 
District, a development district which includes the Golf Course. 
{See GUP, page 6 and Exhibit "b" thereto.) This language is 
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ambiguous: is Stanford asking for permission to pursue yet 
additional housing construction in and/or around Holes 2 through 
7 of the Golf Course? University spokesman Larry Horton denied 
this in a July 25, 2000 meeting with the combined Stanford Men's 
and Women's Golf Clubs. However, additional housing construction 
on Holes 2-7 of the Golf Course is discussed as a development 
alternative in the Draft EIR. (Alternative HOUS-B, at DEIR, p. 7-
45.) Moreover, an unsigned, undated Stanford Department of 
Athletics internal memorandum captioned "DAPER Capital Project 
Look Ahead 2000-2008," says that the Athletics Department " ... 
anticipates having to relocate the lower nine holes of the golf 
course within the next 7-10 years." (A copy of this memorandum 
is appended hereto as Exhibit 1.) 

5. The GUP, at page 7, seeks a general use permit from 
the County for a road-widening project which has the potential to 
affect Hole No. 1, in the event that hole is not ultimately 
displaced by housing. This road project would involve the 
widening of West Campus Drive, in the area between Junipero Serra 
Boulevard and Stockfarm Road, from its current two lanes to four 
lanes. The effect of this road project on the Golf Course is 
uncertain, because no engineering drawings for the road widening 
are submitted with the GUP, nor with the Draft EIR. Accordingly, 
we cannot tell whether the University's intention is to widen the 
road to the west, into the current Golf Course lands, or to the 
east, into the driving range parking lot. 

6. Not identified in the GUP or the Draft Community 
Plan, but discussed in some detail in the Draft EIR, is another 
road impact, the so-called "New Roadway Alternative," which would 
destroy the back nine holes on the Golf Course. This 
"Alternative" would push a four-lane road southwest from the 
intersection of West Campus Drive and Junipero Serra, up the Golf 
Course access road and straight across the 18th, 11th, and 16th 
fairways, to connect Sand Hill Road with Highway 280, at an 
intersection on Alpine Road near the Alpine/280 interchange. The 
purpose of this new road would be to relieve bottlenecked traffic 
on Sand Hill Road. (See Draft EIR, pages 4.4-84-85, and Figure 7-
4.) 

7. The Driving Range is listed as a possible site for 
future graduate student housing in the Housing Sites chart, Table 
2-1 of the Draft EIR, at page 2-13. Figure 7-3, in the 
Alternatives Section of the DEIR, shows a combined "Relocation 
Site" for the Driving Range and Hole No. 1 to be located in a 
vacant lot alongside Sand Hill Road across the street from the 
Oak Grove Apartments and in the old dressage field to the right 
of Golf Course Hole No. 2. However, Figure 7-3 is conceptual 
only; no exact location, and no specific plans, no details of 
night lights, safety nets, parking lots, equipment sheds, or 
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other Driving Range support facilities, are described in Figure 3 
or any other documents made public in the EIR process. 

Thus does the Peaceable Kingdom of the Stanford Golf 
Course find itself in harm's way. 

84-2 II. THE STANFORD GOLF COURSE IS AN HISTORIC TREASURE, 
THE FINAL WORK OF A MASTER ARCHITECT AND NATURALIST, 
THE HOME OF SEVERAL OF HISTORY'S GREATEST PLAYERS, 
AND A LANPMARK IN THE GOLF WORLD. 

A. The design is a legacy of the great architect 
and naturalist, George C. Thomas, Jr. 

As a work of historically significant landscape 
architecture, the Stanford Golf Course compares favorably to 
Frederick Law Olmstead's Palm Drive and Oval. Built in 1929, the 
Golf Course was the final design work of George C. Thomas Jr., 
one of the major figures from America's Golden Age of golf 
architecture, the author of the leading treatise, "Golf Course 
Architecture in America". 

(For authority supporting this and other assertions in 
this section, see Letter of Golf Magazine architecture critic and 
author Geoff Shackelford, August 4, 2000, a copy of which is 
appended hereto as Exhibit 2. See also page excerpts from Mr. 
Shackelford's book, "The Captain: George C. Thomas Jr. and his 
Golf Architecture," Sleeping Bear Press, 1996, Exhibit 3; "By 
Design: George C. Thomas Jr.," article appearing in Golf 
Magazine, August, 1998, Exhibit 4; and Stanford Daily stories as 
collected in page excerpts from "Stanford Golf Clippings 1899-
1931," Gordon Ratliff Editor, March, 1996, Exhibit 5.) 

At Stanford, Thomas and his collaborator, William P. 
"Billy" Bell, created one of the world's finest golf courses--a 
masterpiece of classic design, strategic challenge, and 
surpassing beauty. Over the years, the Stanford course has been 
recognized as one of the 100 greatest golf courses in America, 
most recently by Golf Week Magazine in 1998. By acclaim it is 
regarded as among a handful of the finest university golf courses 
in the world. 

Thomas was a naturalist, a deep sea fisherman, dog 
breeder, and rose enthusiast who created more than 40 varieties 
of roses for the commercial market. An intellectual, he wrote 
treatises on rose breeding and dog breeding in addition to his 
seminal golf architecture writings. Thomas appreciated nature, 
and integrated his courses with it, rather than imposing the 
courses upon nature. At Stanford, Thomas and Bell individually 
framed the holes within their natural surroundings; there are 
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only three places on the course where the fairways are parallel: 
10/11, 12/13, and 10/18. 

letter 84 

The site for the Golf Course was originally chosen by 
Almon Roth, Stanford's Comptroller in the late 1920s. However, 
at the insistence of the architects, the University swapped lands 
with the Buck Estate in order that San Francisquito Creek could 
be brought into play on a number of the holes: Nos. 3, 4, 8, 12, 
and 14; a tributary is in play on Holes Nos. 1, 6, 9, and 15. 
In constructing the course, Thomas and Bell took pains to leave 
nature as they found it. A news story in the June 25, 1929 
Stanford Daily reported that, of the estimated 5,000 oak trees on 
the property in its natural state, the architects removed only 
75. (See Exhibit 5.) As a result, the Golf Course has large 
interstices of native grasses, stands of heritage valley oaks, 
and the riparian forest, all in their original state so as to 
sustain the native wildlife. 

This is classic George Thomas golf--a course that is at 
one with the surrounding nature. This is the personality and 
great beauty of the Stanford Golf Course, and it is known and 
beloved throughout the world of golf for this personality and 
natural beauty. {See article, "Lost in Paradise," Golf World 
Magazine, July 14, 2000, p. 16, in which golf architecture critic 
Ron Whitten says of a newly-built course, "The Preserve is 
California architecture in the tradition of Stanford GC or the 
Meadow Club [Marin County]. It is part of its surroundings. not 
distinct from it." {Emphasis added.) (Copy appended hereto as 
Exhibit 6.) 

B. Stanford is the home course to some of history's 
greatest players, a national championship venue, 
and a significant resource in the world of golf. 

It is no coincidence that several of golf's greatest 
champions have been attracted by this golf course to Stanford. 
The July, 2000 issue of Golf Digest Magazine featured a story 
listing three Stanford golfers--Mickey Wright, the greatest woman 
player of all time, 5-time British Open winner Tom Watson, and 
Tiger Woods--as among the 12 greatest golfers in the history of 
the sport. (Copy appended as Exhibit 7 hereto.) No other 
university or golf course in the world can make a similar claim; 
nor does any other athletic program at Stanford University have a 
comparable roster of history's greatest sportsmen. 

The Stanford Men's team of 1938 was the first team from 
west of the Mississippi to win the NCAA championship; this was 
followed by national championship teams in 1939, 1941, 1943, 
1946, 1953, and 1994. The 1999 Stanford women's team finished 
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second in the NCAA championships; the women have for years 
consistently ranked among the top 10 teams in the nation. 

Letter 84 

Although Tiger Woods is the best-known of Stanford's 
recent golf alumni--and perhaps the best-known athlete in the 
world--Tiger's Stanford teammates Notah Begay and Casey Martin 
have had significant impacts upon the sporting world. Martin, 
who suffers from a rare circulatory disease in his leg, has 
successfully challenged the United States Golf Association and 
the PGA Tour, under the Americans With Disabilities Act, to allow 
him to ride a cart to compete in professional and national 
tournaments. Begay, the first Native American to compete on the 
PGA Tour in 25 years, has won four professional tournaments 
within the past year, and has distinguished himself on and off 
the golf course by his humor, his personal courage and honesty. 

Generations of other Stanford alumni have become 
leaders in the golf world as authors, commentators, designers, 
and businesspersons. Stanford alumni include United States Golf 
Association past presidents Sandy Tatum and Grant Spaeth, and two 
members of its current governing board, Walter Driver and Peter 
James. Michael Murphy, a founder of the Esalen Institute and the 
author of the golf mystical book "Golf in the Kingdom," is a 
Stanford graduate, as is golf team alumus John Norville, 
screenwriter of the golf movie "Tin Cup". As a result of these 
and other works and contributions from its scholar athletes, 
Stanford University is known worldwide as one of Golf's most 
significant resources. 

The Stanford Golf Course has hosted seven national 
championship tournaments: men's or women's national collegiate 
championships in 1946, 1960, 1966, 1981, 1982, and 1989, and the 
U.S.G.A. Boys' Junior Championships in 1959; and it annually 
hosts men's and women's collegiate tournaments, scratch amateur, 
and junior championships. 

c. The Golf Course is a recreational resource 
not only for Stanford, its faculty, staff, and 
students, but for the Mid-Peninsula 
golfing community. 

Though it is a course of national championship caliber, 
the Stanford Golf Course is playable, and enjoyable, for all 
levels of players--from beginners, to veteran duffers, to 
accomplished players. 

The Golf Course annually provides recreation and 
competition to 70,000 or more of Stanford's students, faculty, 
staff, alumni, friends, and the public. In the calendar year 
1999 there were 41,333 rounds, of which 38 were by faculty, 
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staff, and students, 32 percent by private club members, and 30 
percent by the public, including 4,463 charitable fundraising 
tournament rounds. (See Economics Research Associates study, 
August 4, 2000, appended hereto as Exhibit 8; also on the topic 
of charity tournaments, see public hearing testimony of Geri 
Plunkett to the Santa Clara County Planning Commission, August 3, 
2000.) 

Stanford's commitment to youth golf is longstanding and 
ongoing: its men's and women's golf coaches annually host six 
weeks of youth golf summer camps at the Golf Course; and it 
annually hosts United States Golf Associacion regional and other 
junior tournaments. 

Additionally, the Golf Course and Stanford Men's Golf 
Coach Wally Goodwin have been strong and valuable supporters and 
resources for the East Palo Alto Junior Golf Program. (Public 
hearing testimony by Bob Hoover to Santa Clara County Planning 
Commission, August 3, 2000.) 

The Stanford Golf Course is known throughout the world 
of golf, and is a resource and source of pride to the greater 
Mid-Peninsula golfing community--even to those who only rarely 
use it--just as Stanford's Memorial Church and similar landmarks 
are community assets to those who may barely know of their 
existence. (See article, "Our Town: Save Hole #1, Please," by 
Mark Igler, Palo Alto Weekly, July 26, 2000, copy appended hereto 
as Exhibit 9.) 

84-4 III. THE GOLF COURSE SUCCEEDS 
AS A NATURE SANCTUARY. 

George Thomas' vision of the Stanford Golf Course as a 
nature sanctuary was there from the beginning. His insistence 
upon incorporating San Francisquito Creek into the field of play 
not only made for interesting shots and a scenic walk, it 
buffered the creek and its riparian forest from residential 
development. Thomas' great care to avoid cutting the groves of 
great oak trees on the property resulted in a thriving population 
of squirrels, which in turn create ground burrows that provide 
estivation habitat for the endangered California Tiger 
Salamander. Several species of raptors come calling on the 
squirrels. The San Francisquito Creek is the home of the 
endangered red-legged frog and the threatened steelhead trout. 

(See: Letter of Michael Josselyn, August 2, 2000, 
appended hereto as Exhibit 10; and Special Status Species Habitat 
Assessment of the Stanford Golf Course," Wetlands Research 
Associates, a copy of which is appended hereto as Exhibit 11; and 
"A Plea to Preserve the Existing Stanford University Golf Course 
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Fred Templin and Dr. David E. Wilkins, appended hereto, with 
attachments, as Exhibit 12.) 
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Wetlands Research confirmed that California Tiger 
Salamanders live on the Golf Course to the north of West Campus 
Drive. The great heritage oak forests in the vicinity of Hole 
No. 7 and between Holes 5, 6, and 7, together with the oak and 
grassland savannah between Holes 2 and 5, provide suitable 
habitat for the California Tiger Salamander, because of the Golf 
Course's proximity to Lake Lagunita and a plethora of ground 
burrows in those areas. The Golf Course may be a particularly 
suitable CTS habitat, Wetlands Research suggests, because the 
seasonal drainage ditch which feeds Lagunita runs through holes 
Nos. 7, 6, and 1, and connects to Lagunita by way of a culvert 
under West Campus Drive, providing a protected migration corridor 
for CTS. For these reasons, it appears that the first seven 
holes of the Golf Course provide estivation habitat superior to 
that found in the southern portion of the CTS Management Zone 
lying south of Junipero Serra; and in any event, superior to any 
of the CTS Management Zone Expansion Area proposed by the DEIR. 
(See DEIR, Figure 4.8-4; letters of Michael Josselyn and Wetlands 
Research, supra.) 

Wetlands Research also found the endangered red-legged 
frog to be a likely resident of the Golf Course, together with 
several identified species of threatened or special concern 
raptors and other birds. "The high density of special status 
species found on the Golf Course demonstrates the important 
values of the course as wildlife habitat," Wetlands Research 
found. 

The Golf Course's ecosystem is delicate, such that the 
movement of a single hole, and its consequent replacement within 
the envelope of the course--as proposed by Stanford in the GUP-
would wreck havoc on both the golf values and the natural habitat 
of the course. Specifically, the great stand of heritage oaks 
between holes 5, 6, and 7 would be the likely victim of any 
rerouting plan on the first seven holes. (See letter of Tad 
Buchanan to the Palo Alto City Council, July 26, 2000, appended 
hereto as Exhibit 13.) 
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84-5 IV. NOTWITHSTANDING THE GREAT VALUE OF THE GOLF COURSE 
AND OF THE GOLF PROGRAM THAT IT HAS FOSTERED, 
STANFORD UNIVERSITY WANTS TO TAKE THE GOLF COURSE 
FOR HOUSING; ITS SPOKESMEN SAY THAT THE UNIVERSITY 
HAS RUN OUT OF LAND TO BUILD FACULTY HOUSING 
ANYWHERE ELSE; HOWEVER, THIS DOES NOT MEET 
THE COMMON SENSE TEST; MOREOVER, 
THE UNIVERSITY'S REPRESENTATIVES 
HAVE MISLED THE GOLF COMMUNITY IN THE PAST. 

letter 84 

One might think that, given the classic pedigree of the 
Golf Course, its great beauty and world acclaim, the prominence 
of its golfers, and its great value as an environmental 
sanctuary, that Stanford University would take pride in, and 
guard the Golf Course as one of the University's great assets and 
treasures. 

But this is not so. The University wants to turn the 
Golf Course into housing. Why? 

Through its spokesman Larry Horton and its Athletic 
Director Ted Leland, the University has explained that the 
University is being forced by a faculty housing crisis to build 
housing on the Golf Course. The University lacks suitable land 
on the main campus, they say, and the University cannot find 15 
acres of land for faculty housing anywhere but on the Golf 
Course. (See Articles, San Jose Mercury-News, July 13, 2000, p. 
1, and San Francisco Chronicle, July 19, 2000, p. A 15, copies of 
which are appended hereto as Exhibits 13 and 14.) 

However, Stanford has had faculty housing crises for a 
long time. A 1979 Stanford Subcommittee on Faculty and Staff 
Housing sounded alarm about "the soaring cost of housing in 
Northern California, which has created a housing problem that we 
believe have a potentially serious impact on the academic program 
of the University." If affordable faculty housing is truly the 
emergency problem which the University now claims as the basis 
for going after its Open Space, then why did the University 
between 1995-1997 develop a three-acre lot on Santa Ynez Street 
in Faculty Hill into only eight building lots which it long-term 
leased at prices in the $400,000.00 to $500,000.00 range apiece, 
rather than develop higher-density junior faculty-available 
housing in the density range of the popular Peter Coutts 
development, which would have netted in the range of 25 housing 
units? 

And why, if faculty housing is an emergency which would 
justify the dismemberment of the Golf Course, is Stanford 
University now in the process of developing 628 units of market
rate, available-to-the-public, rental housing at the Stanford 
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West Apartments and 328 units of market-rate, available-to-the
public housing at the Stanford Senior Housing development, both 
of which are located on Sand Hill Road, west of the Stanford 
Shopping Center? Should not these units be used to relieve any 
faculty housing emergency? Alternately, why did Stanford choose 
to build commercial rental properties if the faculty housing 
threat is such as to threaten the University's viability? 

The University's spokesmen have not in the past been 
candid with the golf community about the University's development 
intentions at the Golf Course. Through at least March, 2000, 
Stanford Golf Club representatives, via Stanford's Golf Advisory 
Committee, were told by University representatives that the Golf 
Course, and specifically the first hole of the Golf Course, was 
not in danger of development. (See correspondence of Bill Kirk 
to Joe Simitian, August 3, 2000, and Remarks of Roger Smith to 
the Santa Clara County Planning Commission, August 3, 2000, 
copies of which are appended hereto as Exhibits 16 and 17, 
respectively; Smith presented the Planning Commissioners with 
petitions containeng 553 signatures.) 

Athletic Director Ted Leland attended a Stanford Men's 
Club annual meeting in or about October, 1999, but when questions 
were asked about the University's housing intentions at the Golf 
Course, Mr. Leland did not tell the gathering of the University's 
plans to build housing on Hole No. 1. "That's a legitimate 
criticism of me, personally," Leland told the San Jose Mercury 
News, as reported in a July 13, 2000 front page story. 

Neither did the University tell new members of the Golf 
Club, as they joined, at with a very substantial entry fee, over 
the past 12 months, about the University's plans to cut up the 
Golf Course for housing. (See Letter, August 3, 2000, to Gerhard 
Casper and others, from Rex S. Jackson, Shirley Merrill, David 
Obershaw, and Lynn and Olivier Pieron, a copy of which is 
appended hereto as Exhibit 18.) Bill Kirk attributes the 
University's lack of candor, gently, to "a degree of subterfuge 
on the University's part ... " (See Exhibit 16, above.) 

So the University has something of a credibility 
problem with regard to its land use planning, at least insofar as 
it affects the Golf Course. 
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V. IN FACT, THERE IS PLENTY OF LAND 
IN THE CAMPUS' INFILL SITES, 
WHERE STANFORD CAN BUILD MORE THAN ENOUGH HOUSING. 
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By application of good planning principles--precisely 
the sort of "compact urban development" planning principles 
espoused, but not followed, by Stanford in its Draft Community 
Plan, the University can easily meet the reasonable housing needs 
of its students and faculty. There would be no need for the 
University to build on its Golf Course or other great Open 
Spaces. 

In a separate Memorandum, incorporated herein and 
appended hereto as Exhibit 19, the Committee's land use planning 
consultant Hart-Howerton Planners, Architects, and Landscape 
Architects, has analyzed a handful of the University's most 
obvious infill lots, and found more than enough building space to 
meet the University's housing needs. Briefly stated, this is 
done by building up, not out, clustering development, and 
building multilevel parking garages and dormitories. 

Hart-Howerton also found that the University has 
passed-up many opportunities to provide faculty-student housing, 
in favor of developing commercial property and market-rate open
market housing on the University's lands. 

84-6 VI. THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
IS DEFICIENT, FOR FAILURE TO POINT-OUT 
PLAN INCONSISTENCIES, AND 
FAILURE TO CONSIDER RELEVANT FACTS. 

PLAN INCONSISTENCIES 

CEQA guidelines require that the EIR discuss 
inconsistencies between proposed development projects and 
applicable general plans and regional plans, and to inform the 
lead agency of inconsistencies. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15125 [d] ) . 

The Draft EIR finds that Stanford's proposals "would 
not result in an inconsistency with a proposed County plan or 
policy." (EIR, p. 3-1.) The Committee disagrees. The Stanford 
Draft Community Plan is internally inconsistent, and/or the Draft 
Community Plan and GUP are inconsistent with the existing Santa 
Clara County, Palo Alto, and/or Menlo Park plans, which 
inconsistencies are not commented upon by the DEIR. Accordingly, 
the DEIR is inadequate in the following particulars: 

1. Policy R-LU 67. (DEIR, p. 3-2.) The Santa Clara 
County General Plan requires that requests to add or delete lands 
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from the "University Lands-Campus" land use designation shall be 
processed in accordance with General Plan amendment procedures. 

Stanford's Draft Community Plan would remove the lands 
comprising the Stanford Golf Course from their current Open Space 
designation, and would recharacterize these lands as "Academic 
Campus". (Compare DEIR Figures 4.1-3 and 4.2-4) The DEIR 
drafters find no inconsistency with the General Plan, because 
"these lands are already used for academic support services 
consisting of ... the golf course." However, the Golf Course has 
always in the past served the same athletic function that it does 
now, and it has always in the past been characterized as Open 
Space, in recognition of its complex personality and simultaneous 
functions as nature preserve/open space/athletic facility. 

In making their finding of no plan inconsistency, the 
DEIR drafters acknowledge only one of the golf course's three 
uses--student/faculty recreation, while ignoring the nature 
preserve and open space functions, which have been key components 
of the golf course from the time of its construction in 1929. 
The Committee submits that Open Space better describes the Golf 
Course's historic--and best future--function. 

2. Policy R-LU 68. (DEIR p. 3-3.) "On Stanford 
University lands, the Academic Reserve and Open Space designation 
is applied to lands outside of the campus area that currently 
have an Open Space character or use, or a low intensity use. 
These lands are important for their scenic beauty, visual relief, 
grazing, and wildlife values, as well as their academic 
potential." The DEIR drafter raises no objection to the 
reclassification of the golf course from Open Space to Academic 
Campus because "housing development proposed for the golf 
course ... is in support of academic uses." However, as discussed 
above, this begs the question: the current character and use of 
the Golf Course lands is Open Space, and the current golf course 
uses--" ... low-intensity use ... scenic beauty, visual relief, ... 
and wildlife values"-- more nearly describe the Golf Course than 
the definition of "Academic Campus," which is mostly about 
buildings. 

If Stanford University can obtain a change in land use 
from Open Space to Academic Campus for the Golf Course merely by 
requesting it, without any showing of genuine necessity--or upon 
the same showing that it is now attempting to make that it has 
completely run out of land on its core campus on which to build 
housing (a showing refuted in the Comment of Hall-Howerton 
submitted concurrently with this Response), then Stanford's 
developers will be able at any time to go after its remaining 
open spaces upon the same minimal showing. This would be bad 
precedent for Stanford's Open Space lands. 
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3. Policy U-ST 5. (DEIR, p. 3-4.) This County policy 
requires that when reviewing significant proposed future changes 
in the University's land use designations, the County shall 
assess the impacts of the proposed changes on (a) the natural 
environment, and (b) adjacent jurisdictions, and shall require 
appropriate mitigation where necessary. The DEIR is inconsistent 
with this County policy, with respect to Stanford's requested 
land use change of golf course lands from Open Space to Academic 
Campus, both in the West Campus and the Lathrop Development 
Districts. The changes are significant, because they would 
enable Stanford, on the basis of ad-hoc permits, to bring 
construction and development to the environmentally-sensitive 
golf course lands. Although residential development is not 
incompatible in close proximity to golf courses (witness the 
ubiquitous housing tracts surrounding golf course fairway 
developments), this must be done very sensitively on the Stanford 
Golf Course, because of its unusually high natural habitat 
values; in any event, golf and residential construction are 
obviously incompatible uses on the very same parcel of ground, as 
proposed by the GUP. 

4. Stanford Community Plan(SCP)-GD 4. nwhen reviewing 
any significant proposed future changes in (a) the designations 
on the Land Use Map of the County's General Plan pertaining to 
Stanford's lands, (b) the academic growth boundary, or (c) the 
General Use Permit, the County shall assess the impacts of the 
proposed changes on the environment and adjacent jurisdictions, 
and shall require appropriate mitigation where necessary." 

The DEIR makes no such analysis of Stanford's proposal 
to change the land use designation of the Golf Course from Open 
Space to Academic Campus; there is no serious analysis of the 
environmental effects of the land use designation change, nor of 
the effects on adjacent jurisdictions. The EIR is deficient for 
this reason. For starters, the removal of Open Space protection 
on the Golf Course will make it very tempting for the University 
to chew away at pieces of the course. If, for example, the 
University were to start building housing in the lots adjacent to 
the 13th fairway, or on the 12th and 13th fairways themselves 
(the University having already shown its boldness in designing 
housing for the middles of fairways), this would presumably cause 
concern among the residential neighbors in that section of San 
Mateo County, not to mention concern by Alpine Avenue motorists 
who would have to deal with the prospect of increased traffic to 
go along with the further increased traffic soon to come to that 
already-overburdened corner by way of the new Hewlett Center 
which will soon be going in to the Buck Estate. 

5. SCP-GD 12. "The academic growth boundary should 
not include: (a) important natural resource areas ... (d) land 
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The DEIR is inadequate for not pointing out this inconsistency. 
The Golf Course, because of its triple function of habitat 
conservation, open space, and recreational/athletic facility, 
contains important natural resource areas--a mile and one-half of 
San Francisquito Creek and its riparian forest, heritage oak 
woods, and habitat for endangered species. Moreover, as analyzed 
elsewhere in this Reply and its supporting statements, the Golf 
Course lands are excess of the land reasonably needed for 
projected campus growth--even if that growth is at Stanford's 

extravagant rate of 2 Million square feet of academic and 
administrative construction and 2000 residential units. 

6. SCP-GD(i)2. "Support and encourage use of core 
campus inf ill sites for development of new housing and academic 
and related facilities." Stanford's proposed Draft Community 
Plan and GUP are precisely contradictory to this important 
principal of infill development and compact urban growth. As 
analyzed elsewhere in these paper, Stanford has overlooked its 
logical infill development sites, and the DEIR has neglected to 
thoroughly analyze the infill sites. 

7. SCP-GD(i)4. "Emphasize development within the core 
campus, allowing Open Space and Academic Reserve lands to 
continue as open space." Stanford's Draft General Plan and GUP 
clearly defy this principal of compact urban development also. 
The Golf Course is currently Open Space. It should be left as 
Open Space so long as there is available acreage in the core 
campus on which to build. The DEIR drafters need to go back and 
reanalyze the inf ill lots and compact urban development 
strategies as proposed by the Committee's planning consultant 
Hart-Howerton, and as most certainly will be proposed by others 
in the EIR review process. 

8. SCP-LU(i) (2). "Continue communications with 
community leaders and citizens regarding land use planning 
efforts in the context of Stanford University's program 
objectives and their relation to surrounding communities, and 
vice versa." Stanford failed to comply with this implementation 
recommendation in its own Community Plan, in connection with 
Stanford's golf community. (See Section IV, above, and Bill Kirk 
letter and Roger Smith remarks, exhibits 12 and 13, 
respectively.) Throughout the past 18 months, while the 
University's community relations staff have been holding 
neighborhood meetings in Palo Alto and surrounding communities to 
promote the University's development plans, the same University 
representatives failed to meet with or truthfully tell the golf 
community about the University's housing development plans at the 
Golf Course. At this point, the Committee to Save the Stanford 
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Golf Course has managed to submit these comments on the DEIR; 
however, we got started with this process very late; and based 
upon the University's less-than-forthcoming treatment, we may 
request additional time to submit relevant DEIR Response 
comments. 
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9. Land Use Strategy #3. "Respond to Changing Social 
and Environmental Conditions .... Within the regional context, 
the provision of housing and transportation, .... and the 
conservation of natural and heritage resources need to be 
coordinated with overall planning issues and not limited to 
jurisdictional boundaries. Stanford's planning and that of the 
six jurisdictions having authority over Stanford's lands should 
be coordinated." It would be inconsistent with this "Strategy" 
element of Stanford's own Draft Community Plan for Stanford and 
the County of Santa Clara, acting without coordinated input from 
the other governmental jurisdictions affected by the Golf Course, 
to remove the Golf Course from Open Space and to develop any part 
of it for housing. The lands of the Stanford Golf Course lie 
within unincorporated Santa Clara County, Unincorporated San 
Mateo County, and the City of Menlo Park. The City of Palo Alto 
also has significant interests in this landmark piece of real 
estate. Accordingly, procedures deciding the fate of the Golf 
Course should be coordinated among the jurisdictions. 

84-9 10. SCP-OS 1 "Identify and preserve significant open 
space in order to maintain the quality and character of the core 
campus." The DEIR is inadequate for its failure to analyze the 
significance of the Golf Course as multi-functional Open Space, 
and to analyze its effects on the "quality and character" of the 
campus. There were no student interviews, no faculty 
discussions, no analysis whatsoever on this point; nor was there 
any consideration given in the EIR to other functions of the Golf 
Course within the greater Stanford Community: the alumni 
returning to the campus to visit the golf course, heads of state 
playing on its world-class acres, money being raised by the 
University's fundraisers, world-class athletes bringing honor to 
the University, faculty and students unwinding, a short bike ride 
away from their daily labors, in the foothills with only their 
thoughts and golf sticks for company. And so forth. Certainly 
the Golf Course constitutes "significant" Open Space. What is 
the effect, then, on t:he "quality and character of the core 
campus" of the loss of a world-class, historical asset? The DEIR 
drafters did not attempt to analyze this, and for this reason the 
DEIR is inadequate. 
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11. SCP-OS(i)3. "Plan for campus recreational 
facilities convenient to student residences." This element 
recognizes the value, in having the golf course near the student 
dormatories, rather than out west of Highway 280 somewhere, a 
traffic-choked car ride away from campus. 

12. SCP-OS(i)6. "Prioritize and utilize core campus 
infill sites for new development." The DEIR is deficient for 
failing to more rigorously analyze the campus' infill sites, 
including, of course, surface parking lots. See Statement of 
Hart-Howerton, Exhibit 15 hereto. 

13. SCP-RC 6. "Avoid locating new construction in 
sensitive habitat areas as defined by the comprehensive 
conservation and management plan." The DEIR is deficient in its 
analysis of the ecological sensitivity of the Golf Course Site, 
not only for California Tiger Salamander, but for red-legged frog 
and other endangered, threatened, and special status species. 
(See "Special Status Species Habitat Assessment of the Stanford 
Golf Course," prepared by Wetlands Research Associates, submitted 
with this Response.) 

14. SCP-RC(l) 10. "Continue programs that aim to 
reduce non-native invasive species." The EIR is deficient for 
its failure to analyze the potential for development in the 
eucalyptus blocks in the northern areas of the main campus, and 
concurrent removal of substantial numbers of that non-native, 
invasive species, and selected housing development in the thus
cleared spaces. 

15. SCP-RE(i)22. "Develop landscape design guidelines 
that promote protection of heritage sites and trees." The DEIR 
is defective for failing to analyze the effect of residential 
development in the Golf Course on the heritage resource which is 
the Golf Course, and on the heritage valley and riparian oak 
groves contained in the Golf Course. 

16. Strategy #2 (heritage): "Prevent or Minimize 
Adverse Impacts on Heritage Resources. Stanford has been 
recognized as a leader in historic preservation .... The General 
Plan recognizes the importance of preserving heritage 
resources .... The challenge for the future is to create 
incentives for preservation and to work together to minimize 
obstacles to the successful rehabilitation of important heritage 
sites." The DEIR is deficient for failing to analyze the 
heritage of the Stanford Golf Course, and the effects on that 
heritage of residential development in the middle of the First 
Fairway. 
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17. SCP-RC18. "The scenic and aesthetic qualities of 
the natural setting of Stanford lands in the County should be 
protected." The DEIR is deficient for failing to point-out the 
inconsistency of Stanford's Golf Course development plans with 
the good planning principles enunciated elsewhere in the 
Community Plan. 

18. SCP-RC(i) 27. "Emphasize development in the core 
campus, allowing Open Space and Academic Reserve lands to 
continue as open space." Again, the nice language of Stanford's 
Draft Community Plan is internally inconsistent with Stanford's 
action on the other hand in seeking to remove the Golf Course 
from Open Space. The DEIR is inadequate in its failure to point 
out this inconsistency to the lead agency. 

letter84 

19. SCP-RC(i) 28. "Preserve significant historical 
landscape elements." The DEIR fails to analyze or even comment 
upon the destruction of a great Stanford historical landscape 
element that would result from housing construction in the middle 
of the First Fairway. 

20. SCP-RC(i) 29. "Maintain elements of the native 
landscape in Campus Open Space areas." The DEIR is deficient for 
failing to comment on what should be done, consistent with the 
Community Plan's emphasis on removing invasive, non-native 
plants, to the eucalyptus stands which have taken over the 
northern sections of the main campus. Removal of large areas of 
these nonnatives, and development of this less-sensitive habitat 
would be consistent with the native plant-friendly provisos of 
the Community Plan; this is in sharp contrast to the havoc that 
the University's planners are ready to visit upon the native 
heritage oaks and the other sensitive environments of the Golf 
Course. 

22. City of Palo Alto Policy L-1 (DEIR, p. 3-7). The 
DEIR states that the proposed development of housing on the first 
hole of the Stanford Golf course is consistent with Palo Alto 
Policy L-1, which restricts urban development on the Stanford 
Campus to "currently developed lands within the urban service 
area." The DEIR analysis is not correct: the housing 
development is inconsistent with this Policy, and the City of 
Palo Alto City Council at its July 31, 2000 Council meeting, went 
on record in opposition to Stanford's plans for housing 
development on the Golf Course. 

23. City of Menlo Park Policy I-G-8 (DEIR, p. 3-9). 
This City of Menlo Park ordinance requires that San Francisquito 
Creek and other wildlife habitat and ecologically fragile areas 
"shall be maintained an preserved to the maximum extent 
possible." The DEIR says that Stanford's development plans are 
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consistent with this City of Menlo Park policy, but at least as 
it pertains to Stanford's golf course housing plans, housing on 
the golf course clearly is not consistent with this policy. (See 
"Special Status Species Habitat Assessment of the Stanford Golf 
Course," Wetlands Research Associates, August 7, 2000; Letter, 
August 2, 2000, from Mike Josselyn to County of Santa Clara 
Planning Commission.) 

24. City of Menlo Park Policy I-G-13. (DEIR, p. 3-10). 
The City of Menlo Park supports regional efforts to maintain 
appropriate open space and conservation lands. The DEIR says 
that the Stanford CP/GUP are consistent with this, but with 
respect to the Golf Course, this is not so. Stanford's attempt 
to remove the 175-acre Golf Course from Open Space and to develop 
housing on it is clearly inconsistent with Menlo Park Policy I-G-
13. 

25. City of Menlo Park Policy I-I-5. (DEIR, p. 3-10) 
Policy I-I-5 states the policy of the City of Menlo Park to 
oppose any development proposals along the Sand Hill Road 
corridor unless the City Council makes findings that the benefits 
of such proposals outweigh all of the impacts to the City of 
Menlo Park. The DEIR says that Stanford's CP/GUP is consistent 
with this policy of the City of Menlo Park. However, without 
having seen that City's comments on the DEIR, it is hard to 
imagine that City will think that housing on the Golf Course will 
be beneficial to the City of Menlo Park. 

84-10 26. LU-1. The DEIR inadequately analyzes the effects 
of the proposed medium-density residential development on Hole 
No. 1 of the Golf Course, as an incompatible land use with the 
adjoining horse stables. The horse stables are the source of 
noises, smells, insects, and other effects of horse stables; a 
high-density residential development, with its noises, lights, 
domestic animals, and small children, would by the same token, be 
expected to interfere with the animals' peace of mind. These 
would inevitably be brought into conflict if the high-density 
residential subdivision were installed adjacent to the stables. 
This is not analyzed at all in the EIR, which states without any 
analysis that "proposed housing development would not conflict 
with or divide existing land uses in the vicinity." (P. 4.1-17) 
Moreover, the proposed housing development obviously conflicts 
with the current golf use, and this conflict was not analyzed by 
the DEIR. There was no analysis in the DEIR of the relative 
difficulty and expense of redesigning the Golf Course to 
accommodate the "relocation" of Hole. No. 1, with the relative 
cost and ease of finding an inf ill housing site for the proposed 
Hole. #1 housing. 
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84-11 27. HA-1. Section 4.9 of the DEIR is defective in its 
total failure to discuss the Golf Course as an Historic Resource. 
The Golf Course meets three of the four CEQA criteria for an 
historically significant resource, which defines a significant 
historical resource as one which meets the criteria of the 
California Register of Historical Resources, ir included in a 
local register of historic resources, or is determined by the 
lead agency to be historically significant. A significant impact 
is characterized as a "substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource." 

To be determined eligible for the California Register 
of Historical Resources, a property must be significant at the 
local, state, or national level under one or more of the 
following four criteria, modeled on the National Register 
criteria: 

1. It is associated with events or patterns of events 
that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of the history and cultural heritage of California and the United 
States; 

2. It is associates with the lives of persons 
important to the nation or to California's past; 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a 
type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents 
the work of an important creative individual, or possessed high 
artistic values; 

4. It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, 
information important to the prehistory of history of the state 
and the nation." 

The Stanford Golf Course meets two, and arguably three, 
of the CEQA criteria. It is the final "work of an important 
creative individual (George Thomas), or possesses high artistic 
values; both of these things are true about the Stanford course. 
Moreover, it is "associated with the lives of persons important 
to the nation or to California's past--the great golfers who have 
come through Stanford since the golf course opened in 1930 
(United States and British Amateur Champion Lawson Little was on 
the original golf team in 1930) up through the present time 
(Woods, Begay, Martin, each making news in their own ways), and 
in the meantime Watson, Wright, and others. Not to mention the 
authors, etc., etc., as set forth in this Reply, above. Stanford 
is a very important golf resource to the world and national golf 
communities. 
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84-12 28. DEIR did not adequately analyze the effects of 
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damage or destruction to the Golf Course on public recreation. 
The effects of Stanford's plans would be: 

(a) In the event the first seven holes of the Golf 
Course were lost, this would have significant negative impact 
upon the availability of golf recreation in the Mid-Peninsula 
area. See ERA Study, "Analysis of Annual Rounds at the Stanford 
Golf Course, ... " August 4, 2000, appended to this brief as 
Exhibit 7. Eighteen-hole rounds would be cut to 9-hole rounds, 
effectively reducing Stanford's annual 70,000-plus rounds in 
half, or less than half. The 35,000 or so annual rounds would 
then have to be absorbed by surrounding public courses, which are 
already among the most heavily-played golf courses in the nation. 
(Id.) 

(b) In the event the first hole were replaced 
somewhere else on the course, and the balance of the first seven 
holes remodeled to fit it in, the historic and championship 
quality, and the highest-caliber design values of the course 
would be very severely compromised, affecting the quality of the 
facility. 

(c) In the event the driving range were lost, there 
would be uncompensated loss of that public recreational facility. 

The EIR recognizes the loss of golf recreational 
opportunity, but says that it will be mitigated by relocation of 
the driving range and Hole No. 1. (EIR, p. 4.2-21) However, it 
does not discuss the loss of quality and loss of historical and 
artistic values that would result from such relocation. 

84-13 29. The DEIR inadequately analyzes the effect of the 
loss of Hole No. 1, because the EIR does not contain an analysis 
of the environmental effects of replacing the hole elsewhere on 
the course. The DEIR says about this only the following: 
"Some of these recreational opportunities will be replaced by 
relocation of facilities. The proposed sites for relocation of 
the driving range and hole number one of the golf course are 
shown in Chapter 7, Alternatives in Figure 7-3. Relocation of 
these facilities would result in the less of undeveloped lands 
east of Sand Hill Road, and could reduce the potential habitat 
values of these areas (see Section 4.8) ." 

Figure 7-3, captioned "Proposed Golf Course Relocation 
Sites," is found at page 7-51, but is only conceptual in nature, 
showing only a general area that has been "proposed" for the 
"Relocation Site for Hole #1 and Driving Range". This area is a 
fat-Capital L-shaped parcel, running in a north/south direction 
along Sand Hill Road, to the north of Hole No. 3 green and across 
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the street from the Oak Creek Apartments; this "L" corners at 
approximately the eucalyptus grove behind the third green, then 
contains the old dressage field to the right of the current Hole 
No. 2 of the Golf Course. There is no explanation, textual or in 
map or diagram form, of where the driving range would go, and 
where the replacement first hole would go. Wi~hout this 
explanation, it is not possible to accurately evaluate the 
environmental impacts of the relocation of Hole No. 1. Would a 
new replacement hole be located anywhere within the envelope of 
current Holes 2 through 7? If so, where would the new hole go, 
and how would it be engineered, and would it disturb any Tiger 
Salamander estivation burrows, and would it disturb any heritage 
trees? What other effects would the relocation of Hole No. 1 
have on any of the other holes; would they, or any of them, need 
to be moved to make room to squeeze in one more hole in the area 
currently occupied by Holes 2-7? The EIR is silent on this, and 
perhaps unavoidably so, if the University has produced no 
architecturally-rendered construction plan for the hole 
replacement. Accordingly, the DEIR is inadequate. 

30. And what about the relocation site for the Driving 
Range? Again, the map at Figure 7-3 is conceptual only. There 
are no engineers' drawings of the driving range, so the 
environmental impact cannot be measured. Will the site be 
alongside Sand Hill Road, across the street from the Oak Creek 
Apartments? Or in the dressage field adjacent to Hole No. 2? If 
on Sand Hill, what will be the effects on neighbors and drivers
by of night lights, parking lots, clubhouses, protective netting 
sticking 100 or more feet high, strung on tall pilings? What 
will be the safety effects on passing traffic? If the Driving 
Range is to go into the dressage lot, the questions are similar: 
what will be the effects of lights, parking lots, etc., etc., on 
Sand Hill Road motorists and any residential neighbors that 
eventually come to this corner of Stanford? The DEIR is 
deficient for its failure to measure these impacts of the 
housing-on-the-current driving range plan. 

84-14 31. Similarly, the DEIR contains no analysis of the 
environmental effects of Alternative Component HOUS-B 
(DEIR, p. 7-45), which would develop the entire first seven holes 
into housing and/or related Academic Campus uses, and move the 
holes to the west of the Back Nine. (See Figure 7-3, Proposed 
Golf Course Relocation Sites.) Again, the map is merely 
conceptual: there are no engineering drawings, not even a 
routing plan. We are told that the University's golf architect 
visited the area of the Holes 1-7 Replacement Site, and said that 
golf course could not reasonably be fit into the area. This is 
completely apart from the question of what special plant and 
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32. And again, the DEIR is inadequate due to the lack 
of a specific plan for the planned widening of West Campus Drive 
in the vicinity of the Golf Course. There are no engineering 
drawings, or even schematics. The DEIR reports that planners are 
in dispute as to whether they need an extra right-turn lane 
(presumably meaning that the road would be widened into the 
present lands of the Golf Course) , or an extra left-turn lane 
(into the Driving Range parking lot}. (DEIR, p. 4.4-103.) If 
widened into the golf course, this would damage Tiger Salamander 
habitat in the Tiger Salamander Management Zone, and would bring 
motorists into the line of misfire of Stanford slicers (or left
handed duck-hookers} . The DEIR fails to analyze any of this, and 
for this reason the document is defective. 

84-15 33. The DEIR is inadequate for its failure to study 

84-16 

84-17 

84-18 

the loss of California Tiger Salamander habitat, and other 
special status species habitat in the Hole No. 1 area itself. 

34. The DEIR is inadequate for its failure to study 
the existing California Tiger Salamander habitat in the area of 
Golf Course Holes 2 through 7, and particularly the heritage oak 
woodland between holes 5, 6, and 7, and between Hole No. 7 and 
Junipero Serra, as a mitigation measure for CTS population that 
will be impacted by any housing or other development in the lands 
to the east of the tennis courts near the Hole No. 1 green, and 
at the Driving Range. 

35. The DEIR is inadequate for its failure to study 
readily-identifiable infill sites as environmentally superior 
alternatives to housing construction on the Golf Course. A list 
of potential alternative sites is included in the Report of Hall
Howerton, which accompanies this Reply as Exhibit 16. 

36. The DEIR is inadequate for its failure to study 
the change in zoning from the current A-1, 20 acre minimum zone 
in which the Golf Course now sits, to the Academic Campus and 
Residential-Medium Density land use designation proposed by the 
University. 

37. The DEIR is inadequate for its failure to study 
the reciprocal traffic impacts of the proposed clustered 
residences on the 38-acre Stable Site, with the existing and 
anticipated traffic on West Campus Drive, and particularly rush
hour traffic. Will a traffic light be required so that the 
Stable Site dwellers can get out of their parking lots at rush 
hour? What will be the effects on the rush hour traffic of such 
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lights, or alternately of the residents trying to push their way 
into traffic at high-volume traffic times? 

38. The DEIR is inadequate for its failure to study 
anticipated traffic effects of a housing development located on 
the outside of West Campus Drive, on West Campus traffic over the 
next several years, as the Cancer Center and the Stanford West 
and Stanford Senior Housing projects become full. Will the First 
Hole residential traffic impede the West Campus Drive commute 
traffic, or otherwise. And what will be the traffic effects of 
this development on Sand Hill Road traffic? 

84-19 39. The DEIR fails to note that the golf course is 
entirely outside the Palo Alto Urban Service Area boundary. 
Therefore, any development planned for the golf course site will 
not be served by the city, rendering it infeasible and 
unrealistic. Will Stanford provide these services? The DEIR is 
defective for failure to analyze this. 

84-20 

84-21 

84-22 

84-23 

40. Air Resources. The DEIR fails to note the 
significant positive impact the golf course has on the campus air 
quality. As prevailing breezes pass over the golf course the air 
is both cooled and cleaned. Without the golf course in this 
location, the air quality at least in the southwestern portion of 
the campus core will be negatively impacted. 

41. Noise. The DEIR fails to note the significant 
positive contribution the golf course use and location provides 
in buffering the campus core and adjacent neighborhoods. 
Reduction or reconfiguration of the golf course may negatively 
impact the noise levels in both areas. 

42. Other CEQA Topics. Significant Irreversible 
Environmental Changes (section 6.2, page 6-1). The Committee 
agrees with the DEIR statement with regard to the realistic treat 
to the environment the change in land use from Academic Reserve 
and Open Space to Academic Campus represents to the Lathrop 
District. However, the DEIR has mistakenly omitted analysis of 
this issue, beginning at the Golf Course in the West Campus area. 
Most of the West Campus area has similar if not identical 
environmental conditions and faces a similar threat of 
irreversible environmental damage if developed as proposed in the 
GUP. Accordingly, the considerations are the same for the Golf 
Course in the West Campus District as in the Lathrop District. 

43. Alternatives to the Proposed Project. 
(See Table 7-1, starting on page 7-4.) The DEIR fails to 
consider an Academic Growth Boundary (AGB) alternative that would 
leave the existing golf course in place as is. The GUP proposes 
including the course within the AGB. The No-Project Alternatives 
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(both Additional Permits and No Additional Permits options) do 
not protect the golf course as Campus Open Space. The Reduced 
Project does not change the boundary. The Alternative Components 
options AGB-A and AGB-B both surrender all or part of the golf 
course to the Draft Community Plan's proposed designation change 
to Academic Campus. The DEIR is deficient for failing to 
consider as an option the prospect of leaving the existing course 
in its historic location and configuration outside the AGB line. 

44. The Committee supports the DEIR's finding that the 
proposal to extend West Campus Drive through the golf course site 
is unworkable and infeasible and would generates a variety of 
significant negative impacts. 

84-24 45. Regarding Table 7-2, page 7-14, item 2: Open Space 
and Visual Resources: OS-2. Will the project result in loss of 
recognized open space? The Committee agrees with the EIR that 
implementation of the GUP will produce a "significant" impact or 
loss. The Committee does not accept the theory that development 
will still necessarily occur on historic golf course lands but in 
a reduced level of intensity. At least one option should allow 
for the prospect of the golf course remaining as is, where is. 

84-25 46. Regarding Table 7-2, page 7-14, item OS-3. Will 
the project adversely affect recreational opportunities for 
existing or new campus residents and faculty users? 
Again, the Committee does not accept the DEIR theory that housing 
will necessarily be developed at "existing recreational sites," 
i.e., the golf course. The DEIR should consider the option of 
leaving the historic golf course as is, with residential 
development designated elsewhere. 

84-26 47. Regarding Table 7-2, page 7-15, item OS-5. Will 
the project cause an adverse effect on foreground views from one 
or more private residences or significantly alter public view? 
The Committee suggests the DEIR fails to consider the negative 
impact on open space views, the potential loss the golf course 
represents to the campus proper, the neighborhoods along Sand 
Hill Road, and to those traveling along Sand Hill Road. The 
change in land use designation that puts the very existence of 
the course in its historic location at risk also threatens the 
surrounding area with the loss of this significant open space 
asset and view. 

84-27 48. Regarding Table 7-2, page 7-17, item PH-3: Will 
the project increase the demand for housing thereby causing 
indirect environmental impacts? The Committee submits that the 
DEIR fails to consider the potential increase in campus 
facilities, and therefore potential unanswered demand for 
housing, the change at the golf course from Campus Open Space to 
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Academic Campus. Even though the GUP speaks to this area for 
housing it has left its options open with regard to final land 
use designation. Just as it was anticipated years ago that the 
golf course would remain a permanent open space, the GUP may 
permit development of non-residential uses in this area. This 
potential was not evaluated in the DEIR, which therefore is 
deficient. 

84-28 49. Regarding Table 7-2, page 7-27, item BI0-1: Will 
the project cause a loss of individuals or occupied habitat of 
endangered, threatened, or rare wildlife or plant species? The 
Committee supports the DEIR findings of a "significant" impact 
with regard to the CTS and various Rare, Threatened and 
Endangered Plants by the proposed GUP. The existing golf course 
represents and provides suitable and successful habitat for these 
plants and animals. The loss of the golf course represents the 
likely loss of these species. 

84-29 50. Regarding Table 7-2, pages 7-29, 30, 31, 32 items 
BI0-2 to 9, the Committee supports the DEIR findings regarding 
the negative impacts associated with the golf course change in 
land use from Open Space to Academic Campus and the potential 
development such a change represents. This applies to golf lands 
in both the West Campus and Lathrop Districts~ It makes no 
sense to treat the golf course differently in these districts; 
the golf course is an integrated whole; to damage it in one 
district is to damage and lessen the entire organism. 

84-30 51, The DEIR is deficient for failing to analyze the 
particulars of the residential development being proposed by the 
University for Hole No. 1. For example, the project description 
as found in the GUP is 38 acres, to be developed at densities 
ranging from 8 to 15 per acre; multiplied by 38 acres, this 
yields 304 to 570 total units. But there is no project 
description: how many units of 15-per-acre does the university 
want, and how many at 8 per acre. If the University's lot 
acreages are correct, and assuming the Hole No. 1 acreage to be 
15 acres, then there would be a remaining 23 acres on the parcel 
designated for medium-density housing in the West Campus District 
by the GUP. At a development rate of 13 units per acre, which is 
approximately halfway between the densities of the Peter Coutts 
complex and the Pierce-Mitchell houses, 304 units could be 
developed on the parcel without developing the Golf Course. If 
density of 25 per acre were done on the non-golf course acreage 
in exchange for density credits, or similar consideration, then 
all 570 units could go onto the non-golf course parcel. 

52. The DEIR is deficient for failing to analyze the 
particulars of the 2 Million square feet of new academic and 
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academic support construction being sought by the University in 
the GUP. The GUP fails to specify what it is seeking, and names 
only a new performance center and a new sports arena as buildings 
to come under the GUP. Without at a minimum knowing the sizes 
and footprints of the buildings, and the locations of the 
development sites, it is difficult to analyze the University's 
growth request in the context of the housing and other pressures 
that the University's academic growth demands are placing both on 
the Stanford community and upon the broader surrounding 
communities. Stanford should be required to provide this 
information as part of its GUP Application, and the County should 
be required to analyze such information as part of the EIR 
process. Without this information, the Committee submits that 
the DEIR is inadequate. 

84-31 53. The DEIR is inadequate for failing to consider the 
environmental impact of requiring Stanford to off er discounts or 
other inducements to Stanford faculty and staff to take 
residences in the Stanford West Apartments and the Stanford 
Senior Housing--new residential development projects that will be 
coming onto the housing market beginning in September, 2000, as 
an environmentally superior alternative than the damage and/or 
destruction of the historic and environmentally sensitive 
Stanford Golf Course. These resources were neither condered by 
the DEIR drafter, nor were any reasons given for their non
consideration. The Committee suggests that there is good reasons 
to consider these resources, and there is precedent for such 
consideration, as the Committee understands from our Stanford 
University sources that the University on an ad hoc basis already 
gives extra housing 11 allowances, 11 to professors, and in some 
cases provides subsidized housing for graduate students and 
others in apartment houses on Stanford lands. Certain 
inducements to senior faculty who may be or may feel 11 house
bound 11 in homes that are now too big for them, may have the 
effect of freein-up housing stock on Faculty Hill for younger 
professors. Without some such subsidies, the Committee 
understands that the rates expected to be changed at Stanford 
Senior Housing will be out of the price range of most retired 
Stanford faculty living on Faculty Hill. It may well be that the 
relative modest expense of some housing subsidies or inducements 
might offer an environmentally-superior alternative to the 
destruction or substantial damage to the heritage resource and 
environmentally-sensitive grounds of the Stanford Golf Course. 

54. For the same reasons as discussed above, the DEIR 
is inadequate for failing to consider the use of subsidies or 
other inducements for faculty to live in the Oak Creek 
Apartments, under long-term lease from Stanford to a private 
developer. At Sectopm 7.7, "Alternatives Considered and 
Rejected," the DEIR states that it rejcted consideration of 
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"existing housing on Stanford lands for eligible Stanford 
employess, 11 because (1) the analysis is limited to on-campus 
housing; and (2) because "this alternative would not meet the 
County's objective of augmenting the regional housing supply." 
Neither reason makes sense as an excuse not to consider the Oak 
Creek Apartments and other Stanford-owned commercial real estate 
located off-campus. The failure to consider potential housing 
opportunities on off-campus Stanford lands violates Stanford's 
Draft Community Plan, Land Use Strategy #3, which provides as 
follows: "Strategy #3: Respond to Changing Social and 
Environmental Conditions .... Within the regional context, the 
provision of housing and transportation, the enhancement of air 
and water quality, and the conservation of natural and heritage 
resources need to be coordinated with overall planning issues and 
not limited to jurisdictional boundarieso Stanford!s planning 
and that of the six jurisdictions having authority over 
Stanford's lands should be coordinated." In other words, and as 
it relates to the instant matter, Stanford must look to all its 
resources to solve problems of "housing and ... the conservation 
of natural and heritage resources ... " That is what we are 
talking about here: housing and the historic and environmentally 
sensitive Golf Course. As to the DEIR drafter's excust that the 
alternative would not meet the County's own objectives, is is not 
credible to say that the County would object to a Stanford 
program to subsidize its faculty to live in commercial Stanford
owned rental or other commercial property. In fact, the 
Committee understands that there are instances of that happening 
now. It may be that some combination of discrete programs, 
tailored to specific situations, could have significant impacts 
on Stanford's housing crisis. If, as Stanford says, this crisis 
is sufficiently grave to jeopardize its standing among the 
world's universities, then such programs should be considered as 
an alternative to destroying heritage and environmentally 
sensitive assets. 

55. The DEIR is inadequate for failing to consider the 
D.C. Powers Lab, Horse's Head, Rural Lane, Buck Estate, Arguello 
Site, Sand Hill/SLAC, Guernsey Field, and Woodsdide Parcels sites 
located in the County of San Mateo, and the Oak Creek Apartments, 
Stanford West Apartments, and Stanford Senior Housing sites as 
potential housing sites for Stanford faculty. The stated common 
reason given for the failure to consider the San Mateo County 
sites is "because it is not within Santa Clara County; may be 
considered for future housing." But this agaom is a lame excuse, 
and in any event is inconsistent with Stanford's own Draft 
Community Plan. So as a matter of Plan internal consistency, the 
Stanford properties located in other jurisdictions must be 
considered. Stanford's Draft Community Plan, Land Use section, 
speaks precisely to this point, as follows: "Strategy #3: 
Respond to Changing Social and Environmental Conditions .... 
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Within the regional context, the provision of housing and 
transportation, the enhancement of air and water quality, and the 
conservation of natural and heritage resources need to be 
coordinated with overall planning issues and not limited to 
jurisdictional boundaries. Stanford's planning and that of the 
six jurisdictions having authority over Stanford's lands should 
be coordinated." Precisely. Stanford's own Draft Community Plan 
provides that the "provision of housing and ... the conservation 
of natural and heritage resources"--which is what we are talking 
about at the Stanford Golf Course--are matters of sufficient 
importance and of interjurisdictional common relevance, that they 
should be discussed in an interjurisdictional forum of some kind. 
As a matter of logic, and as a matter of internal plan 
consistency in the Stanford Draft Community Plan, the 
housing/heritage/resource conservation issues raised by the 
University's attempt to take its Golf Course out of play, or 
damage or seriously alter its historic character, must not be 
allowed to proceed without a much fuller consideration than has 
been given it in the DEIR. 

VII. CONCLUSION: 
WHAT WE HAVE HERE 
IS A FAILURE TO PLAN WELL. 

Compact urban development: who can argue with this 
principal as a general tenet of good urban planning? Stanford 
espouses this concept in its Draft Community Plan; however, it 
fails to put this principal into practice when Stanford makes a 
move to rezone and cut up the Golf Course. Build up, not out, in 
the urban core areas, and leave the great open spaces to be 
enjoyed by all. Such planning, if employed at Stanford 
University, would spare the historic Golf Course and the Foothill 
open spaces, while still providing housing in the context of the 
University's reasonable demands for academic growth. 

We have shown, with a few examples from our planning 
consultant, Hall-Howerton, how this could work. We understand 
that other EIR comments include substantial alternate site 
housing elements. Stanford has lots of iand, and lots of 
resources to bring to this issue. 

In the future, the University needs to look inward, 
perhaps toward a redevelopment of the eucalyptus patches on the 
northern end of Campus. 
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And as for the Golf Course, Stanford's legacy from the 
great naturalist and designer George C. Thomas, Jr., it should be 
left where it is, as it is: a piece of Stanford history that 
well serves its functions of open space, recreation, comradeship, 
environmental haven, and a place to focus and clear the mind. 

Respectfully submitted, 

COMMITTEE TO SAVE STANFORD GOLF COURSE 

~~~/'~ 
Ri~:--H. Harris, Jr. 

cc: Archie S. Robinson, Esq. 
Lyman Van Slyke 
Richard Strock 
Richard Stultz 
Geri Plunkett 
Roger Smith 
Betty Koski 
Scott McNealy 
Sandy Tatum 
Tom Keelin 
Rich Berra 
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1bis expansion from 6 courts to 9 is necessary to ac:comDlOda1e lhc large number of rccrealion cl.asaes alld 

um. 11Us cxpaasioo has been identified in previous D~ Master Plana. Formulalion i1 ~ w 
SWtlD 2(0). 

~Hgdccy BaJbrooms, BlwJlea and. Lighcs 
"DO '01 ltJ?-

'The Mifldal Turf Plcld is uacd by a uumbcr of vazsicy ieams. as well u, recreation users. The oxialillg 
bathmom.t IR owz- Uliliz.cd and in n=1 of repair. The bleachcn will replace the ponablc blc:adlcn that are 
pJaa:::d.ar eventJ IJICi tbe Ugbis will providt much needed scitcduling flexibility. Dq)endiag on private gifts 

th.is project could stan as early as 2000. 

EUio~FJeld Upg <Fggtball Practice ficldl 
f=A// ~00 

This project 'Will illitill ligliii Qll i& f'DOtblil prlC1ice fiddS. Ir will cuble our llsall1 to pracdce ill 
prc:p1ll'atico {or nigbt games aDd incfcasc tbe .sc:hedulillg flexibility. Thil project will '!JG C"..mpk:::Qj m 2000. 

l 



/n.;.~"'"ITALPROJECTLOOKABUD 
~ 2"'-·2008 

Golf come· Ne" 18 &lg Conru . . 
This project lbcl~ the dcwlaprncal of a new 18 Hole c;ounc OD Staafcld lallds OU1lidD of die campus 
~ 1hcprimlrypuab beblnd dl1S project is tJJe UDl~ty·1 ODpiDJ Deed fer additimlal Jaoalillg spat 

thar will litely dilloca1e podiou of die cDllilg lowtr coimc (bob 1 - 7). 1lac DCW ccaac 1lliJl a:t as 
Stmfam• • primmy counc wbilc the oJd COUl'1le will be ca1a1 dcJwa ro a 9 balr:: c:za:uU..-e c:oune. DAPER 
acic;ipacca taavtnc to reloe£ the lower nineboh:s of the goltc:omse witiD lbc nat 7 -10 years. 

Golf Cm1nc- New Oub Bouse I Ooh ftoqse I <;art Barn ? 7 

'Ibe ailtillg ~ tbal houses dlClc lbn:c clcalcm is iD DClCll otrelJUUdlng. "Jbcre is no fJtm plan in 
place !or 1hi1 project. but It wW be DCCCllllll' ID .address this building within die neu f'ew )an. 

M;aples Pniliqn Exppnsfon I Benovaliom 

Maplc:a Pavilion. which providr:is a c;ompc:lition 'VCDUC fer DasVrt>aJI. Volleyball and Gyumulfa. !I 
raudneJy tWcd to capacity. DA.PER Is lavcstipting apansio11 posaibilitk:a fgr lhe exiating 7,4CJO.ecat 
area.a., as well¥. the option ofbuilding·a now facility. ldcas for~ amcnilica include a new glaD atrium 
fer public meas. 11CW ~ soUDd 1ys1em aad lightius. Tiac probable start or Ibis pmject is expected 
wi&hin tbc 11ct,·7 years. 

AA lhc number d varsity spons bu .im:rea5cd '° haa the need for additional team locker roo1111 aud meeting 
space. Tiils irojcct will address Ille nm! far tllis space by building a small clubbouse located iD Muter' 1 

Oro.ve between the Lacrosse., Rugby, Soc:c:e: imd Softball playing field$. lb.is sttucturc would house 
bet•eeu 4 llJld 6 team lockr rooms and may b1c:l11dc a ma:tlng room and equipment room. Amicipated 

start of Ibis project would be in !be ~ 2-4 years. 

Rcilwoo4 City Boatbome 

This project reaavatcs the c:wrent boat siorap and lauach facility locarcd in Redwood City. 'lki acw Lwo
story bOllboule will be app'Oldmltcly 16.000 sq~ tc= and colltlia both die Crew and SailiDg Programa; 
aa Wdl as ~oaal rowing. 'lbc devt:lcpmem appliealiom bale been submined and coastructioa is 
anlidpated to srart IA .2000. 

Rucby Fjeld. Bleachers and Uehts 

lbiS project will partition a ncw compctllion fai:;ility fer lbc Rugby Program from lbe eDdDa SClll!l 
Wramwal (JM} Fu:lds Comp& The lnlClldoll is to designate a comisteat ans Iba! can be mpnt1h1ed and 
med for Rupy competitioa. Wbc:a 1iDUbed tliia facility will be similar to Maluac:y Soec:cr COlllpl= IJld 

will iDdude bJcacben, ligbra and feaciag. Dcp:ading OD gift doaaiions &bis ~ja;t is lllllicipara:l for 

2000-2001. Sf""''!. ~' 
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DAPER CAPITAL PROJECT LOOK AHEAD 
2000-2008 

Sam Magtonald n•u t Dock TaW Gmye I !nm Aqu'*s EJUa 

The build out oC Ibo Trek. Tcmaia and AqQi&D !cWdcl JIU left die Sam Macc!onald Road ud ld.jlcallt 
mil arcu iP uacd ot repair. 11lia projeCt will join lbese far:il1tim together ad wa!fy the lmdl c"'l*aa ad 
pathway elements. Completio11 of rJUs project will be coocum:ot widl !he c;omplcdon OC 1bc: AquaOa 

project and will mostlilrdy spa 2000-2001. '&J+-1-Ac.. Af l,,A-

/oO ,+ 'Di 
. .=-~·· ?!~ 

DAPER it ~g au CYa"-increaaina demand for playi11g .&eJd 'PICC. ID order to talfill t.bc needs ot 
1hc UDivezslry. 'Ibis prajeet will add fields in die wtUMd _.. adjacc11t to lbc Soulll lM Pickl Complc:x. 
This project will also incaporare lbe Uaivcnity's DCcd for tbia ~as a rp=.tlon basin fm st<nldrainage. 

Amicipascd project start in 2001. Jt1-)I) Fj7 1 ~t.h { 
Soflball Seatinr and LlchL1 /pt~ f)OX:. 

Phase I or lhil project tnduded ttle new fteld, bacbt~, dugouts and scoreboard fat the softball program. 
Pllllllc ll will complete Che DAPER Muter plan c1cmcnt1 of seating and landscaping for 1his area. Plans ate 

cuamtly being dc~ope4 and conaU'UC:Cion will swt in 2000. 

Stanfor4 St1dium Lipt1n1 

Pox TV will sponsor the installaliou of brocur quality lighta m Stanford Stafium. The appW:.atlon ro die 
Santa Clara Co11my has been 111bmittcd and Ilse iutenlion ii to have UIC lights i!Walled prior to tbe 2000 

FoatballScaaou. ['). ~lt~ . ~VtttO L,l ~~ 

St.Infant Stadium Usmades 

Major renovadoas r.o tlJe Slalliom Stadium are p.lallued by tbe ye:sr '1IU1. This pl'Oject will addras tho baic: 
CuoatouaJUy of tbe facility and comp1iuce with die ADA, while iuc:rc:uing ~ iDqrity. DAPER 
llas tatea u· aggreuivc. pr'O"acUYe pomioll on KCCS1ibility baues for all of U. iacWlic::ii. wbicb may leSl1k 

i.D u ac:a:lc:rMCd dale or camplc:Uon. 
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II.APER CAPITAL PROJECT LOOK MU:AD 
2000-2008 

Sunken pjamgnd ADA StaJinc and BanndtJ 

DAPER. hM taken a proactive approacb to remove accessibility barriers at our facilities. 
As part of diis program we have red=igned the SllDJcen Diamond seating areas ID ilM:.lude 
wheel chair positions in both the standa and the press boL The new folding seats will 
replace the existing bleacher style scats and the upper walk.way and J?mSS bo.5, will b: 
accessed by a new ramp. Additional improvements include expandCd ac.cessibJC lawn 
seating. :remodeled dugouts and a new bacbtop. Anticipated .swt of this project will be 

August 2000. ' f .LJ\1"J'1 ()I 5~ 

Sunken Diamom:J Qub Home Ruansto.a 

1bi4 project was part oC tbc origiual. plan of improvemalts ms~ Diamond. Th.is project i.DYOlvc:s 
impro~ts tD lhe players· locker roam. wull room md lounp ~ llld will ~tile VIP sc:adag 
ow:t1oold11g right .field. DAPER amicipalCI comp1ctills lbis project by 2002. 

\ 
oz 

Taobe Tmnis Practlq; Llahts and Bleadters 

To better serve the SWafotd Commwiity, DAPBR. will be illuminating die cigbl. cou:its adjaccnl ro tbc 
Taa'be Tenllit Stdum. ThCIC c:ouna wW be &vlilablc fr:r rec. asc iD amjuDction With dJe Weu Campus 
Teams Couru. AddldoD.tlly, a small bank ofblachen will also be added. These blau:hcr aca will 
provide a small number of specwor scats far couns 4 - 11. Aneldpatcd c:omplctlou of Ibis pmjCICt wtll be 
m2000-2001. 

The current Oate 2 "Ilc.kd C>mce located at cbo Stanford S~m ii too #twl to proccsa aad dbm'burt: 1bc 
~quantity of tickcta for Athletic E'VCDU. DA.PS mtil:ipatc3 lmproviag our tic\TJing fldlilits wi1biu 
the DCXt 10 years. 
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DAPER CAPITAL PROJECT LOOK AHEAD 

2000--= 

Canady DAFER. is matiq minor modifiCldoos to die Vanily Driving kmqp:Grrm m:l IDUblg .AreaL It 
II., Jsowner. addJ*ed 1lw aa !be Ulliverdy coatlams to e:zpod it housing dm lbe bolb tbe Vanity ad 
PubHcDri'Ying bagel Mn need to be relc:ic:Al1. 

s 
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Geoff D. Shackelford 

August 4. 2000 

Santa Clara County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. 
Attn: C. Joe Simitian 
70 West Hedding St 
San Jose. Ca. 95110 

Re: History of the Stanford Golf Course, 
Palo Alto. CA. 
EIR Comment. Stanford University 
Draft CP/GUP Application 

Dear Planning Commission and Supervisors: 

At the request of the "Committee to Save the Stanford Golf Course." I am writing to 
put the historic significance of the Stanford Golf Course into perspective and to share my 
knowledge of this 1929 layout by master golf architect. George C. Thomas Jr. 

I am an avid student of golf architecture. and have authored six books on the subject. 
including a biography of George C. Thomas Jr .• The Captain, George C. Thomas Jr. and 
his Golf Archilecture, (Sleeping Bear Press, 1997). I am also the golf architecture 
columnist for Golf Maga.=ine, a monthly publication with the highest circulation among 
golf magazines. and for the Internet golf publication, golf.com. Hopefully I can shed 
some light for you on the prominence of Captain Thomas in architectural circles and the 
significance of his final design, Stanford Golf Course. 

Golf architecture is a sub-field of landscape architecture and land planning, first 
recognized as a profession around the tum of the Twentieth Century. But not until 1911 
when The National Golf Links of America opened on Long Island, N. Y., did golf 
architecture become an art form as well. The National was the result of four years of 
work by C.B. Macdonald, an avid student of master land planner Frederick Law Olmsted 
and landscape architects Brown, Repton and Puckler. 

Humphrey Repton, in tum, was the disciple of the late 18th Century English 
landscape architect Capability Brown, who generally is credited as the father of the 
"picturesque" school oflandscape design. C.B. Macdonald's National was the first course 
to incorporate the "picturesque" principles of landscape architecture to golf course 
design, and it marked the beginning of new things to come for the field. Just a few years 
later a group of Philadelphians, including Stanford course architect George Thomas, 
began practicing course design with these principles in mind, creating "natural" looking 
landscapes that merged often imperceptibly with the surrounding environment. 

801 IDAHO AVENUE• SUITE 4 •SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA• 90403 
PHONE: 310-451-5877 • FAX: 707-929-1099 • EMAIL: GEOFFSHAC@AOL.COM 
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George Thomas was one of the greatest golf designers of America's "Golden Age" of 
course design, consistently considered along \\ith five other architects as being the 
acknowledged great masters of early 20th Century American golf architecture. He 
learned and evolved as an architect in Philadelphia around the tum of the 20th Century, 
his mentors including noted masters such as A. W. Tillinghast and Donald Ross. He was a 
founder of and was insnumental in the design of Pine Valley Golf Club, located in a New 
Jersey suburb of Philadelphia, consistently ranked the finest and most complete example 
of golf architecture in America. Stanford was one of thirteen original 18-hole designs by 
George Thomas, beginnjng in 1904 with his earliest effort, the .Ma.'ion Golf Club, 
Marion, MA. 

Eight of Thomas' courses, including Stanford, were in collaboration with noted 
California engineer Billy Bell. There is little question that these eight California 
collaborations with Bell were by far Thomas's strongest efforts architecturally. They 
were the most natural looking and at times awe-inspiring in appearance, thanks to the 
combination of Thomas' design and strategic brilliance, and Bell's construction expertise. 
And these eight designs were certainly the most creative of Thomas's career in their use 
of design strategy because Captain Thomas was able to focus so much energy on the 
details of each hole's design. 

This is important to note because many key figures in golf consider Thomas the 
ultimate design "strategist" due to the complex and thrilling option-laden holes he created 
at courses such as Stanford, and also because his book Golf Architecture in America is 
widely considered the most important ever published on the subject of golf course design. 
As I understand it, CEQA guidelines for recognition and protection of "significant 
historical resources" require, among several things, that the landmark in question 
"embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high 
anistic values." 

I write to you as a historian, student of architecture and longtime golfer. I can say 
without hesitation or fear of contradiction, that George Thomas' design at Stanford is one 
of the most important remaining examples of his work and of the "Golden Age" of course 
design. It is the work of a man widely considered a master in the creation of lasting, 
thought-provoking and inspiring course designs. 

Another extremely important aspect of Thomas' legacy and stature was his insistence 
upon the preservation of nearly all key natural features on a site. In this, he was well 
ahead ofhjs time in environmental sensitivit'f. Thomas was a naturalist, before naturalists 
were commonly called "environmentalists." He was a rose breeder, a dog breeder, and a 
deep sea fisherman who published books about each of these activities. Nowhere did 
Thomas work more carefully around natural resources than at Stanford Golf Course~ The 
Stanford Daily reports that of the estimated 5,000 oak trees on the virgin 175-acre golf 
course property when the architects found it, only 75 trees were removed to make way for 
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the fairways. Thomas and Bell "made every possible effort to save the trees by 
redesigning the locations." Also, it is reported that Thomas and Bell required Stanford to 
acquire land from the Buck Estate to the north of San Francisquito Creek, so that the 
course could play back and forth across the creek. This simultaneously had the effect of 
making the golfers' shots more interesting and strategically challenging, and of buffering 
and protecting the San Francisquito riparian corridor. (See Stanford Daily stories dated 
March 5 and June 29, 1929, collected in "Stanford Golf Clippings, 1899-1931," Gordon 
Ratliff, 1996.) 

Thomas had virtually ended his course design career in the mid-1920s. But the quality 
of the Stanford site and the university's reputation convinced him otherwise. Ironically, 
the land acquired north of San Francisquito Creek, at Thomas' request, today constitutes 
land that the University would not now own, except for the golf architect's vision. In 
other words, had Thomas not envisioned that the property north of San Francisquito 
Creek (all or portions of holes Nos. 3, 4, 8, 12, 13, 14, and the old fifth hole tee), would 
be better suited for a natural sport such as golf instead of structures, that area would not 
be the beautiful natural resource it is today, nor would Stanford University even own it. 

Finally, as a former collegiate golfer and a writer and historian of golf, I must 
reiterate the significance of George Thomas's design in helping to shape the kinds of 
players who have come out of Stanford. I feel strongly that ingenious golf architecture 
helps inspire golfers to reach new levels of ability, and to further their influence in the 
game of golf The fact that Tiger Woods, Tom Watson, and Mickey Wright-the greatest 
woman golfer in history-and countless other champions, including Lawson Little, have 
played here is no coincidence. By most measures, Watson, Wright, and Woods are three 
of the dozen greatest players in the history of the sport of golf, and Lawson may be the 
least recognized great because he followed the illustrious Bobby Jones. 

There is not another University or golf course in the world that can claim such an 
honor roll of talent from among its alumni. For this additional reason-separate from but 
related to the history and quality of the architecture-the Stanford Golf Course would 
appear to meet CEQA criteria for significant historical and cultural resources. The 
Stanford Golf Course is an architectural gem and a golf historical site of worldwide 
reputation and significance, and it should be preserved. 

Cc: Dr. John Hennessy, President-Elect 
Stanford University 

Sincerely, 

Geoff Shackelford 
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APPENDIX 

GENER.i\.L GUIDELINES 
FOR GOLF COURSE DESIGN 

BY GEORGE C THOMAS JR. 

(Note: The foiiowing seven directives were laid down by Captain Thomas 
before the construction of Bel-Air. The gwdehne.s appeared In rhe dub news/mer, 
Bel Air Progress) 

l. Each hoie should be a thing alone. set off from ail others 

2. Uneven stances on irregular, canted fairways are essemial: far too 
many American courses offer monotonous lies from dead-flar terrain 

3. Length means nothing without character. character means proper 
hazards and hazards should be on :i natural and heroic scale for 
superlative goif; glorified mole-hills are ruled out 

4. An ideal hole should provide an infinite \'ariety of shots and at times 
give full advantage for the voluntary pull or slice. one of the most 
finished strokes in golf 

5. Bunkers will be sloped so that the ball runs to the middle and not 
left unplayable under the faces: but such rraps must be tight, closely 
guarding the greens 

6. One-shot holes of par-3 are mosr important: here one gets a keener 
interest off the tee than anywhere else and five one-shotters in 18-
holes are nor roo much 

7. Greens wili have great differences. with rolls. dips and grades 
demanding judgment with a keen eye 

199 

I 

I 
f 

I 
:The 

' ~ry. 
ited 
i 

~He 
1rse 
imi 

rr-3 

uilr 

the 
des 

letter 84 



letter 

200 APPENDIX 

DESIGNS 

MARION GOLF C,LUB o,ce•o••~·6•0•~·············~······•·6~J\.'1arion. t'11assachuserts6•••••••<&0<>0 l 904 c 
18=holes c 

SPRING LAKE GOLF CLUB Lake 19 iO 

L 
.............. 1908 

18,,,,holes vi/Samuel Heebner B 
RED HILL GOLF 1921 

B.-
Los ANGELES Mt:NICIPAL G.C. .................... 1923 

36-holes Fz 
SATICOY GOLF AND C.C. .....•.............•.•........... Venrura. Califomia .............................. 19 26 

18-holes °? 
l . 

HERBERT 

rhe 

PINE VALLEY 

1919-20 
P.· 

several ne\v 



Jmpleted 

-1- (circa) 

.... 1910 

.... 1908 

.... 1921 

.... 1923 

.... 1926 

:impleced 

... 1921 

914-15 

919-20 

.... 1928 

~ 
f 
i 
! 
' 
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DESIGNS OF GEORGE C. THOMAS JR. AND BILLY BELL 

(Bell served as Construction Superintendent on these Projecrs) 

Course Location Year Completed 

OJAI VALLEY INN GOLF CLUB .......................... Ojai. Califomia ................................... 1925 

18-holes 

LA CUMBRE COUNTRY CLUB ........................... Santa Barbara. California ................... 1925 

redo 9-holes, add 9 holes 

BEL-AIR COUNTRY CLUB ................................. Los Angeles. Califomia ...................... 1926 

18-holes Uack Neville, Alphonso Bell also collaborated) 

BALDWIN HILLS GOLF CLUB ............................ Culver City, California ....................... 1926 

18-holes (name later changed to Fox Hills Golf Course, West Course) 

Fox HILLS GOLF CoURSE ................................ Culver City, Califomia ....................... 1927 

18-holes, East Course 

THE RIVIERA COUNTRY CLUB ......................... Pacific Palisades. California .............. 19 2 7 

18 Holes, 9-hole par-3 course (preliminary design for second 18-holes). 

Los ANGELES COUNTRY CLUB ........................ Los Angeles, California ...................... 1928 

Redesign of North Course, parrial redesign of South Course 

STANFORD GOLF CLUB ..................................... Palo Alto, Califomia ........................... 1930 

18-holes 

DESIGNS OF BILLY BELL WITH GEORGE THOMAS CONSULTING 

(Bell was Primary Architect; Thomas consulced. This is only a confirmed list. Bell constructed 
several other courses berween 1922 and 193:! which Thomas like£v made suggestions on.) 

Course Location Y car Completed 

CASTLEWOOD COUNTRY CLUB ........................ Castlewood, Califomia ...................... 1923 

36-holes 

PALOS VERDES GOLF CLUB .............................. Palos Verdes, Califomia ..................... 1924 

18-holes 

EL CABALLERO GOLF CLUB ·················'··········San Fernando, California ................... 19 26 

18-holes 
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George C. 

Thomas Jr. 

architect of 

Riviera-site 

of this year's 

Senior Open-

built courses 

as varied as 

his hobbies 

GeorgeC. 
Thomas Jr .. 
center. with 
Alister 

I =~::;e. Billy Bell, 
left. Bom: 
1873, 
Philadelphia, 
Pennsytvani& 
Died: 1932. 
Beverty Hilla, 
C..iifomia 
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By Design 

George C. Thomas Jr. 
S 02\!E ~IODER:S golf archir.ects are 

baffled b,· the attention ;:ind admira
tion gin!n to the designers of yester

day. They c:in not underst:ind why golfers keep 
wanting to play the subtle designs of the 1920s 
when there J.re so many aesthetiCJ.lJy pleasing 
courses being constructed today. HoweYer. the 
primary difference between classic and modern 
architecture-a factor losr on some contempo
rary architects-lies not in the scenic beauty of 
a golf course. Instead it is the straregy=tl1e eie= 
ment of the design that makes the golfer think 
and e..xecute to achieYe result:s-thJt dra,,·s play
ers back to the classic courses .. -\nci e\·en with 
such heraldc:d srraregic school pee::s JS Donald 
Ross . .-\..\\~ Tillinghast. and .\lister :\hckenzie. 
there was no bigger proponent oi strategic golf 
course design than G:orge C. Thomas Jr. 

Raised in the wealthy suburbs of Philadelphia, 
Thomas has said he .. grew up in golfuig knowl
edge·· with Tillinghast. a fe!IO\\" Phiiadelphia 

I BY GEOFF SHACKELFORD I 

Cricket Club member. By 191.2, his friend Hugh 
Hilson was constructing the new course for 
Merion. and George Cm.mp was clearing the 
sand~· hills east of town for Pine valley \\·here 
Thomas was z founding member. The link 
between these men was exceptional pla:ing abil
ity~all were among the better golfers in the 
region md each c:mied a handicap under five. 

For Thomas, golf course design was just one 
of many artistic passions. Ha,ing inherited a 
large sum of money ,,_·hen his parents died, 
Thomas de,·oted his energy to several hobbies, 
most notJbh· roses. He wrote two books on 
roses and cre~ted more than -tO varieties for the 
commercial market .. -\.former Y\"orld \\"ar I 
pilot who smTi,·ed three crashes. Captain 
ThomJs ·s other interests included deep-sea fish
ing: (on which he wrote a book in 1930) and 
br~eding: Endish Setters (he won Best of Breed 
ar the i 9o 3 \ \ ·estminsrer 1:enne! Club show). 

Thomas ·s array of inreresrs may e..'Cplain how 
he created some of the most original, artistic 
and challenging holes e,·er built. His career 

CLASSIC DESIGNS Riviera CC (#24} 

Los Angeles CC, North (1137) 

(GOU' M.&G.wN!'s Top 100 in th" U.S • ...,.,king in guiro-1 

I.ESSER KNOWN GEMS 

Bel-Air CC (CA) 

Whitemarsh Valley CC (PA) 

Ojai Valley Inn (CA} 

Stanford GC (CA) 

STRENGTHS 

•Master of strategic design and course routing 

•Built some of the most innovative, eccentric and 

strategic holes ever seen 

•Used large, jagged-edged, sand-faced bunkers, 

particularly on his California designs 

e Mada craative use of b:rrancas and swales for 

drainage purposes 

•Wrote Golf Architecture in Americ~, a definitive 

book on the subject 

WEAKNESS 

·Green contours fairly basic 

I 
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began in 1905 when the Thomas iamih· sold 
their esrare ro a group looking to build a coun
try club ir. me Chesmm Hill area o:· Philaciel
phia. The family stipulated that the :hen 3:
year-old Thomas be allowed to design the ne\1· 
course. an: \ \ 1memarsh \ alle\· bee::me :he i:.:-st 
Thomas ciesign \1·hen i: openeci in loo-. 

FollO\nng two other small-scale designs in 
the East. Thomas mon~d to Be\·erly Hills in 
1920 afte:- nis return irom the war. t_• pon his 
a.rriYal, Tnomas joined Los .-\ngeb Coum:r~; 
Ciub, where he was asked to supen1se the con
srrucrion o~Herben Fmder·s redes1CT' .. Six ,·ears 
later. Tho:nas \i:ould comolereh- renm·are the 
Fowler desi~ re me::: ills cmi: st:mciarcis. 

From l \.:: 4 tu 19 30 he. al om: \11th ~·onsrruc

t:ion supe:·riso;- Bill: Beil. \1 uuld design or 
redesign se,·erai timeless courses in CJliforni::i. 
indudinf : uQf_:; C.S. Senior Open SH:; Ri'iera. 
Los :\ngeles Coumry Club (the ~onh 
Course). and Bel-. .\ir. ~ot only were all of h.is 
designs noted for ::heir srn.nriin; lacy-edged and 
sand-facec otmkerin~. bur Thomas builr all o:· 
his holes "1::h numerous options fo~ play. He 
also incorpo:-arecl hazards unique m the region, 
including sandy barrancas and deep can~·ons. 

Oddly. Tnorna.s s work was not wicidy re cog-

Pized in the early years for its creatfrity, perhaps 
because it \1·as so bold that ir went OYer the 
heads oi most club committees \\·ho subse
quently aite:-ed his ;\·ork. His epic hook. Go!( 
.--irrhiretwrc 11: .-i.mc;-icH. is one oi the finesr pub
lications e\·e:- preser:red on the suoiecr of goif 
course desigr.. :-<or onh· die Thomas compile a 
wealth oi interesting phoro;raphy. he also com
bined ir with concise wririn; and inrricate draw
ings of bold srrategic holes. 

Thougn Ri»iera remains his masterpiece and 
Los .-\ngeles Counrr:· Ciubs ~onh Course is a 
sound resL Thomas·s original design ar Bel-. .\ir 
ma\· h:n-e been his mos;: innonti\·e. Thomas 
c~afi:eci nu.'1lerous double iairw:n·s. challeng1n~ 
shon pa:- r·o1u-s. and one-shorrers surrounded by 
gaping bunkers, t:-a\·ersing four different 
canyons. Tne cou.><se has graduall~· been changed 
in :m ar.:en:p: to create a '·championship·· test. 
Howe;-e::. some thilli::; reswranon or-Tnomas·s 
original design would iand i: in GOLF .\lAG.-UJXES 

"Top l 00 Cou.rses in the \\odd." 
Caprai.n Tnomas died in J 93: before he could 

redesign t.he South Course at Los . .\ngeles Coun
r:r:· Club. bur he left behind enough oi a iegac:· to 

make him the ultimare strategist in the eyes of 
classic a.rclure::rure buffs. 

The course 
at Ojai 

Valley Inn 
in Ojai, 

California 
(sixth hole 

shown 
above), is a 

Thomas 
design. 

mi 
George 

Thomas's 
book"Gott 

Architecture 
in America" 

has been 
reprinted by 

Sleeping Bear 
Press. ($85; 

!lOD-487-
2323 or 

www.sleeping 
~) 
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number of local residents were allowed to use 
it by paying an annual fee - the number vary
ing somewhat from year to year, but contribut
ing to the local support for and interest in the 
University." 

[Almon Edward "Dutch" Roth ( '09, JD '11) 
graduated from Stanford with a degree in law. 
He was Stanford's first dean of men under 
President David Starr Jordan. He was 
Stanford's first comptroller and served in that 
position from 1919 to 1937. As comptroller he 
was responsible for overseeing Stanford's 
investments, managing its lands, and supenlis
ing all new consrruction. The 1921 Quad was 
dedicated to Roth. In 1931 he was elected 
president of the lnremational Rotary. He was 
a member of the Board ofTrusteesfrom 1940 
to 1943 and was honored by being admitted to 
Stanford's Athletic Hall of Fame for track and 
rugby.] 

[Roth was insrrumenral in the 1933 lifting of 
Stanford's 500 woman enrollment limit.] 

[After he reentered law practice Roth 
became nationally lazown as a labor-manage
ment expert. During MV II he was a member 
of the National War Labor Board. He was 
awarded the Great Gold Order of Honor by the 
president of Austria. In 1962 he was made an 
Honorary Fellow at Stanford. In 1982 he was 
memoriali::.ed by an athletic scholarship in his 
name. the gift of his daughter, Mary Elizabeth 
Roth Kendrick.] 

[In an oral history tape Betty Roth 
Kendrick. Roth's daughter stared, "I think the 
thing, probably the two things. that he was the 
most proud of were the Frost .4mphitheater and 
the golf course. Both of those were very per
sonally creations of Dad's. I remember walk
ing with him over the country side, and having 
him say to me, "Now this is where the first tee 
is going to be, this is where the first green is 
going to be." He had the whole course laid out 
in his mind. completely, even the roughs and 
the whole, whole thing. And when he hired the 
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golf architect to come and design the golf 
course, there was only one major change made 
from the way he had envisioned it. He loved 
that golf course." The major change was mov
ing four holes across San Francisquito creek 
onto the Buck Estate.] 

[Bill Roth said that his dad got hooked on 
golf in the mid 20's. He became a member of 
the Los Altos Country Club and later held 
memberships at the San Francisco Golf Club 
and the Burlingame Country Club. He fre
quently played with David Walker. '09, a class
mate of his.] 

FIRST NEWS OF GOLF COURSE 
SD 2-7-29 If a series of tentative proposals are 
carried out, Stanford University may soon have 
an eighteen-hole golf course. A 12-inch water 
main running from the campus to Searsville 
Lake has been operating at its maximum 
capacity for the past two years, according to 
Almon E. Roth, Comptroller of the University. 
Owing to the increased demand for water 
brought about by growth of athletic field 
requirements and the increased number of res
idences on the campus, the 12-inch Searsville 
line is inadequate. 

In order to furnish the necessary increased 
supply, the University will face the alternatives 
of building another line to Searsville Lake, six 
miles away, or enlarging Felt Lake. three miles 
due south of the Quad, and laying a 12-inch 
main to the latter body of water. 

It is believed that the cost of enlarging Felt 
Lake and laying a pipeline to that point will 
not be any greater than the expendirures neces
sary to construct a second 12-inch main to 
Searsville Lake. F. A Herrmann has been 
engaged by the University to prepare plans and 
specification for the enlargement of the Felt 
Lake. It is thought that bids will soon be avail
able on the project. 

Lack of water supply has previously hin
dered the construction of a Stanford golf 
course. The proposed Felt lake line would 



practically double the water 
supply and would pass 
directly th.rough one pro
posed location for the golf 
course. The suggested sites 
for the proposed gou: 
course are ideally located. 
Nine holes would be placed 
near the location off the old 
stock farm buildings, along 
the lake. and then to Roble 
Creek. Tne second nine 
holes would be laid on a 
section of land west of the 
county road and would 
continue wesrv.·ard beyond 
the Lathrop home. A vari
ety of topography and nat
ural hazards is presented on 
the proposed courses. Soil 
conditions are excellent. 
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area directly behind the 
Lathrop residence on Alta 
Vista, bordering San 
Francisquito Creek (west). 
The Board of Athletic 
Control would consider the 
golf course as part of the 
Physical Education plant 
operating t.i-ie Golf Club on 
a playing fee basis. 

CONSTRUCTION 
AI\1NOUNCED 

The suggested enlarge
ment would increase the 

Alfred Masters 

SD 2-27-29 Stanford's pro
posed golf course, so long a 
myth, is at last to became a 
reality. Vital steps toward 
the construction of an 18-
hole campus golf links 
were taken yesterday when 
Almon E. Roth, 
Comptroller, announced 
that William Bell, national

size of Felt Lake to approximately fifteen 
times its present capacity. The storage space 
of this lake would then be almost equal to that 
of Searsville. Another advantage of the dual 
system of water lines is that one branch could 
be shut down and thoroughly deaned out dur
ing the winter months. No definite steps have 
been taken as yet by the University toward the 
laying out of the proposed course. 

On February 12., 1929, Comptroller .Almon 

E. Roth requested that the Board of Trustees 
lease to the Board of Athletic Control for 50 
years the land required for a golf course at a 
rental fee of Sl0.00 per acre per year. :'v1r. 
Roth amicipated that 9 holes would be located 
in lots no. 12. 13, and 14 which were bordered 
roughly by Governor's Ave. (east), Mayfieid
Searsville Read (norr~h), County Road (_south) 
and San Francisquito Creek (west). Tn.is area 
originally was used for stock yards and a race 
track. The additional 9 holes needed would be 
laid out in lots n. 53, 54, 60, 61, 62. and 63. the 

ly famous golf architect, has been engaged by 
the Cniversiry to make preliminary plans for a 
Stanford course. 

Tne Board of A.thletic Control has autho
rized Al Masters. Graduate Manager, to inves
tigate the situation and report on the advisabil
ity of building the course. If Masters submits 
a favorable report and the B. A. C. decides to 
furnish the finances immediately, Stanford stu
dents will be swinging their mashies next year 
on ~ .. vhat may be rJ1e best :ollegiate course in 
t.'le nation. 

The Board of Trustees has set aside 125 
a::res of ~and near the old stock-yards and along 
L~e ~aunty road near the old Lathrop home. 
The holes are to be placed near the stock fa .. "111 

buildings J.long the lake, and then to Roble 
:reeko T11e second cine holes will be laid on a 
se::ion of land west of the county road, con
tinuing wesm·ard beyond the Lathrop home. A 
varie~' of topography and natural hazards is 
presented. 



William Bell will reach the 
campus Monday [March 5, 
1929] to examine the proposed 
sites for the course and submit 
preliminary plans . With him 
will be associated George C. 
Thomas, Jr.. author of "Golf 
Architecture in America," an 
outstanding manual on the con
struction of golf courses. 
[Appendix E] 

Bell and Thomas have 
designed practically all the 
famous golf courses in Southern 
California. among which are the 
Bel-Air, Riviera, La Cumbra, 
and Los Angeles Country Club 
courses. 
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ural golf course in itself. has 
been set aside by the Board of 
Trustees for a golf course. 

Water. vital necessity of golf 
link health, will be obtained by 
devious route from nearby Felt 
Lake upon the installation of a 
new pipe line. 

And the latest news, William 
Bell and George C. Thomas, Jr. 
golf course architects of nation
al repute and no means accom
plishments, will arrive on the 
campus to have plans for the 
links laid out in black and white 
by the twelfth of the month. 

It is the opinion of 
Comptroller Roth that the pro
posed course will be one of the 

G.EOllCE c. THOMAS, Jit.. 

A worthy cause, championed 
these many moons by golf 
enthusiasts. sees its realization 
nearing. 

Golfer .and Golfing Authority. 

best and most beautiful golfing greens in the 
nation. With its oaks, streams, and natural haz
ards, the Stan.ford course will rival the famous 
Yale golf links in beauty and playing facilities, 
it is the opinion of Roth. 

The water question. one of the golf course's 
main impediments, has now been practically 
solved, Roth indicated. Plan will soon be com
pleted for the enlargement of Felt Lake to four
teen times its present size. The larger lake will 
provide an additional .280,000,000 gallons of 
water and will practically double the 
University's present supply of irrigation water. 
The growth of the campus has made the 
increased water supply imperative, Roth said. 

GOLF ~"'EARS ACTUALITY 
Night Editor 
SD 2-27-19 

One of the finest golf courses in the country! 
A possibility has become a fairly certain 

probability. 
One hundred twenty-five acres of rolling 

land shaded with many a live oak. almost a nat-

50 

Damnitall, think of all those 
spring quarter resolutions to be made by future 
Stanford men and to be lost in the rush of dri
ving, putting, and chasing the elusive par. 
Here is found another excellent argument for 
the maintaining of the Lower Division; fresh
men would make such fine caddies. 

Seriously though. aside from the droves of 
Bobbie Joneses. Walter Hagens, and Johnny 
Farrels that will be turned out on that new 
course, golf will become an institution among 
the general student body well worth its salt. 
Any sport that will actively interest a goodly 
majority of the student body is worth more 
than any number of wonder teams. 

Teams will profit by it, but the general run of 
students, those individuals who take exercise 
as a Lower Division requirement and cease 
exercise thereafter, will have it presented them 
on a golden spoon and can't refuse it. 

Fore! Stan.ford is about to add another price
less feature to its already matchless campus. 

ARClllTECT VISITS CAMPUS 
SD 3-5-29 After spending yesterday tramping 



-
through the hills back of the campus, William 
Bell famous golf course architect., said that he 
was favorably impressed with the topographi
cal possibilities of Stanford's proposed golf 
course. 

Accompanied by ,.~J Masters, Graduate 
Manager, and Comptroller Almon E. Roth. 
Bell made a preliminary survey of the course 
yesterday. He has been employed by the 
University to ascertain the feasibility of con
struction of the links on the land set apan by 
the Board of Trustees. 

The Board of Athletic Control met on 
Sunday March 31, 1929. "Professor Owens, 
of the Committee on buildings and Grounds, 
reported on the plans for the construction of 
the golf links. He stated that all the indications 
were favorable for carrying out the plan at the 
estimate cost, and with adequate support. It 
was voted to authorize the General Manager to 
proceed \\'ith the construction of a golf course 
at an estimated cost not to exceed $100,000.00, 
as soon as he receives a minimum of 200 appli
cations for annual playing privileges, not over 
250, such applications to be accepted at the 
rate of $125.00 per year, S50.00 payable now 
and S75.00 when the links are ready for ?lay
ing, the year to begin at that time. Preference 
is to be given to alumni in assigning privileges, 
decisions as to details to be made by the 
Buildings and Grounds Committee." 

"This action is subject to an arrangement 
with the Board of Trustees for an adequate 
loan at a rate not to exceed 5 112 %. The 
Finance Committee was authorized to arrange 
for such a loan when needed." 

BUCK ESTATE 
[Jn looking over the area for the new course 
the architects wanted to include San 
Francisquito Creek. The West side of the creek 
which now has the 8th tee, 12th fairwCI)~ thir
teenth hole and the 14th tee were pan of rhe 
Buck esrate. Al Roth had considerable difft-
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culty in getting the land. He was able to get 
the Californin State Legislature to pass a law 
permitting him to sv-;ap Stanford land in the 
founding grant with the Buck Estate at no cost. 
At that time the ai"rpon was on Stanford land in 
the area of College Terrace which was called 
Mayfield. Roth had one of the pilots fly him to 
Sacramento to lobby for the new law. They 
flew in an open coc/..-pit biplane.] 

'MEMBERSHIP SALE 
SD 4-2-29 As soon as two hundred "one year 
playing privilege" memberships are taken up 
by the general public, construction work on 
Stanford's proposed eighteen-hole golf course 
will begin. This announcement was made by 
Graduate Manager Alfred Masters in offering 
~O playing privileges to the general public. 

Student and faculty members may take out 
a one or three months playing privilege upon 
the payment of S6 or $15, respectively. The 
Board of Athletic Control has authorize 
Masters to begin construction of the course as 
soon as two hundred of these playing privi
leges have been taken up. It also stipulated 
that the total number, excluding srudents and 
faculry members, shall not exceed 250. 

The cost of the general public playing priv
ilege for the first year is to be Sl25. Fifty dol
lars must accompany the application and the 
other S75 is payable on or before the day of the 
official opening of the course. Under the "one 
year playing privilege" an individual will have 
the free use of the course from ?v!onday to 
Friday; and on Saturdays, Sundays, and holi
days, will be permitted to play upon the pay
ment of a Si green fee. Wives and minor chil
dren of individuals holding playing privileges 
will be permitted to play from Monday to 
Friday upon the payment of a Sl green fee, and 
on Saturdays , Sundays, and holidays for a S2 
green fee. 

Persons holding playing privileges may 
have guests on the course by paying a green 



fee of $1.50 from Monday to Friday and $2.50 
on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. In future 
years, as long as the general public is permit
ted to play on the course, holders of the origi
nal playing privileges will be given preference. 

For the purpose of determining eligibility to 
playing privilege on the golf course, "faculty 
members" is defined as all members of the 
University staff whose names appear in the 
Directory under the heading of "Officers of 
Instruction and Administration," but not 
including .. Assistants in Instruction and 
Research. 

Holders of the faculty or student playing 
privilege may use the course from Monday to 
Friday without additional charge but must pay 
a green fee of $1 for Saturdays, Sundays, and 
holidays. Students and faculty members who 
do not take out a one or three months playing 
privilege may use the course upon payment of 
a $1 green fee from Monday to Friday and a S2 
green fee Saturday's Sundays, and holidays. 
Applications for playing privileges may be 
secured at Palo Alto Chamber of Commerce or 
at the Stanford Board of Athletic Control 
offices. 

COURSE TO PAY FOR ITSELF 
Night Editor 
SD 4-2-29 Two hundred fifty playing privi
leges, after the fashion of ticket rights to stadi
um subscribers, are now open to peninsula 
golfers and others on the proposed campus 
golf course. When $25 .000 is accumulated 
from the sale of two hundred of the year play
ing privileges, construction of the new course 
will stan. The plan of financing the links is 
feasible if there are two hundred golf enthusi
asts to be found hereabouts, otherwise it stands 
on shaky ground. Late report places the num
ber of subscribers to date at eighteen. 

With the course paying for itself in this 
manner no objection can be raised by other 
groups who would raise loud objection were it 
financed otherwise, which, let it be added, is 
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fine. The new financing plan offers a democ
ratic angle to the project in that it allows others 
besides students and faculty members the 
opponunity to use the course. It is commend
able that the campus with its many excellent 
advantages should share some of these with 
outsiders. 

TIME FOR STIJDE.W ACTION 
Night Editor 
SD 4-9-29 The Daily in co-operation with the 
Board of Athletic Control prints today a small 
questionnaire concerning the proposed golf 
course. It requests that all students who have 
any interest whatsoever in the course fill out 
the blank and see that it reaches the Board. 

The ball has been started rolling toward 
making the long dreamed of links a reality. 
The Trustees have set aside the necessary land. 
Foremost golf-architects have been secured to 
construct an excellent course. A plan has been 
devised to gain cenain outside funds to aid it 
along. Now it remains to find out just what the 
opinion of the student body is on the matter. 
The playing privileges open to outsiders will 
pay for part of the project, but only a part of it. 
Student support must be had to put the thing 
over. In the last analysis the entire project is 
for the benefit of the student body, so the stu
dent body can do its part now by giving the 
Board some concrete idea of the weight of stu
dent interest in a golf course. 

DRASTIC REVISIONS 
SD 4-19-29 A revision in the scale of prices 
for the general public playing privileges on the 
proposed Stanford golf course was announced 
yesterday by the Board of Athletic Control. 
The drastic changes are: 

1. Cutting from 250 to 200 the number of 
general public playing privileges. 

2. Abolishment of green fees on Saturdays, 
Sundays, and holidays for holders of privi
leges. 

3. Abolishment of green fees during week-
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days for wives and minor children of holders 
of privileges. However, the original $2 fee for 
Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays remains." 

It is estimated that these reductions will 
save the player approximately S 100 a year. 
The changes were announced following the 
partial compilation of answers from students 
and faculty members in a board-conducted sur
vey on the campus. The results indicate so far 
that 123. of the faculty will make use of the 
course. More than three-fourths of the stu
dents approached signified their intention of 
playing. The general public playing privilege 
is for sale at the original price of 5125. 

BOARD ~1EETING 
SD 4-28-29 The General Manager reponed 
that he had received 87 applications for outside 
playing privileges on the proposed golf links, 
and that more were expected. He presented 
estimates of costs and receipts covering a golf 
course based on 100 outside playing privi
leges. It was voted to modify the action taken 
on March 31, 1929, to limit the number of out
side playing privileges to 150, and to authorize 
the Manager to proceed with the construction 
at once. 

I 
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The Board to ca.."TY on its books a charge 
against the golf course covering the final total 
cost of construction, interest on this cost to be 
charged at the rate of 5 112 %." [This was 
reduced to 5% the following year effective 
September 1, 1931.] 

It didn't take long to get construction start
ed. On April 30, 1929, the architects were 
ordered by Alfred G. Masters to take charge of 
the project at once. "Dreams of a Stanford golf 
course, are near realization with the announce
ment yesterday that Al Masters. General 
Manager of the Board of Athletic Control, had 
been directed by the organization to begin con
struction of the project at once. Word of the 
move was dispatched to Bell and Thomas, 
nationally famous golf course architects of 
Pasadena, who were ordered ro take charge 
imme~ately." 

SD 4-30-29 The final straightening out of irri
gation difficulties, which heretofore has fore
stalled the project, was thought to be the main 
reason for the move toward making the new 
course an actuality, although the Comptroller's 
office declined to make any statements regard
ing the matter in the absence of Comptroller A. 
E. Roth. 

The new grass course is expected to be one 
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of the finest and most picturesque in the state, 
and will cost approximately $100,000. The 
present layout of the course provides for the 
first nine holes between Lake Lagunita and 
San Francisquito creek and north of tlle 
County Road. The last nine will be located on 
the other side of the road and will run south 
and west into the hills. The course is expected 
to be completed before February 1 of next 
year. 

Because of apparent lack of interest among 
people of the vicinity who are eligible for out
side memberships, the Board has decided to 
cut the maximum number eligible from 200 to 
150. Ninety-six of this number have already 
made a S50 deposit, which entitles them to pri
ority membership rights. Green fees of $6 per 
month or $15 per quarter will be charged stu
dents and faculty members. 

CONSTRUCTION STARTED 
SD 5-16-29 With preliminary surveys nearly 
completed, actual construction of the Stanford 
golf course will start sometime next week. 
William P. Bell Pasadena golf architect, who is 
in charge of the project. announced today . In 
spite of the fact that he has built some of the 
best courses on the Pacific Coast, Bell declares 
that none of them will be superior to the 
Stanford links. Bell has designed and built 
such courses as Castlewood, El Cabalero, 
Chevy Chase, Fox Hills, Arizona-Baltimore, 
La Jolla, Long Beach Municipal, Augua 
Caliente and has been associated with George 
C. Thomas Jr. in the construction of Ojai, La 
Cumbre, Bel-Air, Riviera and the Los Angeles 
Country Club. 

"There is real character to the Stanford 
course," Bell said. "We have some beautiful 
territory with which to work and expect to turn 

out a fine product. One of the most interesting 
features of this course is that there are no two 
holes alike." The Stanford course will be an 18 
hole championship affair, which will total 
approximately 6400 yards for ordinary play 
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but may be lengthened to over 6600 yards for 
championship matches. The additional 
yardage will be added by moving the tee 
blocks back. as practically all holes will be 
provided with two sets of long tees. 

According to Bell the first step in construc
tion will be grading, followed by installation of 
the sprinkling system. Planting will follow the 
beginning of actual work by about two months. 
The architect predicts that the Stanford course 
will be ready for play before January 1, 1930. 

SD 5-23-29 Actual construction work on 
Stanford's 18-hole will get under way today 
when workmen begin grading on hole No. 2 
near the old Stanford stock farms. The grading 
of the course will probably not be completed 
before July. Thomas and Bell. nationally 
known golf course builders, are in charge of 
the construction. The work is to be centered 
near the water reservoir of the stock farm. 
branching out from there in all directions. The 
installation of the sprinkler system will take 
place just before the grading work is ended and 
the planting of the turf begun. 

SD 6-25-29 Locations at Stanford Links 
Changed by Architects to Save Scenery. Only 
seventy-five oak trees of the approximately 
five thousand that cover the 17 5 acres of 
Stanford's championship golf course were 
removed in order to make room for the fair
ways of the eighteen holes. The architects, 
Thomas and Bell of Pasadena. who built 
Castlewood and Bel-.A.ir, made every possible 
eff on to save the trees by redesigning the loca
tions. The course will cost fully $100,000 and 
will be ready for playing by the first of next 
year. The grass will be planted in August. 
About one-half of the $42,000 a year neces
sary for maintenance will come from one hun
dred and fifty outside memberships, each cost
ing $125 a year. 

The charge to students and facultv members 
~ . 

will be one dollar on week days and two on 
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Saturdays and Sundays. and holidays under the 
"pay as you play·· plan. For the "fanatics,'' the 
privileges for three months will cost $15. As 
yet. no club house has been provided but one 
will be erected as soon as sufficient appropria
tions are made. A: present the equipment 
includes a caddie house, workshop, and con
cessions. The fairv.:ays of nearly four miles 
have a capaciry of between three hundred and 
four hundred players a day. 

The normal course is 6-WO yards long but 
the Stanford course. by teeing off the back of 
the greens. is 6640 yards. Cocoos bent grass is 
to be used on the greens and Parrav~lias and 
Kentucky Blue Grass on the fairways. 

Experts will find the course a difficult one, 
yet at the same time it will accommodate the 
worst dub, who is wise enough to go around 
the trees and hazards instead of over them. 
The course crosses the creek five times. 
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Some son of precaution. such as a net, will 
protect autos on the road past the first tee. A 
foot bridge is to be built across the road. Tne 
work of grading and constructing the sand 
traps and bunkers, including the laying of pipe 
lines, is being carried on by the Board of 
Athletic Control. As yet the pro has not been 
selected and applications are still coming in for 
consideration. 

SKULL A..1'1> BONES 
SD 6-25-29 Excavation turned to exhumation 
on the new Stanford golf course last Saturday 
[June 22,1929] when workmen uncovered 
several ancient graves and found themselves 
face-to-face with the skeletons of some early 
California Indians. The pipe-line trencher ran 
the honey gauntlet, throwing the remains of the 
Redskins far into the air and the workers into 
retreat. A stealthy re-approach resulted in the 
discovery of several mortars and pestles in 
addition to the human remnants. That the 
skulls were those of early Indians was 
announce by Professor Tolman of the Geology 
department after a careful examination. The 
bones will be retained in the department and 
the crude utensils will be sent to the museum. 

BLAZE 01' GOLF Lll'l"KS 
SD 7-2-29 In a fire this morning which was 
fought by nearly twenty men. approximately 
twenty-five acres of the Palo Alto Stock Farm 
was burned over. The blaze staned when a fire 
which was burning grass of the first fairway of 
the new Stanford Golf Links got out of control 
and spread into one of the paddocks of the 
stock farm. 

COMPTROLLER'S REPORT 
August 1929 On June 1 the Board of Athletic 
Control began construction of an 18-hole golf 
course, to cost approximately $150,000. The 
course is being built under the direction of ¥.J. 
\lfilliam Bell well-.known golf architect of 
Pasadena.. California.. who has designed and 



built many of the finest courses in this country. 
The course was designed jointly by William 
Bell and George C. Thomas author of "Golf 
Architecture in America". 

An area of approximately 10 acres, lying in 
the center of the course and beautifully wood
ed with oaks, has been set aside by the Board 
of Trustees of the University as a memorial 
park to be known as "Electione~r Park." 

The course is being financed with funds 
derived from football games, and will be oper
ated by the Board of Athletic Control as a pan 
of the University physical education plant 
The course will be open to all students and 
members of the faculty upon payment of a rea
sonable green fee, and to a limited number of 
persons not connected with the University 
upon payment of an annual fee of $125.00 for 
full playing privileges. It is estimated that 
approximately 200 persons not connected with 
the University can be accommodated. The 
membership for outside members is on an 
annual basis, and such members are given no 
assurance as to the continuation of the privi
leges, and have no voice in the management of 
the course. 

CRUICKSHA1'1"K Al'ID AL ESPINOSA 
[Before the course opened, Al Espinosa and 
Bobby Cruickshank played it with .41 Masters 
and Almon Roth. Roth's son Bill was ten at the 
time and caddied for him. There were no cups 
in the greens so they used stakes. This was the 
year that Al Espinosa tied Bobby Jones in the 
Open but lost in a 36-hole playoff by 23 
strokes. In 1923 Jones tied Cruickshank who 
birdied the last hole. Jones won by two strokes 
in the playoff] 

OPENING ANNOUNCED 
SD 12-3-29 Stanford's new golf course will be 
completed and officially opened on January 1, 
announced Graduate Manager Alfred R. 
Masters yesterday. At that time Masters 
expects the professional's shop and the road to 
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the shop to be finished, and the course ready 
for use. Garry Bennett a Stanford graduate has 
been selected as instructor at the course. 

SD 12-10-29 Wmter rules, teeing up on the 
fairways being the principal one, will not be 
observed, according to Architect Bell, design
er of the course. However, in order to protect 
the new grass from the tramping of a large 
gallery, no matches between outstanding 
golfers of the country will be scheduled until 
later in the year. 

PAT 12-30-29 A golf shop conducted by Garry 
Bennett '12, for eight years a professional and 
Woodbridge Golf and Country Club pro at 
Lodi for the last two and a half years. will con
tain all needed items and will offer conve
niences, Bennett will be assisted by Floyd 
Fmch, former Portland amateur champion. 

JANUARY 1~ 1930 
PAT 1-1-30 Fifty-four golfers flocked to the 
new Stanford Golf Course within the first hour 
of its opening this morning, and to Burt Jayne, 
E. W. Wright, D. R. Kinkead and R. L. 
("Dink") Templeton go the honors of compos
ing the first foursome to tee off the elevated 
first tee and drive a white pellet down the dog
leg 490 yard first fairway. [Bill Faxon played 
poker with Dink.] Garry Bennett and Floyd 
Finch, professionals, were working at top 
speed organizing things. and Bennett hopeful
ly was looking forward to the end of two 
weeks, by which time he hopes to be able to 
find ti.me to test the stiff layout. par for which 
is 71. [Appendix F1 

SD 1-2-30 Stanford's new $145,000 
[Comptroller's Report, 1930, $188,000] 18-

. hole golf course was formally opened yester
day. The professional' s shop J.Dd the road to 
the shop are practically completed as is the 
bridge high above and across the Mayfield
Searsville road affording a safe and easy way 

56 
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Lost in paradise 
THE PRESER\ "E GC HAS TO HAVE THE 
greatest entry drive in golf. Once through 
the front gate. it is an eight-mile ride to the 
clubhouse of the exclusive new prh·ate 
course east of Carmel. Calif. The road \\inds 
through eight miles of unblemished coastal 
California scenery that begins with several 
hairpin turns upward. cresting on a moun

tain ridge where you can glimpse the Pacific Ocean to the 
west. Then it descends into a primeval forest of oaks bathed 
in green moss. By the time you emerge from the forest into a 
vast meadow. you half expect to see a brontosaurus lumber 
by. \V11at you do see are herds oi deer. coveys of quail and 
the occasional mountain lion. A few more turns and ci\iliza
tion comes into view. first in the form of some fence rows. 
then as an old hacienda. recently retrofitted into what is 
called The Ranch Club. Even then. the golf course and its 
clubhouse are still a mile away. By the time you reach the bag 
drop. the real world. with all its tension. is long forgotten. 

The Preserve. you see. is part of the 20.000-acre Santa 
Lucia Preserve. south and a bit inland from Pebble Beach 
and the Monterey Peninsula. It is the only golf course that 
will ever be built within this ·community preserve.~ an 
area roughly the size of the island of Manhattan that. when 
fully developed. will have just 350 homes. I'd been here 
before. back before a single spade of earth had been 
turned. (See "Sound the Retreat." Golf lforld. Oct. 20. 1995: 
and "A big break lost." Golf \forld. May 24. 1996.) Back 
then. what development team spokesman Tom Gray 
promised was a golf course that barely scratched the sur
face of this gorgeous landscape. What I found on my latest 
visit is that they delivered. 

The Preserve was routed by '.\1ike Poellot. a talented but 
unsung Silicon Valley course architect who guided the prcr 
ject through all the demanding regulatory minefields. Then. 
the terrific Tom Fazio was hired to actually design the 
course. Ser.ing as consultant to both architects was iormer 
U.S. Golf Association president Sandy Tatum. who was a dri
ving force behind the entire preserve. a tribute to his close 
friend. Peter Stocker. Santa Lucia's original developer who 
died in a helicopter crash. 

Fazio and his team (Dennis \Vise. Ke\in Sutherland and 
Jaime Santiago) showed genuine restraint and respect for 
the locale. They had to use Poellot's routing plan. which 
was set in stone by the approval process. I doubt they 
could have improved upon it. The 18 holes amble effortless-e ly across hillsides~ down valleys and beneath wh~ite chalk 

i cliffs. There is none of the usual gingerbread associated 
g with a Fazio design at The Preserve. no massive earth sculp-
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tures. :io tee-tcrfairwav waste areas of sand. ;io cascac:ng 
waterscapes. \There :s cne tiny \·:arerr£i11 tha: :Y°1ckies 
beside a cart path bc>tv;een the seventh green and e1ghtn 
tee. It was there when they started.) 

The silo: strategies are straightiorwarc. dic:ared ':Jy folds 
in the land. framed by mammoth oaks and accentuated by 
Fazio·s swtably austere buni-;ermg. The tees are ::iiacec so 
that neariy every cri\·e ts downhill 1.or owr a \·ailey) and 
the greens are in logical. natural locations. E\·en the biir.d 
one on the par-5 l :-th makes sense. This is a private course. 
after all. \\·here players can be expected to possess loc:J 

No. 3 at The Preserve. which shows respect for the locale. 

knowledge. The Preser\·e is Ca!iiornia architecture m :he ~ 
tradition of Stantord GC or The \leaciow CluD. tt :s pan oi t ·. 
its surrounamQs. not distinct from it. 

I n1s is espe~1aJ!y true at tne l lth hole. a stunning par~ 
that rolls a1ong slopes to a green edged by a ra\·me. Beyond 
the green stands a grove oi enormous Sequoia trees. It \,·as 
so aliuring :hat ; was :empted to immediately hop a fence 
and get los: in the dark shade. instead. after a tour of tne 
course. The Preserve ·s head pro. Chr:s P:yor , who last year 
left his position at Pebble Beach GL ior this dream job). 
showed me a back road into the gro\·e. There. among m.'.!S
sive tree trunks. i found some picnic :ables and a couple of 
barbecue grills. but :he go!i course \\'aS nowhere in sight. 
The grove. which I thought was righ: behind the 11th green. 
was actuaEy a good quarter of c. mile away irom it. 

Such are the illusions m paradise. :J 

16 Golf World JC;...Y 1~. 2000 
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reatest 
Golfers of All Tune 

EDITED BY GUY YOCOM 
Illustrations by Keith Witmer 

erhaps the landscape of competitive golf is too 
~oad, elastic and time-warped to even attempt this. 
ms are distended and sometimes o\·erlapping. 
:rength of competition swells and deflates. ~fajor 
1ampionships gain and lose recognition. Money is 
1 impossible barometer. And how do you compare 
'ickey Wright to Bobby Jones anyhow? With all 
at, here it is: Our ranking of the .50 Greatest 
)lfers of AU Time, which rates, parenthetically, as 
ie of the most ambitious projects in the 50-year 
story of GOLF DIGEST. 

Our voting panel was not shackled by a formal set 
criteria. The methodology: We circulated 60 

llots to members of our Professional Ad\isory Staff, 
aching Professionals, Contributing Editors, 
-house editors and a select group of writers and 

historians. We asked them to rank the top 10 players 
in order, and to then place the remaining players in 
descending groups of 10. Points were awarded for 
each 10-golfer bracket, \Vith bonus points given to 
the special players who fell within the top 10. 

The ranking does nor intend to quell controver
sv. No ranking ever has. Our fervent hope is that it 
inspires argument at every station, from No. 2 to 
No. 50. (You'll give us Jack Nicklaus as No. l, 
won't you?) The instructional points set forth by the 
greatest golfers who ever iived should heip your 
game as well. Finally, we hope rhe essays con
tributed by many of the world's most accomplished 
writers, athletes and high-profile figures will enter
tain and enlighten you as ro the legacy of these 
remarkable individuals. 

I 
i: 
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·~.Mickey Wright 
She sought perfection on every swing 

BY BETSY RAWLS 
Member, LPGA Hall of Fame 

As people watched 
Mickey play golf dur
ing her career on the 
LPGA Tour, what 
they saw was a nearly 

perfect golf swing, a display of power not 
exhibited since Babe Zaharias, and golf 
shots unlike any that had been produced 
by women golfers up until then. They also 
saw an attractive, polite, soft-spoken, 
dignified young woman who accepted 
applause and praise with great humility. 

What they didn't see was a woman 
consumed by the need to win tourna
ments. Mickey's drive to excel at golf, 
indeed to be the best golfer in the world, 
started the day she picked up a club for 
the first time, and it finally helped send 
her into early retirement. 

Mickey was a perfectionist about 
most things she did, but she took it to 
an extreme with her golf swing. Mickey 
didn't just want to hit a golf ball onto 
the green and close to the hole, she 
wanted to do it with exactly the right 
ball flight-a ball that had maximum 
carry, with a slight draw, that hit softly 
and stopped on the green. To attain the 
shots she wanted, Mickey strove for the 
perfect golf swing throughout her ca
reer, and she came close to achieving it. 

As a teenager in California, Mickey 
drove from San Diego to Los Angeles 
once a week to work with golf profes
sional Harry Pressler. Mickey never 
stopped believing in the principles 
she learned from Harry and has used 
the same basic swing she developed 

Some experts say Mickey Wright's swing 

was the best in the game. period. 

as a youngster for almost 50 years. 
Mickey's record in golf is phenome

nal. She stopped playing regularly on 
tour in 1969, ~mere 10 years after her 
first LPGA victotT. During a 10-year 
span from 1959 to 1968 she averaged 
7. 9 wins per vear. In 1963 she had an 
amazing 13 victories! Her 82 victories 

include 13 "major" championships and 
other records that probably won't be 
broken. Just a golf swing, no matter how 
good, won't produce performances like 
~1ickey's. Of all the qualities that led to 
Mickey's success, her drive to be the 
best was the thing that fueled her 
career. Mickey had to win. She felt that 
a lessening of her obsession diminished 
her chances of winning. Mickey could 
never tolerate being anything bur the 
best, and she knew herself well enough 
to know when the time came that being 
the best took more out of her than she 
had to offer. These feelings, along with 
a foot problem that made it difficult to 
play in golf shoes, led to the end of her 
playing regularly after the 1969 season. 
In the 15 years of full-time play, she 
averaged a truly remarkable 5.4 victo· 
ries per year. 

Mickey today is a delight to be 
around. She has a great sense of humor, 
curiosity about the world around her, 
interest in other people and absolutely 
no need to be the center of attention. 
She won't play golf with people, but she 
loves to go out by herself early in the 
morning with one club and play nine or 
18 holes. She still loves the game, still 
works on her golf swing, still hits golf 
balls, but now she has fun doing it. 

Mickey Wright won 82 LPGA Tour 
events, including 13 in 1963 alone. She 
won I 3 major championships, including 
the U.S. Women's Open (1958, '59, '61, 
'64), the LPGA Championship (1958, 
'60, '61, '63), the Titleholders Champi
onship (1961, '62) and the Western Open 
(1962, '63, '66). 
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~UomWatson 
, ''j 

; 

:~!Jis swing-and character-remain true 
"lo : ,.~ 

BY FRANK D" (SANDY) TATUM 
USGA President, 1978-'79 

Tom Watson is a 
name that sounds like 
the name of a golfer. 
In my book a golfer is 
someone who: 

..,... appreciates the privilege of being 
able to play the game; 

...,.. respects its values and traditions; 

...,.. respects the game's rules, and plays 
accordingly; 

..,.. handles success with charm; 

..,.. handles failure with grace; 

..,.. adds something positive to the ex
perience of those with whom he or 
she plays. 
Tom Watson certainly qualifies on 

all counts, so the name fits. There are, 
moreover, additional factors that iden
tify Tom. 

He has an exceptional golf swing. It 
manifests a no-nonsense approach to 

hitting the ball. Throughout all 

Tom Watson 

won five 
British Opens. 

the good years and all the not-so-good 
years it has remained beautifully intact. 

He has a real reverence for the game, 
which adds a distinctive quality to 
watching him play. Verve, heart, intelli
gence and imagination are characteris
tics that have added so much to his 
career. He has a capacity to focus on the 
shoe to be played. Perhaps more than 
any other single characteristic, it is the 
intensity of such focus that separates 
the great players from the rest . 

His duels in the sun with Jack Nick
laus are legendary. The last two rounds of 
the 1977 British Open at Tumberrywhen 
Tom shot 65-65 to win by one over Nick
laus, who shot 65-66, sureiy rank with 
the most sensational performances in the 
history of the game. Hubert Green, who 
finished third, was 11 shots back! 

Tom's record, however impressive, 
cannot express how he relates to the 
game and the people with whom he 
plays. I've had the privilege of playing a 
wonderful lot of golf with him in a won
derful lot of places. Those experiences 
included playing with him over a period 
of 20-plus years in the Crosby/AT&T. 

One episode revealing how he deals 
with failure occurred when his game 
was in an awful slump. The slump 
seemed to have reached its nadir when 
he made a desultory double bogey on 
the 17th hole that caused him to miss 
the cut in the AT & T. Later, when we 
were leaving the clubhouse after a late 
lunch at Cypress Point, he checked the 
time. I said, "Why are you looking at 
your watch?" He replied, "It's only 4:30, 
and we have time to play nine holes." 
My noting that we had no clubs, shoes 

or sweaters and that there was a cold, 
damp mist blanketing the course chilled 
by a stiff wind did not deter him. With 
borrowed gear and dubs borrowed from 
Hank Ketcham (the creator of Dennis 
the Menace), off we went into the mist 
and the rapidly declining light. If there 
is more sheer joy to be derived from 
playing golf than that we shared in that 
setting, I have not experienced it. 

Another illustration of how he 
relates to playing the game occurred at 
Domoch in Scotland. We had played a 
round in the late afternoon in heavy 
rain and a stiff wind in front of a large 
gallery of people who somehow had 
learned that Tom Watson was playing 
the course. As we played the 18th hole 
at about 6 p.m. he said, "Let's teil the 
caddies to go home and come back in 
an hour so that we can play again with
out the gallery." They and we did so. As 
we were playing the third hole in the 
fading summer light he stopped and 
said, "I have something I want to say, 
Tatum." I said, "What do you want to 
say, Watson?" With wind whipping his 
rain suit and the rain splattering on his 
face he replied, "This is the most fun I 
have had playing golf in my whole life!" 

This, in essence, is Tom Watson. 

Watson collected eight major champi
onships, indudingfive British Opens (1975, 
77, '80, '82, '83). two Masters (19 77, '81) 
and the U.S. Open (1982). He won 34 
tournaments on J.ie PGA Tour, was leading 
money-winner five times and Player of the 
Year a record six times. He is a three-time 
winner of the Vardon Trophy. His Ryder 
Cup record is I 0-4-1. 
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Today's dominar1t player transcends the game 

BY HANK AARON 

I hear Tiger Woods 
has taken batting 
practice once or 
twice. The scouts tell 
me he has "waming

track" power. So I'm here to say, "Tiger, 
warning-track power is not going to get 
you too far. Better keep the day job." 

What a job he's doing. Right after he 
won the 1997 Masters, and I mean right 
away, I saw more African-American 
kids on golf courses than I'd ever seen 
before. It was inspiring in ways that I 
never would have imagined growing up 
i...'l Mobile, Ala. 

Golf has never been a black child's 
game, because it's not a game you can 
play for $1.50 or $2, and most of the 
places where you couid play were 
whites-only. 

When Tiger set all those records at 
that Masters, it remi..11ded me of the way 
we used to gather around the radio and 
listen to Joe Louis' fights. The only dif
ference with Tiger is, people gathered 
around the TY. His winning meant the 
same things to us that Jackie Robinson 
meant in baseball and Joe Louis meant 
in boxing. He iifted us up and showed 
us what we could do. 

The first time we met, I thought he 
might have the whole package of quali
ties that make for greatness. Not only 
did he have unique talent, he seemed to 
have unique commitment to that tal
ent. He wanted to be the best and was 
willing to do the hard work necessary to 

get there. 
I saw the full realization of that com

mitment in the last couple of years. It's 
one thing to go out and hit that ball far
ther than anybody else. That doesn't 
mean you're the best. You're the best 

What he taught us: Woods' short game is spectacular, his putting stroke divine, his will to 

win unmatched. But the essential part of Woods' game is power. To blast the baii out of 

sight while keeping it in play, he recommends, "On the backswing, let your right elbow 

come away from your side, but make sure it points to the ground." Cal! it coincidence, 

but his role model for immortality, Jack Nicklaus, carried around the same thought 

when vou can fine-tune your game to 
wi.n annvhere. anvtime. in anv wav. 

\'Ve fu-st mer ar an awards funrnon. He 
was in school at Sr~mford. He must have 
been lS. 19. I knew at that tirst meetfr1g 
that he was special. He was impressive. 
Very bright. composed, mamre wav 
bevond h1s vears. :\nd he not oniv had 
somerhmg interesting to say to you. he was 
interested i..r1 what vou had to sav to hiin. 

Ac 24. \Xoods has won 18 PGA Tour 
mies. includini:; two pro ITllljors ( 1991 :\ias
:ers, '99 PGA Champwruhip). His .36.6 
million in wm earnings for ·99 was nearly 
S3 mzllion more than his nearesr campcriwr 
rru.ule. He already swnJs first on the c.:zreer 
money lisr. His umateur record includes 
three conserntiv.: L'.S. Amareur rides 
( 199.f-"96) 1.mJ three straight US ]ur.iars 
(1991- '9 3). 
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Re: Analysis of Annual Rounds at the Stanford Golf Course, Stanford, Ca. 

EIR Comment, Stanford University Draft CP I GUP Application 

Dear Planning Commission and Supervisors: 
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This is a short opinion letter from Economics Research Associates (ERA) 
regarding possible market implications of a partial or complete re-routing or closure of 
the Stanford University Golf Course. As discussed in more detail below, ERA is very 
familiar with the Stanford Golf Course and the golf industry in the Bay Area. 

ERA'S GOLF INDUSTRY QUALIFICATIONS 

ERA is a diversified consulting finn founded in 1958 which provides a wide 
range of research services in economics, finance, and market analysis. The finn's 
principal areas of expertise are golf, recreation and resort planning and economics, as 
well as real-estate and land use strategies. Over the past· 42 years, ERA has completed 
over 13,500 assignments for public and private sector clients, and now completes 75 to 
100 major golf studies per year. ERA has offices in San Francisco, Los Angeles, San 
Diego, Chicago, Washington, D.C., and London. 

Golf 

ERA is t.1ie largest and most experienced golf economics consulting fum in the U.S. 
ERA's clients include private developers, financial institutions, municipalities, public 
agencies, public I private joint ventures, and golf course operators. ERA's assignments in 
the golf industry include market evaluations, forecasts of course perfonnance, appraisals, 
operational audits, ~11d evaluatior.s of rease ~~"1lgements including capital investment 
strategies and alternatives. In the Northern California, ERA has performed the market 
and financial feasibility studies for the following facilities. The golf course architect is 
listed in parenthesis: 

383 \..1ark.ei: s~re~: Su1r.;_: ·se:o Sa., =~-=:"lc:-:;·:J c.:i. 9411, 



1. Coyote Creek, San Jose, California (Jack Nicklaus). 

2. Cinnibar Hills, San Jose, California (John Harbottle) 

3. The Ocean Course, Half Moon Bay, California (Arthur Hills). 

4. San Juan Oaks, San Juan Bautista, California (Fred Couples and Gene Bates). 

5. Wente Vineyards, Livermore, California (Greg Norman). 

6. NCGA Poppy Ridge, Livermore, California (Rees Jones). 

7. Eagle Ridge, Gilroy, California (Johnny Miller I Ron Frearn) 

8. The Bridges, San Ramon, California (Johnny Miller I Robert Muir Graves) 

9. Saddle Creek, Copperopolis, California (Jay Moorish). 

10. Rancho Monterey, Monterey, California (Jack Nicklaus). 

11. The Stevinson Ranch Golf Course, Merced, California (John Harbottle). 

12. Twelve Bridges, Sacramento, California (Dick Phelps). 

13. Castle Oaks, Ione, California (Bradford Benz). 

14. Green Hom Creek, Angel's Camp, California (Don Boos). 

15. Diablo Grande, Stanislaus County, California (Dennis Griffith & Associates). 

In addition to work on the above listed new projects, ERA has completed a great deal 
of work on existing golf facilities including the Stanford Golf Course, the Harding Park 
municipal golf course in San Francisco, and the DeLaveaga municipal golf course in 
Santa Cruz. 

SOURCES OF PLAY AT THE STANFORD UNIVERSITY GOLF COURSE 

With an opening in 1930, the Stanford University Golf Course is generally 
considered to be one of the top golf courses in Northern California. The 18-hole, par 71, 
6, 778-yard course was designed by George Thomas and the course features dramatic 
topography. Among other things, the Stanford golf course has served as the home course 
for world-class golfers such as Tom Watson, Tiger Woods, and Mickey Wright. 

It should be noted that, as a university golf facility, the Stanford Golf Course is 
unique in the Bay Area. This is because as compared to a typical public or private 
facility, the sources of play are far more diverse. For example, the following is an 
approximate overview of sources of play for 1998 and 1999: 

Economics Research Associates 2 
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Sources o[Plar. j Rounds, 1998 j %, 1998 1 Rounds, 1999 %1999 
I I I 

Members, Regular 21,160 31.7% 22,846 32.0% 

I 

Universitv Related Play 

Students 12,817 19.2% 13,474 18.9% 

Faculty I Staff Members ".! 1 .,., 
..J 7 J. I I 4.8% 3,i22 I 4.4% 

Faculty I Staff, Daily-Fee 1,891 2.8% 2,283 3.2% 

Golf Teams 4,239 6.3% 3,555 5.0% 

Golf Course Employees 4,174 6.2% 4,987 7.0% 

Subtotal 26,298 39.4% 27,421 38.4% 

Outside Play 

Member Guests 10,772 16.1% 11,366 15.9% 

Alwnni 1,619 2.4% 2,172 3.0% 

Charity Tournaments 3,810 5.7% 4,463 6.3% 

Juniors I Univ. Guests 3,147 4.7% 3,065 4.3% 

Subtotal 19,348 29.0% 21,066 29.5% 

Total Rounds 66,806 100% 71,333 100% 

Source: Stanford Umversity Golf Course 
Figures do not add up exactly to I 00% due to rounding 

As shown above, the Stanford Golf Course is a semi-private facility since it 
combines member play with daily-fee play. Members pay a one-time initiation fee and 
annual dues and all other sources of play are on a daily-fee (pay a daily greens fee) or 
complimentary basis. As shown above, sources of play on the golf course are allocated 
about 32 percent to regular members, about 38 to 39 percent for university-related play, 
and about 29 to 30 percent for outside play. 

If the golf course at Star .• ford were to be substantially modified (either ciosed for 
one to two years or more, closed permanently, or reduced to 9-holes, etc.), there is the 
question of where the diverse sources of play would be accorrunodated. As shown below, 
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the Bay Area is ranked among the worst-supplied areas in the U.S. for public-access golf, 
and public courses in the area are already at capacity, or near capacity levels. 

PUBLIC GOLF IN THE BAY AREA 

The National Golf Foundation publishes a ranking of Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas (MSA) in terms of golf supply. The greater Bay Area includes the following six 
MSAs: 1) Oakland. 2) San Francisco, 3) San Jose, 4) Santa Cruz I Watsonville, 5) Santa 
Rosa, and 6) Vallejo I Fairfield I Napa. The rankings, which measure the number of golf 
holes per 100,000 residents, are shown below for each of the MSAs. 

National Rank of Public Golf Hole Supply 

(I is highest supplied; 317 is lowest supplied) 

MSA 
San Francisco 
San Jose 
Oakland 
Vallejo/Fairfield/Napa 
Santa CruzJW atsonville 
Santa Rosa 

Source: National Golf Foundation. 

Rank 
311 
310 
307 
243 
292 
245 

Out of 317 MSAs in the U.S., the San Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland MSAs 
are ranked among the absolute lowest in terms of public golf supply in the U.S. with 
rankings of311, 310, and 307, respectively. 

With the Bay Area ranked among the absolute worst supplied areas in the U.S. for 
public golf, it is not surprising that courses in the local area are very crowded with annual 
rounds at capacity, or near capacity levels. The following is an overview of the 
approximate number of annual rounds played in 1999 for public-access golf courses in 
the Stanford area: 

Facilitv Name Annual Rounds, 1999 

Sunnyvale Municipal 101,000 

Santa Clara Municipal 100,000 

Palo Alto Municipal 1/ 

Santa Teresa Muni (San Jose) 96,000 

San Jose Muni 97,000 

11 Typically about I 00,000 rounds; however, course 
renovations reduced play to about 74,000 in 1999 
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It is ERA's observation that these play levels are among the highest observed 

anywhere in the world. With play levels of about 95,000 rounds or more, courses are at 
effective capacity levels and any variations in play from one year to t.he next are 
primarily determined by variances in the weather. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, in the event that the Stanford Golf Course were to be closed, either 
wholly or partially, or temporarily or permanently, or if the quality of the course design 
were to be compromised, about 70,000 rounds of golf would be affected and I or 
displaced. Given the under-supplied nature of public golf in the Bay Area, and the fact 
that most local courses are very busy and are at effective capacity levels, there is very 
little capacity in the region to absorb these rounds. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

/j/~({1µ4 
Richard Warfel 
Senior Associate 

!} ;kJA ;tf t~_ a· Richard McElyea 
Executive Vice-President 

Economics Research Associates 5 
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Our Town: Save hole #1 .ease 

by Marc Igler 

Our Town: Save hole #1, 
please 
I started golfing when I was about 12. For the next 
several years, more often than not, I could be found out 
at Palo Alto Municipal Golf Course, or as it's more 
commonly known, "Muni." 

As someone who grew up on a muni, there was always 
something tempting about being able to play on a 
private golf course. When you're a kid and a golfer, it's 
more than a temptation. It's a life challenge. 

So, it should come as no surprise that I used to sneak 
onto the Stanford Golf Course every chance I got. My 
buddies and I would usually creep on at either hole two 
or four, and play as long as we could until one of the 
marshals--old guys who wore red jackets and putted 
along at about 5 mph in their golf carts--would catch 
up to us and give us the heave-ho. 

Sometimes, however, they'd let us play, figuring, I 
suppose, we were better off lobbing wedges at greens 
than causing trouble down at the mall. So we'd keep 
going. We'd play the whole front side, then stan the 
back. 

One hole we never got to play, however, was No. 1, 
that majestic opening hole that sets the tone for the 
entire course. We couldn't very well stride onto the first 
tee, in clear view of the pro shop and starter, and let 
one rip down the fainvay as if we were paying 
members. 

To this day, I've only played No. 1 a few times, on 
those rare occasions when I've been a legal, paying 
guest. Anyone who's ever played Stanford can't be 
happy with what the university is now considering. It's 
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recently come out that the first hole--and possibly 
much more of the course--may be eliminated because 
the school needs the space to build more apartments 
a..'ld dormitories. 

That's a legitimate priority for the university, which is 
responding to its dire housing crisis. Yet it seems 
drastic that solving the housing problem would come at 
the expense of the golf course, which to golfers is 
almost as much of an institution as the university is to 
academics. For those not familiar with it, the first hole 
at Stanford is special. On the scorecard, it might not 
look that way--a par 5 of moderate length that doglegs 
gently to the left. Yet it has one distinguishing trait. 
You tee the ball up from what feels like a mountaintop. 
For just one moment, you're the winner. 

You take the club back, accelerate through, and there it 
goes--out into the blue yonder, over traffic down on 
Junipero Serra Boulevard before finally gently landing 
in that sweeping fairway--what seems like miles off. 

All you non-golfers might think this is pretty silly. But 
golf leaves very little room for pride. It's an 
unforgiving opponent. Ever seen us golfers come off 
the 18th green? It's rare that we're not battered and 
broken-spirited. We've spent the past four or five hours 
shanking and scuffing and skulling. Our balls have 
landed on the sides of hills, in sand and in places we 
can't reach. We're sweaty, dirty, defeated. 

And the Stanford course is among the cruelest. 

But at least it has hole No. 1, which provides that one 
moment of glory. 

Larry Horton, Stanford's director of government and 
community relations, says he regrets that it's come to 
this. Contrary to popular belief, he said there are very 
few places on campus where the university can build 
housing. He challenges anyone to prove him wrong. 

In fact, one aitemative plan suggests possible future 
relocation of up to six other holes. 

This is all very troubling to golfers. The Stanford 
course, built in 1930, is a beautiful golf course, 
weaving its way among the oaks, sculpted into the 
foothills with artistic precision. The back nine stands as 
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one of the toughest sides of golf anywhere, and the 
course as a whole has long been considered among the 
top 100 in the country. In the Bay Area, home to some 
of the nation's most faceless golf courses, Stanford has 
been a bright beacon. 

Attorney Richard Harris, a leader of the 400-member 
Stanford Golf Club, said the organization intends to 
fight the proposed changes at every step. The club has 
set up a Web site (www.savestanfordgolfcourse.com) 
and will be in attendance next week when the Palo Alto 
Planning Commission hears about Stanford's housing 
plans. Several of Stanford's most well-known golf 
alumni--Tom Watson, Tiger Woods, Notah 
Begay--have also pledged to write letters in support of 
hole #1. 

Harris, who captained Stanford's golf team when he 
was a student 30 years ago, said bluntly: "Anybody that 
knows anything about golf knows that you don't 
remove the first hole of a golf course." 

That sentiment goes not just for golf course members, 
but also its legions of respectful trespassers. 

Marc Igler, a Palo Alto writer, is a former associate 
editor of the Weekly and a former 
juvenile-delinquent golfer. 

~Back up to the Table of Contents Page 
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W2tlands Research"Assoclatta:s, Inc 

August 2, 2000 

Santi Clara County Planning .Comnli.ssion 
Santa Clara. County Board of ~upervisors . 
70 West Hedding· Street, East Wing~ Floor 
San Jose. CA 95110 · 

RE: Stanford Draft'Communify Plan/GU? 
Evalu.ation of DEIR with regai-d to goif course 

Dear Planning Co~S&ion and Supervisors, 

Pleas~ find the enclosed Special Status Species Habitat Asse~ment of the StIDtord ·Golf Course 
that our firm ptepared .This ·report documents that there are several significant habitats on the 
golf course that are being used. or have a high potential to-be used by 14 special status species. 
An addicfonal 11 special status species.have a potential to use the site. ·This level of analysis was 
not provided in the DEIR and therefore makes it difficult for the public and the agencies to 
adequately review the iinpactS associated with the proposed project - especially given the 
significant land-use conversions proposed. Based ori my review of the DEIR and the analysis we . 
have provided in the Habitat Assessment, ~ believe th~ DElR i.s inadequate for the following 
reasons: 

• The high density of special status species found on the golf course demonstrates the 
important values· of the course as wildlife.habitat. This level of detail was noi provided· 
in the DEIR for the Stanford Universit}' Community Plan which brings to question the 
evaluation of impacts contained within the DEIR. For example, thc·DEIR states tha:t a 
significant loss of a particular habitat will only be evaluated if it exceeds 10% of the total 

· habitat within the project area. The DEIR found that no habitat mitigation would be 
· required for the land-use changes. This typC of evaluation is totally inadequate when 

considering the concentration .of species that are dependent upon habitats wit.'iin the golf 
course· area. Ic also ignores several significant habitat types including the cstivation areas 
fo~ the CTS, woodlands for a variety of bird s~cies,.and ·ripartan'habitats for wildlife. 

• Other than California tiger saJamander and breeding raptors, the DEIR fails to evaluate 
the significance of h.abitat loss for the mm:y ocher special status spcci~s listed in our 
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report as occurring within the golf co~e. This is a serious flaw in that several of these 
species may only be found within the golf course and therefore any impacts associated 
with land use changes (shifting from open space to buildings) will have significant 
impacts on these s~al status species and musr be evaluated under CEQA. 

California red-legged frogs, a federal threatened speeies. are known from San 
Francisquito Creek and are a likely inhabitant of the golf course. The California 
red-legged frog is also a terrestrial species and can migrate substantial distances from 
riparian corridors. It is likely that it migrates across i:he golf course to upland sites. If 
Stanford University were to proceed with any proposal for the conversion of the golf or 
any part of it in the vicinity of San Francisquito Creek. to some other more highly 
developed use. i:he loss of foraging and migrating habitat for the California red-legged 
frog needs to be evaluated. The DEIR cannot simply claim that no mitigation is required 
given that the type and intensity of use of chis area will change. California red-legged 
frogs have been found to be compatible with goif courses, but not buildings, patking lots. 
and intense human activity. 

The proposed mitigation for the CTS are not adequate to address the use af the golf 
course by CTS. The DEIR asserts that the Stable Site is "poor quality upland habitat .. for 
CTS. However. the DElR cites no facts in support of this statement, and this is 
inconsistent with the facts as shown in the accompanying "Special Status Species 
Assessment of the SbJnford Golf Course, " prepared by this office. The habitats Within 
the golf COUTSe offer estivation habitat for CT$ in near proximity tO the breeding pond 
The mitigation option proposed by Stanford is inadequate as it fails to contain any 
performance standard that ponds to be build and. aICaS to be expanded as crs 
Management Areas will in fact support CTS. The proposal to simply expand the CI'S 
management zone into existing open space west of Junipero Serra does not guarantee the 
survival of the population. The proposed Expanded Tiger Salamander Management Arca 
is located west of Junipero Serra and is farther from Lake Lagunita than the esdvation 
habitat located on fairways 1-7 of the golf course. The second mitigation option provic;les 
performance standards, but does not provide for guarantees on estivation habitat, an 
important element of CTS survival. In any event. the golf course appears to p~vide 
suitable habitat for CTS because of its proximity to wat.er, oak savannah, and the 
estivation habitat created by California ground squirrels. In addition, CTS may use ·the 
seasonal drainage as a migration conidor from Lake Lagunita to estivation habitat located 
on the golf course. In any event, the golf course appenrs to provide as good or better CI'S 
habitat th.an the western half of the CTS Management Zone and the proposed expansion 
area. 

• The DEIR does not provide mapping or acreage of wetland areas threatened by 
development with the proposed project a.tea. Therefore, it is not possible to determine the 
level of impact to these: important resources. some of which are located within the golf 
course area. The DEIR merely delays any description or determination of the level and 
location of mitigation to another agency. Such a delay is in violation of CEQA in that 
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all mitigation must be explicitly descn"bed for the public during the CEQA review 
process. In addition, the level of impact to jurisdictional wetlands is necessary in ol'der to 
determine the type and probability of a ~ful peanit approval by the Corps and 
Regional Wawr Quality O:mtrol Board 

" The large oak forests on the Golf Course to the cast of J unipcro Serra. Jocatcd between 
fairways S, 6, and 7, would be potentially thrc:atened by a course redw.gn occasioned by 
housing development of fairway 1. However. the DEIR does not contain a routing plan 
of the redesigned golf course. Furthennorc, the DEIR 's proposed mitigation for the Joss 
of oak tn:cs. is inadequate, in that the planting of seedlings or young trees on a grassland 
to the west of Junjpero S~ does not effectively mitigate the Iosa of a ccntury"<lld oak 
forest. These vegetation communities ate considered sensitive by the California. 
Department of Fish and Game, and any Io.ss of these communities is considered a 
significant impact. 

I believe that a more thorough analysis of the habitat values associated with the golf course 
would determine that the proposed use for development is not an environmencally superior 
altemative. Such development should be located elsewhere in a less sensitive habitat area.. 

Sincerely yo~. 

J(lfh) 1o~. P1.1J 
Michael Josselyn, PhD 
Principal 
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SPECIAL STA1US SPECIES HABITAT ASsESSMENT 
. OF THE STANFORD GOLF COURSE 

PALO ALTO, SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA. 

Prepared for: 

Committee to Save the Stanford Golf Course 
c/o Eiskinc and Tulley 

220 Sansome Street, Suite 600 
SanFmnciaco, CA 94104 

Prepared by: 

Wetlands Research Associates. Inc:. 
2169 East Francisco Blvd .• Suite G 

San Rafael, CA 94901 
(415) 454-8868 

Contact: Mike Josselyn or Mary Harrison 
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INTRODUCTION 

On July 24, 2000 Wetlands Research Associates, Inc. completed an assessment of a 
portion of the Stanford Golf Course in Palo Alto, California (Figure 1) to determine habitat 
suitability and subsequent likelihood of the occurrence of special status wildlife species 
potcntiaIJy ocrurri...ng in western Santa Clara County. Special statug species are those plants and 
animals that have been formally listed or proposed as endangered or threatened, or are candidates 
for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) or the California Endangered Species 
Act. Listed and proposed species are afforded protection under these acts. California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Species of Special Concern are also treated as special 
status specic:s. Species of Special Concern are those that face extirpation in California if current 
population and habitat trends continue. Although they generally have no special legal status, 
these species (and federal species of concern) are given management consideration whenever 
possible. Impacts to these species are considered significant according to the California 
EnVlronmental Quality Act (CBQA). 

The Stanford Golf Course project site is located northeast of the intersection of Campus 
West Drive and Junipero Serra. The project site encompasses fairways 1-7 of the golf co~ 
(Figure 2). Fairway 1 is proposed for relocation for the construction of campus housing. The 
proposed "relocation will involve moving faixway one to the area occupied by fairways 2-7 at the 
present time. Fairways 2-7 encompass approximately 80 acres and fairway l is approxima.Iely 15 
acres. In addition, fairways 2-7 may also be relocated at some future date under the proposed 
revisions to the Land Use Plan. 

The Stanford Golf Course was constructed in 1929 and opened for play in 1930. The golf 
course is interspersed by oak woodlands and other natural vegetation that was retained within the 
golf course design. The Stanford Golf course is a certified member of the Audubon 
Cooperative Sanctuary Program for golf courses. This program has recognized the steps the 
Stanford Golf Course has taken to enhance and protect natural areas on the course as well as the 
importance of these natural areas for plant and wildlife species. 

Habitat types on the property include the manicured greens of the fairways, riparian 
areas, and oak woodland. Riparian areas are located along San Fra.ncisquito Creek and a 
seasonal drainage. San Francisquito Creek flows through the west.em portion of the golf course, 
both north and south of Junipero Serra. The length of the riparian corridor for the en1ire course is 
approximately 1.6 mile:s, 0.4 miles of which is located on the portion of the course occupied by 
fairways 1-7. The riparian area on this portion of the course is approximately 17 acres. The 
seasonal drainage flows from Sa.11 Francisquito Creek into Lake Lagunita tra.veniing fa.hway i, 
fairway 6 and fairway 1 of the golf course. Dominant vegetation in the riparian areas includes 
val1ey oak: (Quercus lobata) and coast live oak (Quercu.f agrifolia). Other associated species in 
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STANFORD 

GOLF COURSE 

Figure 1 _ location of the Stanford Gotf Course, Santa 
Clara County, California 
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LOCATION OF 
FAIRWAYS 2-7 

Figure 2. Location of Fairways 1-8 at Stanford Golf j 
Course 
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the riparian areas me California buckeye (Aesculus califomica). red willow (Salix laevigata) and 
alders (Alnus sp.). Shrub speci~ include poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), blue 
elderberry (Sambucu.s me.xicana), and California rose (Rosa califomica). Dominant vegetation 
types in the oak woodland includes valley oak (Quercus lobaza), coast live oak (Quercus 
agrifolia), and California buckeye (Aesculus califomica). Understary species consist of a variety 
of shrubs, grasses and herbs. ApproKimately 14 acres of old growth oak woodland exists between 
fairways S. 6. and 7 as well as 8 acres of oak woodland located between the fairway 7 and 
Junipero Sena Other oak woodJand or oak savannah habitats arc interspersed throughout the 
fairways l-7 and occupy approximately 20 additional acres. 

METHODS 

Prior to the site visit, the CDFG Narural Divernity Data Base (CDFG 2000) and other 
CDFG lists and publications (Jennings and Hayes 1994; Zeiner et al. 1990) were reviewed to 
determine documented or potential presence of special status wildlife in Sanca Clara County. 
Habitat suitability on the site was assessed based on a list of species generated by this literature 
review. The site was traversed on foot on July 24, 2000 to derermine if existing conditions 
provided suitable habitat for special status species. All wildlife observed were noted 

RESULTS 

Several special status plant and animaJ" species have been documented to occur, or 
potentially occur, in western Santa Clara County. Table 1 summarizes the potential of 
occurrence of these species on the Stanford Golf Course. A search of the CDFG Natural 
Diversity Database found documented occurrences of California Tiger Salamanders (a federal 
candidate for listing under che BSA) in Lake Lagunita and surrowiding areas on the Stanford 
University Campus (Appendix A). In addition, it has been reported that CTS have been observed 
on fairway #1 of the golf course as well as the area of the driving range (Harris, pers. comm.). 
Lake Lagunita is located in close proximity to the Stanford Golf Course and is part of Stanford 
University's California Tiger Salamander Management Zone (Figure 3). This management 
agreement was entered into by the COWlty of Smita Clara, the California Department of Game 
and Fish, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Stanford University. 

A total of 17 species were observed during che site visit (Table 2). No special status 
species were observed, however potential habitat is available for several special status wildlife 
species. Golfers on the Stanford Golf Course have observed 60 bird species to date, of these 60 
species, six (10%) are considered special status species. These species include Cooper's hawk 
(Accipiter cooperl), Sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter srriarus), Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), 
White-tailed kite (Elanu.s leucurus), California thrasher (Toxostoma redi:vivum), and Bewicks' 
wren (Thryomanes bewickii). Appendix B provides a list of these species. 
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Figure 3. Location of California tiger salamander 
management zone on Stanford University campus 
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CONCLUSION 

Based on the results of this assessment, it appears the Stanford Golf Course provides 
potential suitable habitat for many special status species. California tiger salamanders have been 
documented on the site and likely use natnralized portions of the golf course as estivation habitat. 
California tiger salamanders inhabit rolling gr.issland and oak savannah. Adult salamanders 
spend most of the year in subte~ean ·retreats, typically rodent burrows, but may be found on 
the surface during mit,rration to and from breeding sites. Typically breeding occurs in vernal 
pools and temporary ponds. Numerous road mortalities of salamanders have been document.ed 
along the ponion of Campus Drive West that lies between the driving range and the first fairway 
(Figure 4) (Launer and Fee, 1996). This indicates that CTS are moving from Lake Lagunita to 
cstivation habitat located on the Stanfoi;d Golf Course during their migratory movements. It is 
likely that CTS are migrating across the driving range, crossing Campus Drive West, and 
entering fairway 1. CTS may also use the seasonal drainage as a migration corridor leading from 
Lake Lagunita to estivation habitat on the course. This drainage crosses beneath Campus Drive 
West which offers protection from road mortality. California ground squirrels arc: abundant in 
the naturalized areas of fairways 1-7 and have ~rcated suitable estivation habitat for CTS. 
Specific estivation areas include the areas of fairway l that support ground squilrel populations, 
such as the oak woodland interspersed throughout the failway and the woodland bordering the 
seasonal drainage (Figu~ 5). In addition, suitable estivation habitat is present in the stable area 
and the large oak wood.land located between fairways 5, 6, and 7 as this woodland supports an 
nbundance of California ground squirrels. 

Development of the first fairway would create another bairicr to CTS migratory 
movements from breeding habitat to estivation habitat. as well as eliminate estivation habitat that . 
is present on the site. Barriers to dispersal can significantly threaten the persistence of a CIS 
population. Disturbance in this area may force salamanders to alter their migratory movements. 
possibly forcing more of them to cross Junipero SaTa Road while searching for suitable 
estivation habit.at. Junipero Serra is a source of heavy road mortality for CTS (Launer and Fee, 
1996). In addition, development of the first fairway could lead to "rake" of estivating 
salamanders. Take, as defined by the ESA means "to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound. 
kill, tr.ip, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such action." The loss of CTS habitat 
at Stanford and the potential lo~· of individuals due to direct monality or reduction in 
reproductive success are considered significant impacts of the project as defined by CEQA. The 
Management Agreement entered into by Stanford University, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
the Califomia Department of Fish and Game and the County of Santa Clara addresses expanding 
the CTS Management Zone to compensate for loss of habitat due to the construction of campus 
housing. However, this expansion would involve an addition of land to che west of Junipero 
Serra which is already designated as campus open space reserve (though this designation does 
not preclude its development). In addition, the proposed expansion zone is significantly farther 
away from Lake Lagunita than fairways 1-7 of the Stanford Golf Course and is separated from 
Lake Lagunita by Junipero Serra, which is a major source of road mortality for CTS (Launer and 
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Figure 5. Areas within the proposed development zone that 
provide suitable CTS estivation habitat and migration 
corridor. 

LAKE LAGUNfTA
CTS BREEDING 

HABITAT 

Letter 84 

~tlands hsearc:h.Assoclates. lnc. 



Fee 1996). It is questionable if migratory salamanders would utiJ~e this mm mi estivation 
habitat due to its distance from breeding habitai. whereas it is evident CTS are using portions of 
the Stanford Golf Course west af Campw: Drive West due to their movement patterns and the 
mortality associated with Campus Drive West. In addition, the CTS Management 2'.onc does not 
provide long-term protection for CTS habitat because this zone is not precluded from future 
development. 

Letter 84 

In mldition to CTS, California red-legged frogs have been found in ·mree locations t.'1at a.re 
in close proximity to the Stanford Golf Coun;e (Fi~ 6). One population has been found west 
of the golf course in San Francisquito Creek. This creek provides suitable habitat for California 
red-legged frogs and it is possible they occur in the portion of the creek that flows through the 
golf course. California red-legged frogs are a federally threatened species and a California 
Species of Special Concern. They arc typically found in a.-reas of deep water with dense, 
emergent shrubby vegetation. They have been known to disperse long distances after larval 
development. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service requires a 300 foot buffer zone be established 
around riparian areas containing California red-legged frog habitat. Surveys for california red-
1egged frogs are required prior to construction in any area within the range of the frog, or when 
frogs have been found within five miles of the project bounclarie.s. · 

The naturalized areas of the course support a diversity of avian fauna that would be 
adversely impacted by development of this area by means of a loss of foraging and breeding 
habitat. Numerous raptor species as well as other special status birds have been sighted on the 
Stanford Golf Comse, and it is possible that some nest on the cour~e. The course appears to be an 
important stopoyer point in the Pacific flyway for migrating birds. Jn addition, relocation of 
fairway #1 co the nrea. of the course west of the stables could involve fragmentation or loss of the 
large old-growth oak forest that exists between fairways 5, 6, and 7. This area provides suitable 
estivation habitat for CTS, nest sites for cavity nesting birds, raptors and other avian species. In 
summaI)', the Stanford Golf Course provides excellent habitat for numerous species of birds and 
other wildlife and relocation of fairway 1 will adversely impact California tiger salamander, 
could have significant adverse impacts on the California red-legged frog. In addition, numerous 
bird species, some of which are special status species. will be adversely impacted by the loss of 
habitat associated with the redesign of the Stanford Golf Course. 
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Figure 6. Location of California red-legged frog 
occurrences within the USGS Palo Alto Quadrangle. 
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Table 1. Special status wildlife spccic:s of WCSta'1l Santa Clara County rhat may occur, or are known to occur in 
habitag similar to those found on the Stanford Golf Course. .List compiled from the California Department of 
Fish and Game (CDFG) Natural Diversity Dar.a Base search of the Palo Alto quad and a review of other CDFG 
liSL<i and ffibli£ptigm· 

Bay cbccla:rspot butterfly 
E11P/rydryas editha hayensis 

Su:clhead-CenL Coast !SU 
Onciwrliynchus myklss 

California. tiger salamander 
AmbystolTlll caUfornittnse 

California red-legged frog 
Rana aurora bayta1Ui 

Western pond turtle 
Clemmys mtZ1"1NJrata. 

San Francisco garti::r sna.Ja: 
Thamnopliis JirtalJs 
ruraraen ia 

Status Habitat 

Fl' Resiricted to native grassJlltlds on 
outcrops of serpentine soil in tho 
viciJljty of San Francisco Bay. 

FI' Found from Soquel Creek north to 
the Russian River. 

FC.CSC Associated with annual grasslands. 
necd.<1 undergrowxl iefuga and 
seasonal water sources such as vernal 
pools for breeding. 

FT,CSC Lowlands and foothills in or near 
pertnllllent sources of deep water 
with dense, sluubby or cmcrgcnt 
riparian vcgemtion. 

FSC Ponds, mt1tshe.s, ri\/Cl'S, streams. and 
irrigation dit.ches with aquatic 
vegetation and basking sites. 

FE.SE Occurs in aquatic hablrats in San 
Marco county. Prefers dense cover 
and water depths of at !east one foot. 

5 

Potential for occurrence 

Lo'ft' poteutial. Suitable 
habitat is present in open 
space an:as adjacent to 
golf eoursc, b~rfli~ 
may occur as visitors to 
thOCOW'3C. 

High potential. San 
Francisquito Crcelc 
provides suitable habitat. 

Present. Salamanders 
have been documented in 
Lake l...agmiita and llDDUlll • 
grassland in swrounding 
areas on campus. In 
additiotl, road mortalities 
have been documented on 
Campus Drive West. 

High potential. Sui!Bblc 
habitat is present in Sao 
FraocisquilO Creek. 

Low potent:iaL P=cnt 
in Lake Laguniti on the 
Stanford Campus, but 
suitable habitat is not 
present on d1e golf 
course. 

Absent. No suitable 
babittt on site. 
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Table 1. Special status wildlife spccic:s cf western Sama Clara County that may occur. or are known to occur in 
habitats similar IO lhosc foUDd on the Stanford Oolf Course: LIJt compiled from rhc callfomla Dcpanmcm ot 
Fish and GamD (CDPO) Nawral Diversity Data Base search of the Palo Alto quad and a review of other CDPO 
n u r · 

Cooper's hawk csc Ocnerally 1150Ciau:d with woodland Present. Species has 
Accipiu=r coopt:Ti habitats, e&peeially riparian areas and been observed on site 

dense stznds of live oak. (Templin, pc:cs. comm.). 
May forage on site and 
suitable nesting habitat is 
present along SllD 
Prancisquito Creek and 
wooded drainage on site. 

Sharp-shinned hawk: csc Gene.rally associated with. woodland Present. Species has 
Accipiter striarUJ habitats. prefers riparian are.as. been observed on site 

(Templin. pers. comm.). 
May forage on site and 
suitable nesting habitat is 
present along San 
Franci.squito Creek and 
wooded drainage. 

Golden eagle FSC Open gnissy hilJtops and open spaces Low potential. Ma.y 
Aquila chrysaetos in blue ollkldigger pine woodlands. fontge on site, but limited 

amount of suimblc ncstiDg 
habitat is prescnt. 

Northern harrier csc Forages in open to hetbaccous stages Pl'esellt. Species has 
Circur cyaMus of many habiws. Nests on ground in been observed on Site 

shrubby vcgeWion, usually near (Templin, pcrs. comm.). 
wetlands. May fora~e on site and 

suitable nestlni habitat is 
present along San 
Francisquito Creek. 

White-tailed kite CFP Fonges in open to herbaceous stages Present. May forage on 
Elanus lt:u.cu.rus of many habitats. Nests in shrubs site, and may nest in 

and trees adjacent to grasslands. wooded areas of course 
and margins of creek and 
drainage. 

Merlin csc Uses many habitats in winter and Low potcntiaL May 
Falco columbarius migration. F:r:qucms open forage on site, but limited 

grasslands. wetlands, edges, ani lUl1Qunt cf suitable nesting 
early SUCCCl5Sicnal staga;. habitat is present. 

6 
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Table i. Special status wildlife species of wes1ern Sant11 Cl11ta County that may occur. or arc known to occur in 
habitats similar iO those found OD. the Stanford Ooil Course. Ust compiled from the California Dcputtueat of 
Fish and Game (CDRJ) Natural Div~ Data Base sea;rclt of the PaJo Alto quad and a review of o&hcr CDPG 
'i$1§ and RPb'iFatiOQ$, 

Prairie f.Uco11 
Falco muicanus 

Peregrine falcon 
Falco peregrinus 

BWTOwi11g owl 
Athene cunicularia hypugea 

Allcu's hummingbird 
Selasphorus sasis 

Pacific-slope flycarchcr 
Empidonax difficilu 

California horned lark 
Erernophila alpestri.s actia. 

Loggerhead shrike 
La.nius ludovicUmu.s 

California thrasher 
Torostoma retilVivum 

Bewicb' wren 
Thryoma.nes bewickii 

csc 

csc 

FSC 

FSC 

csc 

FSC.csc 

FSC 

F'SC 

Dls1rJbuted from annual grasslands 1o 
alpine meadows, but associated 
primarily with perennial grasslands, 
uvammhs, and mige!a.'!d.. 

Forages in many habitats; requnes 
WI cliff5 or buildings for nesti..cg. 

NeslS and forages In low-2t0wing 
gras&lands !hat suppon burrowing 
mammals. May allo use artificial 
slJ'UCWrc:s for roosting and nesting. 

Found in coastal scrub, valley 
foothill hardwood. and valley foothill 
riparian hAbitats. 

. Widespread in wmn moist 
wood.lands, including valley foothill 
and montanc riparlim. 

Nests and mrages in sbon grass 
prairie, mountain meadow, coastal 
plain, fallow fields, and alkali flats. 

Prefers opcu habitats with scaucrcd 
shrubs, posts, or other perches. 
Open-canopied valley foothill 
hardwood and valley foothill 
ripllrian. 

Found in modc:r.tre to dense 
chaparral habitats, also found m· 
extensive ripanan thickets. 

Oc:c:urs in clutpmal, riparian 
habitats, and woodland edges. 

i 

Low potential. M&y 
forage on site, but ao 
suitable nesting habitat is 
present. 

Low potelWaL May 
forage on site, but no 
suitable nesting habitat fa 
pJC5CJlt. 

Moderate potentiaL 
Suitable bWTOws are 
present on some portions 
of course. 

Moderate potemial 
Suitable habiw is pn:&ent 

in riparian areas on site. 

Low potentiaL Limited 
amount ot suitable habitat 
on site. 

Moderate potential, 
Suitable habirat is present 
cm site. 

Moderate potential. 
May nest In riparian areas 
on site. 

Present. Species has 
been observed on site 
(Templin, pen:. comm.). 
Suitable riparian habitat is 
presellL 

Present. Species has 
been observed on .site 
(Templin. pees. COllllll.). 

Suit.able habitat is 
wcaent. 
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Table l. Special status wildlife species ofwestem Sama Clara County that may occur. or are known to occur in 
habitats similar to those found on the Stanford Golf Course. List compiled from the California Department or 
Fish and Game (CDFO) Natural Divenity Data Bue aearch of the Palo Alto quad and a review of other CDFG 
ism pod pub'igatjon!:. 

Y cllow warbler 
Dendroica pet«:hi.a bn:wnt:ri 

y cllow-bre8$ted .chat 
Icteria virens 

Lark sparrow 
Cl1D1uh:ste3 1rammacus 

Orca=r \W51Cm maatiffbat 
E.llltlOpS perotis califomit:us 

Fringed myotis 
Myoti.r thy.sanoda 

Pallid bat 
Antrazaiu pallidus 

Yuma myotis 
Myatis jiU/tlQIWUU 

Key to Status Codes: 

FE Federal Endangered 
FT Federal Threatened 

. csc 

csc 

FSC 

FSC.CSC 

FSC 

csc 

FSC, CSC 

FC Federal Candidate for Listing 
FSC Federal Species of Coneem 
SE State Endangered 
ST Srate Tbrwened 
CFP CDFG Fully Protected Species 
CSC CDFG Species of Special c.onccm 

Ripllrian woodlands, particularly 
those dominated by willow and 
cottonwood. 

Found in valley foothill riparian 
habitats, requims willow thicket£ and 
other brushy vegetation for cover. 

Sparse valley foothill baniwood, 
open mixed chaparral, brush habitats, 
and grass1am:i with scattered trees or 
shrubs. 

Cliff crcviecs, cracks in boulders, 
and buildings are med for roosting •. 

Caverns. tree&. and buildings provide 
suitable roost habitat. 

Reck oU!CrOpS, caverns, hollow uas. 
buildings, and bridges provide 
suitable roost habitat. 

Bulldinis. nees. mines. caves, 
bridges and crevices. 

8 

High potentlaL Suitable 
habitat ia present in 
ripari:n Dreas. 

High potentiaL Suitable 
habitat is present in 
riparian areas.. 

Moderate potential. 
Suitable habitat is 
prc..cm. 

Low poteatlal. Limited 
suitable roosting habitat. 

Hlgll potentlaL Sulmble 
roost habitat is present In 
riparlm areas and in trees 
on course. 

High potential. Suitable 
roost habitat is present in 
riparian areas, tm:s, and 
bridge over San 
Francisquito Creek. 

Sigh poiential. Suitable 
roost habitat is present in 
riparian arms, tree5. and 
bridge over San 
Francisquit:o Creek. 
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Table 2. Wildlife species observed at the Stanford Golf C.oune c::turma a habitat assessment conducted on July 24. 

Common name ScientJflc name Se1maal Status Comments 

American robin Turtbu migratorilU resident Several individuals 
observed throughout the 
course. 

California towhee Pipilo cri:uali.r resident Observed throughout 
course in trees. 

Scrub Jay Aplulocoma comducens resident Numerous individualt 
observed throughout 
course. 

Rod-tailed ha.wk ButtJo jamaU:ensis residcnl Observed tlying cast of 
driving range near 
drainage. 

Housefmch Carpodacu maicanu:I resident O~erved throuahout 
course in trees. 

Red-shol.Jldered hawk But.a lineatus resident Observed perched on a. 
post cast of driving range 
near clramage. 

Oak titmouse Panu inonuuus .rc:sident Observed throughout 
course in ttces. 

Barn swallow Rir1UJdo ru.stica resident Numerous swallows 
observed foraging over 
the greens of the coune. 

Acom woodpcc:lc.c:r Melam:rJ1t:$ formicivorus icsidcnt Numerous indiViduals 
ob&ctvcd in ucc:s on 
fairwa)S and in 
nawrali.icd areas between 
fairways. 

Black phoebe Say_omis nigricans resident Numerous individuals 
observed throughout lbc 
course foraging on tile 
greens. 

Western bluebird Sialia mexicalut resident Several observed foraging 
on the gn:ens of the 
com11c. 

NO!'f.hem mockingbird Mi.mus palyg!.ortos resident Numerous individuals 
observed throu'1tout 
course. 
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Table 2. Wildlife species observed at the Stanford Golf Course during a habitat uscssmcnt conducted ou July 24. 

.Mouming dove 

resident 

resident 

Domestic rabbits Sylvilagus spp. n:sldent 

10 

Numerom individuals 
obaerved dn:oughout 
coarse. 

One obsc:rvcd m oak t.rcc 
in nalUr8lizcd area of 
course. 

Many squim=Js observed 
in naturalized areas 
between fairwa}'S arid in 
stable mu. 

Obsc::ncd two in drainage 
south of driving range. 

Obsmwd two west of 
fairway II in area.of 
stables. 
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Appendix A 

CDFG Natural Diversity Data Base 
California Tiger Salamander occwrcnces in the USGS Palo Alto quadrangle 

CDFO Natural Diwnity Data. Base 
Califomia Red-legged Frog occurrences in the USGS Palo Alto quadrangle 
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I ANIYSTOMA CALIFORNIEHSE 
CALIFORNIA TJCER SALAMANDER 

El1111ent Code: AAAAA0114T 
---list statuuss------•llDWJDB El~ ~ Li&t-
Fedltral: Erdlngerl!d Global I GZGS CDI'& status: SC 

Stat.: ·- Statl91 s2S3 

-----Habitat A;:;aoeiatfDl'iilio--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~---~-----------~~-~ 
6-ral: FEDERAL LISTING REFERS TO POPULATHlNS 111 SAHfA 8Alt8AIA CCllJllTY QILT. 

ll!c:ro: NEED UNDERGRaJND REFUGES, ESPECIAi.LT OllDUllD SGUIIREI.. lllRRDWS & VERNAL l'WLS Dt OTHER SEASCIW. WATER SCURCES Pert llREEDDIG 

occurrence No. 63 
cce Riil'ilc: Gaud 

Map Index:32863 

ortgfn: Nai:ural/Natfve oc:c:urrence 
Presence: PresUll!Ci Extant 

Trend; Stable 
llain source: LAUNER. A. E. 1998 COBS) 

Quad &~rys PALO ALTO <3712242/42811) 
CD111ty SUllllllry: SANTA CU.RA 

SllA Sunary: 
Location: LAKE UUlUNiTA AND SURRWNDiNG AREAS Oii STAiiRIRD l.iiiiWRSi'fY CAMPUS, PN.0 Ai.TO 

~ts-~~-

Township: 06S 
iil1n11e1 mw 

Stlctf en: xx atr xx 
.i.r-;d; an: M 

Elevation: 150 1t 

O i nri but ion: MAINLY LAKE LAGUNJTA IS USED FOR BllEEDlllC, ALTllQJGH SMALL PCllDS SOOTH OF JUNIPERO SERRA ARE ALSO USED. 
. SURROUNDING UPLANO USED DURING NOR·BREEDING PERIODS. 

Ecological: SEASONAl. RESERVOIR AT BCUIDART BETllEEll DEVELOPED CAllPUS AND UNDEV.ELCPED FOOTHILLS. SURROUNDUIG AREA CONSISTS 
OF NON•NA.TIVE GRASSLAND, CW: llOCDLAm SAVANNA & LAllDSCAPED AREAS. 

Threat: !!ARLT LAK! DRAINAG!, ON•GOING CONSTllUCTJOll, NOll"IATIYE SAl.AM\NDERS, BIOCIDES, FERAL CATS, TRAFFIC, ORV'S, 
BARRIERS. . 

General: COLLECTJDNS DEPDSITE> IN CAS, MVZ, UCD & SU. OBS Ill 1966 & 1991-93. 2 AD FOIJll) HEAR JUIUPERO SERRA BLVD IN 
1992. >1000 AD/LARVAE CllS IN 80+ SITE VISfTS Ill 1997. 1S AD.IZ50+ LARVAE C8$ IN 19911. 15 AD/85+ LARVAE OBS JN 
19Q9. 

ONner/f'lanager; STANfORO IJlllVERSHY 

Occurrence No. 77 Map lndex:32819 
Oc:c; Rank: Unkno1m 

or1a1n: Natural/Native occurrence 
Presence: PreSl.llled utant 

Tr-cnc::I: Unkn0M1 
!lain Scurce: BRODE, J. 1986 CPERS)· 
~ S1.1111111ry: PALO ALTO (3712242/4288) 

CCUlty SUllllllry: SANTA CLARA, SAN MATEO 
SNA s1.1111111ry: 

-Oetes Last S- LatJLons: 37°25•'3• / 122°11 120• 
Element; 19.58-01-113 UlJll: Zcine-10 -'14~ £571774 

Site: 1918-01·03 Prectston: llDN•SPfClflC 
symGl TYJMI! POLYGON 

Are1u 254.9 ac 

Location: SAN FRAHCISQUJTO CREE[, SAN MAlEO CGJllTY • 
--Conment.s----

TOllNllip: 06S 
Ranae: 03ll 

SClr:t1on: 09 Cltr XX 
Meridien: M 

ElevetiGn: 75 ft 

Dinribut;ion: THIS HISTORIC COLLECTION WAS SNAPP&> TO All EXtSTillG DCCllUIENCE OJI SAN FRANCISQIJJTO CREEi:. THE EXACT LOCATlaf 
Of THIS COLLEC:TJOH IS UNKJIQM. 

Ecological: 
Threat: 

General: MUSEUM SPECIMEN SU #3125. 
0-r/Managor: UNKNOWN 

occurrence No. 416 Map lndex:280Z4 
Occ Rank: Unknown 

Origin: Hat~ral/llative oec:urrenee 
Presence: Preallled Extant 

Trend: Unknown 
Main Sour~c: BRODE, J. 1986 (PERS) 

Quad SU111111ry: PALO ALTO C371ZZ42/42811) 
Ccutty Sum1111ry: SANTA CUAA, SAN MATEO 

SNA Sl.lmmry: 
Location: PALO ALTO. 

~Olllllents-~~

Dlstrf bUtl on: 
Ecological: 

Threet: 

-Oates Lat 8-- Lat/Lang: 37°26149• / 122"0912'-
Elment: 1893•11-11 UTM: Zone-10 14144577 E57lt477 

Site: 1893-11-11 Preoiaiaru NON-SPECIFIC 
$ylllbol Type: PDillT 

Relf ua: 1 mil~ 

To1n1hip: D6S 
Range: D3W 

sec:ticn: XX Qtr XX 
Meri di 1111: M 

Elevation: SO ft 

GeneraL: MUSEUM Rl'CCRDS SU# Z21-ZZ3, 225-227, 229-30, l ZS~-3'5 FIDI 29 APRIL 1892~ SU&' Z3 flHll 15 APRIL 1893; AND SUIJ 
138•42 FROM 11 NOV 1893. 

Oilner/Menaeer: UNKNOWN 

Date: OB/03/2000 
Report: RF2WI~E 

ccxnnerclal version 
lnfol'lllllt;cn dated 04/05/2000 



Letter 84 

Palo Alto Quid - ~ibi .. 

ltAllA llJllCRl DRAYTOIU J 
C&LIRRllA RED-LEGGED FROG 
Elment Code: AAABH01022 

--4.IAt StaW.1.111---· ----;NDDB El..rt Ranb---other List-
Federel; Ttireatened Glal: G4T213 CDfG Status: SC 

State: llcine State~ S2Sl 

---llebitat Associatien11--------------------------------------
Gene1"8l: LOllLANDS & fOOTHILLS IN OR llENI PERMANENT SOURCES Of DEEP ~TER llITH Dl!NSE, SHRUBBY DI eMERGENT RIPARIAll VEGETATIOll. 

Mtcro: REQUIRl:S 11-20 WEEKS OF PERMANENT WATER fOR LARVAL DEVELOAEllT. MUST HAV£ ACCESS TO ESTIVATIOH HAllTAT. 

DCCLrrerca No. 230 
Occ Ranlc: Good 

Map Index:38080 

origin: Natural/NatiYe o~c:ur~ 
Presence: PresUll!CI Extant 

Trend: Uricnown 
·Main Source: !.AIJllER, A. 1997 COBS> 

Quad ""'-ry: PALO ALTO C3n2242/4288) 
l:ounty Su.ary: SANTA CLARA 

SJIA SU.Sry: 

-Date& Last s-- Lat/Long; 37"Z4 107"' I 122•09•06• 
El-t: 1999-05-08 UTM: Zcine-10 N413962S E57S071 

Site: 1999-05-08 Precision: HON-SPl:CJPIC 
Synixl' Type: PDL YGCll 

Aree: 180.Z ec 

L-ticin: MATADERO CREllC AND DHR CRiii:, PALO ALTO. 
--tanments---

TCM11hip: 06S 
Ranae: 03ll 

let hin: Z3 ~r XX 
Meridian: M 

Elewticn: 150 ft 

Distril:lutian: MATAOERO CREEK • BETIIEEN OLD PAGE MILL BRIDGE AND FOOTHILL BLVD; DEER CREEIC • FROI THE MATADERD CREEIC 
CONFLUENCE TO ARASTIW>ERO BUD. 

Ecologf~al: HABITAT CCNSISTS OF RIPARJAH, WIT• SOME GIA:ZllG lUID Stll'll! Df!VELDPl'IENT UPSTREAM. 
Threat: THREATS INCLUDE llON•lllTIVE FISK, BULLFROGS, CRAYFISH, DUMPING IN QUARRY, LUIK EROSION, TRAFFIC, All) OtlGOJNG 

DEVELOPMENT. . · 
General: 30 ADLA.TS/20 TADPOLES CBS, MAR•OCT 1997. Z ADULTS CBS ON 19 AUG 97. 1~ ADULTS/15 TADPOLES DIS IN 1998. DEER 

CREEK \JAS DRY IN 1W7; S+ ADULTS/9S TADPOLES OllS, APR•OC:T 1998 (FREE OF CRAYFISH/FISH). , JUV FROC OHERVID ON 
8 MAY 1999. 

Ollner/MS1811er: STANFORD UNIVERSITY, SCWD 

Oec\rrenc:e No. 231 
Dec lank: Goocl 

Map lnclex:38084 

Origin: Natural/Native occurrence 
Presenc:e: Presuned !xtant 

Trend: Unknown 
Mehl Source: LAUllER, A. ,~ (ClBS) 

llUed sumary: PALO ALTO C371W2/4288) 
tomty SUM!ary: SAN MATED . 

SllA Suimary: 

-Oates Lest Seer- Lat/Long: 37"24•34•1 / 122•13154u 
Elaient: 1998•10•XX UTM: Zcne-10 N4140380 E5&7998 

Site: 1998•10•XX Prec:isianz NON•SPECIFlC 
S~l Type: POLYGCl4 

Area: 138.3 ae 

TOMnship: 06S 
Range: ew 

Sectian: 17 Qtr XX 
lileridim: M 

Elevat;cn: 250 ft 

Location: SAN FRANCISQUITO CREEK, FRIJt THE BEAR CREEK CONFUIEXCE TO \llTKIN 1 MILE OF THE HIA' 2BO BRIDGE, .PALO ALTO. 
--C0111D11nt:s----

Distril:ut iun: 
Ecological: HABITAT camsrs OF RIPARIAN: SUlllQJllDED BY GRASSI.At.lb, AGUCULTURAL FIELDS, AllD OAK l.DCOLAllDS. 

Threat: THREATS UICLOOE BULLFROGS, ADJACEIT LAND USE (NlllCULTURE & EQUESTRIAN FACILJTlES), WA.TER CIUALITY, AND 
DEVELOPMENT. • 

General: 16 ADULTS AllD 13 TADPOLES CBSERVED BETWEEN 24 .IJLT AND UTE AUGUST ,997. 16 ADULTS AND 13 TADPOLES OBSERVED 
DURING 15+ VISITS MADE BETWEEN 1 llAY·LATE OCT 1998. 

Dwner/M.-.ager-: STANFORD U»tVERSllY 

occurr@nee No. 282 
OCC Ranlc: GoOd 

Map tndex;40S65 

orig;n: Natural/Nativa occurranc:a 
Presence: Presuned Extant 

Trera: unicnown 
Main sourcer JENNIN~. M. 1998 COBS) 

Quad Sumary: PALO ALTO Cl712242/4Z!B) 
County SU-ry: SAN MATEO 

SIU\ S~ry; 

--Oatee LMt se- Liit/Lan;: 3?."25 13611 I 122•14•12• 
el...m: 1998-08-02 UTM: zone-10 N4142292 ES67530 

Site: 1998-08-02 Preciaion: SPECIFJC 
~l TyPe: POillT 

11ac11 ua: eo meters 

Lceat1on: WES"T OF 1-280. 0.6 MILE SW Of BEAi GULCH RESERWIR. IODSIDE. 
--CCllm*ttJ:Cli:.---

Distrfi:IJtfan: SITE IS LOCATED 0,4 MlLE IN Of THE EllD OF LAWLER RAHCll RCMD. 
Ecological: HABITAT CO.SISTS OF A SPRING•FED ~ AND INTEJ!Ml1TENT STREAM, SURROUNDED BY OAK llOa)LANI). 

Threatr THREATEUED BY DEVELOl'HEllT. 
General: 1 ADULT COLLECTED CMR.I #1407> Qf 2 AUG 1998 AllD DEPOSITED AT CAS, 

Olilner~oer: PVT 

Date: 08/03/2000 
Report: RF2WIDE 

cannercial Version 
Information dated 04/05/211111 

Tcwnahip: 065 
Ra~: 03ll 

s.ctian: tIT otr :XX 
Meridian: M 

Elevat;on: 230 ft 
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I 
RAIA AURCRA DRAYTOMJI (cant.) 

CALIFCJUIIA RED~L!CGED FROG 
Eleaent Code: AAABll01022 

_Ol;currenee No. 28'S °" Renk: . GOQCf 
Origin: Natural/letive occurrence 

Pre.encc: P.-.-d Extent 
Trend: unlcnollft 

ae;n Source: JEIPllNGS, M. 1998 (OIC) 
QU9CI ~ry: PALO ALTO '(37'12242/4288) 

CCUMy s.-ry: SAii UTED 
SllA Swnary: 

-Dat• L•a~ s..n- · Lllt/t.flrlll: 3i'925•.3D" I 122"13•52" 
El.....t; 1998-08-0l UTfll: Zane-10 114142118 E568025 

Site: 1998-08•02 Precisian: SPECIFIC 
tymol Types POINT 

Redtus: 80 meters. 

Lac:ittian; VEST Of 1-280. 0.5 MILi: SSW OF BEAi GULCH RESEIMJIR, WIXJ>SIDE. 
---COllMfttt---

Distributiom SITE lS LOCATED AT THE OF THE END OF LAWL£11 RAllCll RIWI. 
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T-itip: 065 
Rente: 11311 

sa:ttan: 07 Cltr u 
Mel'fdlan1 M 

El11¥11tlan: 210 ft 

Ecolog1~L: HABITAT CONSISTS Of All ARTIFICIAL Pal) VEGETATED BY TULl:S/CATTAILS; WILLOWS FWllD Bl!LOW TH! OM !'ACE. SIT!! IS 
SUtROUllDED BY OPEi OU'. MOIXJLAllD, FOlllEILY GRAZED BY uvmoa::. 

Threat: THREATENED BY OEVELOPllENT. · 
Generel: 3 ADULTS Mii 5 LARVAE CCILLECTBI CllRJ" t1408> Oii 2 AUG 1998 A11D DEPOSITED AT CAS. 

Owner/Mllf189•r: PVT 

Date: 08/03/2000 
ltp0rt: RF2WlDI 

C01Dnerei1l Version 
lnforaiion dated 04/05/2000 



AppendixB 

List orblrd species obse"ecl on Stanfonl Golf Coun-e 

Common name 

Mallard 
Wood duck 
Hooded merganser 
Great blue heron 
Great egret 
Killdeer 
California quaiJ 
Turkey vulture 
American kestrel 
White-tailed kite* 
Northern hatrier* 
Sharp-shinned hawk• 
Cooper's hawk* 
Red-tailed hawk 
Red-shouldered hawk 
Barn owJ 
Great horned owl 
Anna's hummingbird 
Belted kingfisher 
Acom woodpecker 

·Downy woodpecker 
Hairy woodpecker 
Northern flicker 
Nuttall' s woodpecker 
Black phoebe 
Tree swallow 
Violet-green swallow 
Bam swallow 
American crow 
Common raven 
Scrub jay 
Stellar's jay 
Chestnut-backed chickadee 
Oak titmouse 
Bushtit 
White-breasted nuthatch 
Red-breasted nuthatch 
Brown creeper 

Scientific name 

Alias platyrhynchos 
AixspoT&Sa 
Lophodytes cucullatus 
Ardea herodias 
Casmerodius albus 
Charadrius vociferus 
Lophortyx califomicus 
Cathanes aura 
Falc_o sparverius. 
Elan-us Ieucurus 
Circus cyaneus 
Accipite.r striatus 
Accipiler cooperii. 

· B111eo jamaicensis 
Buzeo linearus 
Tytoalba 
Bubo virginianus 
Cal.ypte anna 
Megaceryle alcyon 
Melanerp~ erylhrocephal'llS 
Dendrocopos pubescens 
Dendrocopos villosus 
Colapces auratus 
Picoides nuttallii 
Sayomi.s nigrans 
Iritloprocne bicolor 
Tachycineta thalassina 
Hirundo rustica 
Corvus brachyrhynchos 
Corvus corax 
Aphelocoma coerulescens 
Cyanocitta stelleri 
PanlS rufescens 
Parus inornanu 
Psaltriparus minimus 
Sitra carolinensis 
Sltla canadensi.r 
Certh.ia familiaris 
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Bewick"s wren• 
Mockingbird 
California thrash~ 
American robin 
Western bluebird 
European starling 
Cedar waxwing 
YeHow-rumped warbler 
Brewer's b~kb.ird 
Red-winged blackbird 
Western meadowlark 
White-crowned sparrow 
Golden-crowned sparrow 
Rufous-sided (Spotted) towhee · 
California towhee 
Dark-eyed jtmco 
House finch 
Lesser goldfinch 
House sparrow 

* indicates special status species 

Thryomanes bewickii 
MlmUS polyglottus · 
Taro.stoma redivivum 
Twdus migrmoriua 
.Sialia me:xicana . 
Sturnu.r wdgarls 
Bombycilla cedrorum 
Dendroica !IJlJiubani 
Euphagus cyanocephalus 
Agelaius phoeniceus 
Stumella negkcta 
Zonotrichia l~ucophrys 
Zonotrichia arrlcapiUa 
Pipilo erythrophthalmus 
Pipilo crissalis 
Junco hyemalis 
Carpodacus me:ricanus 
C~lis psaltria 
Passer domesticus 

14 
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A Plea to Preserve the Existing 
Stanford University Golf Course Lands 

in Open Space 
to Ensure Biodiversity for the Region 

by Fred Templin and Dr. David E. Wilkins 

This package consists of the following elements: 

• Position statement 
• Exhibit A: the Audubon Conservation Report (hardcopy only) 
• Exhibit B: Stanford Golf Course Bird List 
• Exhibit C: Wildlife and Threatend Species (hardcopy only) 
• Exhibit D: Golf Course W alkthrough Report, July 24, 2000. 
• Exhibit E: Bluebird Nesting Report for 2000. (hardcopy only) 

Position statement 
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The Stanford University Golf Course provides prime habitat for a wide variety of wildlife, including 
numerous species of birds, mammals, fish, reptiles and amphibians. The golf course has been so 
recognized by its acceptance in the Audubon Cooperative Sanctuary Program for Golf Courses 
sponsored by Audubon International. In its conservation report on the Stanford University Golf Course 
(see Exhibit A: Audubon Conservation Report), Audubon International states that: 

"The woods, wetlands, stream and creek on the property already provide valuable food, 
cover, and water sources as illustrated by the variety of wildlife, such as jack rabbits, great 
homed owls, bluebirds, and the California newt, seen at the course. These areas can form the 
core of your cooperative sanctuary. You are also fortunate to be bordered by additional 
woodlands. This larger habitat area allows you to attract wildlife that need a greater amount 
of space to survive. Furthermore, your location along the Pacific flyway, the major west 
coast bird and migration route, places you in an excellent position to attract many species of 
migrating birds. 

Based on your information, it appears that Stanford University Golf Course has already 
undertaken several important wildlife and habitat enhancement projects. We commend you 
for beginning projects such as mounting next boxes, providing snags (dead trees standing), 
leaving woodland understory, naturalizing non-play areas and providing corridors for 
salamander access to reproductive sites. We were also impressed with the fact that out of 160 
acres, only 85 acres are in-play turf grass. This allows you to provide valuable "open space" 
and habitat for wildlife." 
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In this report, we will limit our discussion to the wild birds supported by the golf course. This habitat 
also supports many mammal species, including fox, coyote, deer, jack rabbit, and two threatend species, 
the red legged frog and tiger alamander. Another report is being prepared on the latter. 

The critically-important golf course habitat supports one of the most abundant and biodiverse 
populations of wild birds in the region (see Exhibit B: Stanford Golf Course Bird List and Exhibit D: 
Golf Course Walkthrough Report.). To date, 60 different birds species have been reported on the golf 
course premises, with numerous others awaiting discovery. Particularly sensitive habitat areas for wild 
birds on the golf course premises include: 

• Nesting habitat for tree cavity nesters, especia!!y the abundant population of Western Bluebirds on 
the golf course. Cavity nesting options include: 

0 natural cavities in dead trees excavated by woodpeckers 
0 a nesting box trail maintained by environmental advocates (see Exhibit D: Bluebird Nesting 

Report) 
• Mature oak woodlands bordering fairways and native grasslands (with abundant ground squirrel 

and rodent populations) that provide prime hunting opportunities for nearly all raptor species 
present in the bay area. 

• An untouched riparian corridor bordering San Francisquito Creek which provides crucial stop-over 
habitat for migratory waterfowl and songbirds. 

But, the golf course habitat areas are not a closed system (like a zoo) in which wild birds seen on 
the golf course remain on the premises and go nowhere else. 

Instead, the golf course provides crucial habitat not only for year round resident birds, but also for those 
that migrate locally throughout the surrounding open space areas and for long range migrants which use 
the golf course habitat as a stopover point along the Pacific Flyway seasonal migration routes. Indeed, 
the golf course habitat and surrounding open spaces are in symbiotic relationship with one another; one 
cannot be viewed separately from the other in terms of the biodiversity of the region. Additionally, the 
golf course habitat provides a crucial link in the chain for a number of seasonal migrants; without this 
link, the environmental impact for certain species might be felt along the entire Pacific Flyway. We 
provide a few examples to illustrate the above points. 

Western Bluebirds 

As a case in point, the golf course premises holds the one of the most abundant populations of Western 
Bluebirds in the bay area. This is due to the nesting box efforts of environmental advocates and the 
availability of natural tree cavity nesting sites on the golf course premises; especially along the first 7 
holes. Without this crucial habitat, the Western Bluebirds would not be present. Although the Santa 
Clara Valley Audubon Society does sponsor a "bluebird trail" in the open spaces adjoining the golf 
course, we believe the nesting sites on the golf course are preferred due to the excellent insect hunting 
opportunities provided by the short fairway grasses a.'ld availability of nesting materials found in the 
native grasses bordering the fairways. But, Western Bluebirds make local seasonal migrations, so it is 
very iikeiy that many of the birds seen on the golf course during the nesting season are among the birds 
seen in the open spaces during the winter rainy season. Without the prime habitat available on the golf 
course premises, the population of western bluebirds for the entire region would undoubtedly suffer. 

Hawks 
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The hawk species seen at the golf course including Red Tailed, Red Shouldered, Coopers. 
Sharp-Shinned, Northern Harrier, Black Shouldered Kite, American Kestrel (and possibly even an 
occasional Peregrine Falcon or Golden Eagle, though none have been confirmed to date) clearly do not 
spend their entire existence on the golf course premises. Instead. many of these are the same birds seen 
soaring over the campus, the open spaces in the vicinity of the Stanford dish, and along the foothills 
adjacent to highway 280. Without the prime hunting grounds provided by the golf course habitat, 
populations for the surrounding areas would clearly be impacted as well. 

Hooded Mergansers. and Wood Ducks 

As a final example, both Hooded Mergansers and Wood Ducks have been reported in the section of San 
Francisquito Creek east of Junipero Serra Boulevard during the migration seasons. These ducks do not 
remain on the golf course property year round, but use the riparian corridor as a stop-over point during 
their annual migrations. Without the riparian corridor preserved by the golf course, especially the 
portion east of Junipero Serra, a crucial link in the migration chain along the Pacific Flyway for such 
birds would be lost. ' 

Conclusion 

We re-emphasize the fact that the wildlife habitat present on the golf course premises supports not only 
year-round resident species, but also provides seasonal habitat for species that migrate locally 
throughout the open spaces and long range migrants which travel along the Pacific Flyway. 
Additionally, much of this habitat has been in place since the golf course was created 70 years ago and is 
thus a long-established and fundamental element of the regional ecosystem. Therefore, the potential 
impact for regional biodiversity that may result from the loss of this habitat would be impossible to 
quantify a priori, but would quite likely be devastating in many instances. We urge the board to preserve 
the existing Stanford University Golf course lands in open space so that such impact need never be 
assessed. 

David E. Wilkins wilkins@ai.sri.com 
Last modified: Mon Jul 31 19:34:36 2000 
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1-.~f!.ubon Conservation Report 

Audubon Cooperatlvc Sanctuary Prop-am for Golf Courses 

Stanford University Golf Course 
S tword, California. 
9/96 

Overview 

The Stanford University Golf Course ha::s zm ettccl1cnf oppornwity to become a su~sful cooperative 
sancnmy by providiq valuable wildlife hab.i.Lat ind ~ucatillg golfers about environmental 
.management on the golf course. We appreciate your commitment 10 ~ and restoring naiural 
habitats and carefully usins resol.l!ces to prevent pollution and depletion. By joinias with other 
cooperators in the Sanctwuy System. ycur efforts are helping 1o enhance. protec:t, and ccmect wildlife 
habitat and resources aJ:ross the eountty. As a cooperator, we hope to help you achieve your goal of 
enhancing ""'1ldlife habitat while creating a balance becween the needs of golfers and wildlife. 

l!:nvironmental Asscasment 

This section provides an assessm~nt of course a:s~ and concerns mid provides general clizec:tion for 
conservation projeet!l in each of the ACSP ectrtification categories. Also included are ideas for 
sussested projects within each of the categories. All information on how to Implement these 
projects is included in your Conservation Report pa.i;kct. Plcuc refer to the Ouicie to Mwging a. 
Cooperative Sa.nc1ua0:1 and Environmental Reports for additional project implemematioa 
infonnation. 

• Wildlife and Habitat-The woods, v.-etlar.ds, stream and creek oa the property alMady provide 
valuable food, cover, and water sources as iUustrated by 1he variety of wildli£'e1 such as j1clc rabbits~ 
great horned owls. bluebirds and the Califurnia newt, seen at lb.e course. These area can fann the core 
of your cooperative sanctuaiy. You are also fortunate to be bordered by addirlonal woodlands. This 
larger habitat are& allov.is you to attrELCt wildlife that need a greater amount of space 1D surviv&. 
Furthermore. your location along the Pacific fl~. lhe ~or west coast bird migration route, places 
you in an excellent po~tion to attract many species of migrating birds. 

Based on your information. i1 appears that Stanford University Golf Course has already 
undertaken several important wildlife and habitat enhancement projed!. We conlmend you for 
beginning projects such as mounting nest box~. providing mags (dead trees standing). leaving 
woodland understory, naturalizing non-play .areas and providing corridors for salamander access to 
reproductive sites. We were also impressed with the flict that out of 160 acres, only SS seres are id· 
play rurf grass. This allows you to provide valuable "open space" and habitat :fbr wildlife. 

AD. important part of Califomi&'s natural heritago is the .. Oak Woodland" community in which 
your COW'iC is locat~ We are pleased to know that you are helping to preserve the plants and wildlife 
of this unique area by mcorporating native plant species hig.Ji .in Wtldlife -..-Wuc as you landscape. 
Enhancing wildlife habitat throt,;gh naturalizing areu and focusing on planting native vegetation 
will also help mi.Jljn1ize habitat altered or lo.st du~ to the possible expansion ofa.'l additional 
eighteen hole course on the pr:)perty. 
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You included a few ondangered 3lld threaten~ species on your wildlife Ii.ct. ~you 
probably know. these species are listed as endangered and thr~cned because then arc so few of 
them left. We are only beginning to learn the imp3ru of the loss of & species. When a species 
bec;omes extinct, not only is the species gone., but the biological diversity of the world is lessened. 
This biological diversity is what maintains the balance of all healthy ecosystems. Por this reason, 
we encourage you to continue to provide habitat for endangered and threatcncci species and 
minimize any impacts from the course that may effect them. We also suggest that you contact the 
California State Department of Fish and Wildlife to leMn more about preserving the habitat of 
th~c specie:!, as Wt:ll ~$the species themselves. The Stanford University Golf Course should take 
pride in contrlhutlng to the suivival of chese species. 

Since you indicated an interest to learn more about iongbirds. we recommend ttm you 
purchase a nold guide ?which providC3 information on idontificaticn a& wall ~ behl'Yior aibirds. 
Enclosed is afisct sheet entitled "A Ouide to Pield Guides" that will assist you in your selec:tion. 

~ecommend~d Proj~ ·Wildlife & BahitAt Management: 
• Naturalize additional acreage 
• Create wildlife "corridors" between habitat areas 
• Plant flowers for hummingbirds, btslledlies and songbirds 
• Begin a wildlife inventory 
• Add shoreline vegetation to water features where posmblc 

• lnt~rated Pe.st Mana~ement-- Having a comprehecsive IPM program in place is one of me most 
important ways to ensure a healthy environment for both people and wildlife. We commend you for 
scouting regularly, using natural organic fertilizers and inc:otporat1ng pc.st tolcranr turf grasses on 
the ccurse. 

Your IPM program couid be funher developed by researching other possible biological 
controls and using wrii.ten records of pest and disease activity to determine problem threshold 
levels (ie. 5-J D grubs !!!Ono treatment; l.5·:ZO =problem =treatment). This information will help 
you better determine how. when, and if a problem needs to be treated. Also k=p track of 
ehernical and cultural control measures used. These records will enable you to choose the most 
appropriate control measure and evaluate the success of'your IPM program. Finally, ho sure 10 
educate B'Qlfers about tPM sin90 pesticide use is such a commcn enviromncmal c;ciac:ani and pressure 
for excellent conditions so oftenjeop!tdizes n>:vt 

Recommended Proiecg - Int~'8.ted Pest M&nasement: 
• Set threshold levels for disease and iiisect injury 
• Incorporate biologic:nl controls .!Uch as Bt. beneficial nematodes, and traps 
• Mount bat houses to attract bats 

• Water Quality and Conservation· Water use and q\l.llity ate two of' the greatest ccncems facing 
golf courses. We are pleased 10 know thar you have undertaken several axiservation measures that are 
helping to ensure judicious use. In addition, the wetlands, stream and creek on the course make 
maintaining good water qunlity :ind reducing nutrient loading and runoff at central importmce. By 
establishing vegetative buffers around water sources, thi$ enhances water quality since buffers filter 
runoff and red1JCe erosion as well as ~:ovide wildlife habitat. From your photo~. it appean that 
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bu.t'fers are substmtial a.Ions the creek edges. :EspeaaDy with YQUi" c:cm::em for wate1' quality on tho 
c:ou~o. continue; to look for plaoc:r where aquatic or shoreline pl~ could be added ar c:xtanded 
a!Ollg the stream. creek. and wetland edges. In addition. look also at an:y threats ,IXlSed by tM 
maintenance facility. 

Recommended Projects· Water Conservation and Water Quality Mu2gement: 
• Mui~ landscape plantings and garden areas ' 
• Improve aquatic habitat and reduce ntJlric:nt inputs aroull.d • .,,.ater f"eature3 by pl&m.ing 

shoreline vegetation 
• Discourage golfer c.ctivity and avoid heavy maiiltenancf in and around wetl&Dds 
• Evaluate maintena.m;c ~rea for actyal or potential water quality problems 

• Outreada and EducaUon.- Often, the Ions-tenµ success of ~an and wifdliE'o manqemem 
projects depends upon educating people abl.)ut these efi"orts. Staoford Univcmity Golf Coune has 
taken significant action in this al'ea by infurmine the community of your enviroamenlll pragram 
through tho local press as well as your newsletter, and by involving vohmteCI$ in tho nest box prosram 
and removal of non-native vo~ on the property. In. addition. Your worlcing with 1ho Staaf'orcr s 
Environmental Planning Office and Center for Conservation BioJogy is an oxcellcnt asset f'or 
information and assistance. Your participation in the ACSP can be aiother way tor t.eWna people 
about the po.sitive ~ you do and soliciting l!dditional h.elp and :support. 

Recommended Projegs • Outreach & Education: 
• •Display your registration certificate and other ACSP information 
• Host wildlife walks or habitat to~rs 
• Mount educational signs in naturalized areas 

H6w To Proceed 

We recommend that you take the following steps to implemeot the rc:comruended projects. c:rwe a 
S1Jccessfu1 golf course sanctuMy, :md apply for ACSP cenificatian; 

Step 11 Let people kdow you're an ACSP member- To help )'Ou announce your panicipatia1 m the 
ACSP. we have written a press rcleMe for your course. Feel free to send it to Jocal media tbatyour 
course deems appropriate or simply use it in your newsletter. 

Step 2: Farm a R~aurce Advisory Group- Gather a small working group otinteresred employees, 
regular solfer.5 or members, and representatives oflocal ;roups with expertise in wildlife or plants to 
help you formulate plans and implement projects. 

Step l: Develop RD Environmental Plan and Complete the "Envl10IUHSflal 1'141tniltt 
Certlfkatiun Form"- lnc:;Iudcd in !his packet i: t:. f'orm to help }'VU outline yaur cm~ piaa. 
The .fonn includes a checklist of projects that you can do to become c=tifiod in each catcsory (Wildlife 
Habitat }i,fanagemem, Ouireach and Educarion, ln~gntttd P~sl Mlutagem11tt. Watfr Conservation, 

•'-·-
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and Walsr Quality Manag4ment). On~e you havo d~au.Ul«I yuW" plm-of-aaion. send us your 
oomplctcd I!rrvironm=itAJ Pliiunir.1£ Form. We'll reYiew it,. discuss aey coacems with you, and send 
you a "Certificate of Recognition" in Environmental Planning. 

Step 4: Implement Your Plan· Choose severN basic projects to begin or expand your amservation 
efforts and assign tasks to staff md resource committee members. This will help io en.sure golfer 

• suppor1 :ind successful results. 

Srep !: Apply for Ceniflcation in the Five RemRinia& Catecoria- After you rc~ive cenffialticn 
in Environmantal Planning, you can then apply for c~nification in the remaining five categories. Whee 
we receive your Enviroamental Pltut. we will send you the Ceni&ation Workbook so dm you can 
apply for certification when your plam in the remaining categories have been implemcnt.Jd. Ihe 
Certi6~tion WOlkbook in,ludes qu~ons covering the information required for caniiicarlon in the 
remaining uve categories (Outreach and Educarton, Wtldltfa and Habilal MaNzgement, 
Integrated Pest Management. Water Conse'l'V(Jtfon, and Wat~1 Quality Managrt1'fm(). 

Aud~bon Information. ~muzoa and G!d(Janre 

We are available to provide additional information. support, and Btcid:mce to help you 
implemem ACSP p1'0jeca. Ir you h~ve questions or need more informaticm, feel free to call us. Also 
remember that your experiences, bo'lh positive and negative. may b6 very helpful to other golf courses 
involved in the Cooperative S:mctuuy System. If you are encountering problems with your 
management efforts, we'd like to know that too. Cooperative SanctUazy st!ff'are in the office on 
wo:kdais from 9 a.m. to ' p.m. 

!hanks for your oomn'lianent to environmental quality. We look forwud to hearing about your 
pragress lt SWiford Unh·crsity Golf Course. 

4 



EXHllUT ... A" 

H~9!li,ous Ms.tcrial Storllge and Use 

a) Fuel Storage - Leaking undergruund t.anks lmve becri a problem fbr mwy golf 
courses. Soil and groundwater contamination can be extremely damaging. 
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Our iituatiou: We have shifted our fuel storage to double walled above g,roWld tanks 
which minimize the potential far teak.age and environmental contaminaticn. Welding gas 
cylinders are separated and stored upright and ch.aitled. 

b) Chemi~l Storage- Golf courses use many hazardo~ chemicals for equipment 
maintenance, clea.ning, end painting. These materiala mwit be used property and 3tOred 
safely in their proper comruners. 

Our situation: We have a separate storage room for oils and lubricants which has 
~ondary containment to prevent spills. Used oil and .filters are saved and recycled. 
Employees are trained on hazardous materials and their right to know is.sues. Paints are 
stored in a specific locker m1tside of the bw1ding. Used batterie:i are saved and are 
recycied. Anti-freeze is also saved for disposal. Brake work ls done so that aay asbestos 
five! s iu~ not discharged into the air. 

c) .Fertilizer and Paticide Storage and Use· Fertilizers are used extensively in golf 
course maintenance. Some fenilizers are very .sol.ubl~ and can find their way to ground or 
surface water easily. Pesticides are used in a much smaller vo1uma but tend to be more 
acutely toxic to organisms. Both of these products should be stored in locked, well 
ventilated, covered enclosures. These enclosures should be separate from the regular 
maintenance buildings. Pesticide nse i8 a concern. It is very difficult at a busy mcility to 
apply pesticide.c; without goifers nearby. 

Our situati0J1: Fertilizers and pesticides are stored in locked individual rooms in the old 
:Jtablc maintenance building. The liquid pesticides do have secondary containment. But 
this building is very problematic. The rooflclks and rain water often soaks fertilizer bags. 
This building is also used for equipment storage and other frlaintenance actMties. If a fire 
would happen to occ;ur, the fire department would let the building burn possibly ruining 
expensive maintenance supplies and equipment. Applying water to such a tire would have 
th~ potential to Jueh the dangerous chemics!J off site. This building is also scheduled to 
be completely condemned next year. This would leave us without 1 proper fertilizer and 
chemical stomge area. Fortunately, we have reduced our pesticide use by 75%. Pests are 
now being treated on a spot by .$pot basis and only when damage readies critical icvcb. 
Also, our inventoty !~els have been reduced. We are now working hard to purchase 
products which will only be used in the imm=diate future. 



.: 

4-08-99 

Mr. Grant Spaeth, Cbainnan 
Stanford GolfCourK Ad\iaoiy Committc:i; 
J 717 Embarcadero Road 
Palo Alto, CA 94304 

Dear Grant, 

The Golf AdvisoJ)' Committee asked for my analysis and recommendatiom concorning the 
operations and environmental conditioning of the course. I have used this assignmem as 
an oppo111.Utity to engage in a comprehensive Ui-housc environmental Blldit. Detailed in 
this repon are the current state of affairs at the Stanford Golf Course and options for 
improvement. 

It is my understanding that this review is a product of the de.sire to operate this facility in a 
safe, compliant, and environmcnta.lly sensitive manner. In achieving such, there are three 
parameters whic;h we must adhere to: The golf course should be safe haven for golfers, 
employees, and wildlife. The course should have a. positive net effect on the surrounding 
erw1ronme1'1T (provide wildlife habitat, conserve water, and preserve open space.) And 
finally, Stanford University must be able to exprcas to the world iu proactive position in 
environmental leadership. 

t have organized this report ln three areas. The fim is a de5Crlption of the current 
environmental conditions of maintenance operations and actions I propose to take which 
have a minimal impact on the budget. Secondly. I wilt set forth :iome fundameatal. 
recommendations for your consideration that will improve our role as stewards of the 
environment. I hope you will approve theH and recommend for acceptance by the Dept. 
of Athletics. And thirdly, I have outlined what could be done should the Uoivc:n.ity want 
to pursu.e a plan to achieve superiority in environmental golf course management. Ttris 
final area would allow the University to take a truly aggreaiYc environmental leadership 
position and receive numerous public and media related rewards. 

··----·-·---····-····-------------------··-··-·----------
Oolf cours~ can negatively effect the ~vironmcnt if not managed correctly. Th~ arc 
four major areas in which golf course operations have the potential to impact the 
environmcn1: 
t ) Hazardous material storage and use 
2) Water quality issues 
3) Water use issues 
4) Wildlife habitat management 

F.xhibit "A" will focus on each of these areas. 
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Water Quality baye; 

a) Equipment wuhia: - Golf course mowing equipment collects grim dippings which 
are high in nitrogen and must be washed off. Equipmt.nt an also have oil or grease 
a.ccumuWions on the engi.nc:3 and hoses. Pesticide spniy equipment can also bavo tr3CC$ 

of' pesticides left over from spraying. Washing the equipment has the potential to leach 
these chemicals off site and possibly into surface or ground water. 

Our situation: We wash all of our large mowers out on the turfsI""...ss where clippinss a.re 
incoq:iorated back into the turf. Healthy turfgrass and its dcmc, fibrous root system is one 
of the best filters of orgacic materials. We wash our small equipment at our wash rack 
which tilters the grass from the water. The waste water then flows into the sewer system 
for treatment. This wash rack is pumped out monthly and tested quaneriy for chemiw 
contamination. Oil and grease residue a.re wiped from the equipment following washing 
using shop rags which are cleaned by a. contractor who separates the oil ftom water. 
Pesticide spray equipmect is triple rinsed and the eatire rinsa.te is appBed back to the ares. 
which was treated. No rimate is poured out onto the ground. We have also budgeted a 
more sophisticated wash r~k system which compleccly recycles wash water to be install~ 
when county rcgulatiom requ.ire. 

b) Fertilizer and Pesticide leachin1- Some fertiliiers and pesticides have the potential 
to leach from the turfgrass sites into surface or ground water. These chemicals, if over 
applied, can be extremely damaging to aquatic organisms or may even CDntamjzlate 
drinking water sources. 

Our situatiAA: Due to our proximity to San Fra.ncisquito Creek, we must be extn::meJy 
diligent in our use of fertilizers and pesticides. Research has shown that fatili%ers and 
pesticides from golf courses are not a threat when properly applied.· A3 memioned before. 
turfgrass is one of the best filters of organic chemicals. But we do take precautions in the 
applications. We a.void fertilizers containing nitrates which are the most easily leached 
nitrogen source. We do not apply fi:rtilm:rs in the rainy season when a storm could wash 
fertilizers from the soil. We also leave a buffer zone between the ~ and the creek 
area so that any fcrtiliz.cr or pesticide traveling that wa.y woulc be abBO.ri>ed by the buffer 
plant community. In addition. our budget is very limited so it would llDL be prudent apply 
a p.roduct when It could be \ost to runoff or leaching. 

c) Point source contsmiution of ground water: In the past, many ground \Vita 

supplies were contaminated by fertilizers or chemicals being applied near or disposed of 
down well heads. This is a direct route for these chemic:aJs to enter ground wmer. 

Our situation: We do not have any exisLi1,g or abandoned wells on our site where direct 
contaniJn•non could ace!.!!. 
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d) Septic tank leachate: Heavily used and improperly maiatained septic systems have 
the potential to leach untreated waste into ground or swfa'c: water. Thg~ l"'bctes arc 
high in orgamc nitrogen and chloroform bacteria. 

Our situation: We have closed our only septic system which served the old restroom 
building on hole # 13. This scptie tank wu directly above the creek and had a potential for 
environmetttal damage. The new building is now connected to the sewer system which 
cleans anc:i treats the wute water. 

e} Composting operations: Composting operations take green or food waste and 
convert it to a. reusable organic produ~t. These operatiom use ~ sludge, manure, or 
another nitrogen source to break down the woody material into humua. The leachate &om 
this process can harm surface water. 

Qur situation: We compost our green waste and use the final product in divot mix and 
mulches. Our compost pile is located in an area more than 400 yards away ftom tho creek 
and very little supplemental nitrogen is added. Most of the nitrogen comes from grass 
clippings. There is very minimal potential fur enviromncnw harm. 

Water Vse: Golf courses m: often targeted as hM.vy water users. In cu:tuali1y, golf 
courses require less wat::r than comparable commercial or residentisl uses. But in times of 
drought, golf courses are often the first entities asked to cut back usage. With fresh 
wmr supplies limited and more water being diverted to environmental ca.uses, it is more 
important than ever to conserve water. In California. water costs arc high and typically 
second only to labor in annual golf course expenditures. 

a} Water conservation: Golf col1rses trY hard to conserve water but are often expected 
to provide lush. gccI\, immaculate turfgrass. Watering practices are often forced imo a 
niglltly cycl6 which crcttes more of a shallow rooted turf grass. Golf courses do have 
some of the best irrigation systems in use and utilize oophistlcated equipment like weather 
stations and computerized control to improve efficiency. Most courses have full time 
personnel to monitor and maintain the system at peal:: efficiency. In general, water ts not 
wasted due to cost and creating wet a.r=s wbieh arc detrimea.tal to the game. 

Our situjtion:. Stanford is fuirly unique in California in that most of the roughs are not 
irrigated. These area.s come into play but ari: left brown and dry in the summer. On the 
rest of the course, we have r~uced our water usage substmtially. We have been 
attempting to operate the course in a. drier fashion for playability. Thia is a difficult 
proposition due to a combination of our twfgraJs type, soil type, topography, and labor 
situation. When the irrigation ia rcdu~ dry spots appear while adjoining areas stay 
green and healthy. We experimented on two fairways la.st year and had spota of dead 
grass. spots of blue stressed griss, mid spots ofltealthy 1urf. Since we receive no rainfall 
in the summer t9 deeply soak the dry spots. we had an acathetlcally awful situation. We 
could not lceep the dry spots alive without over watering the green areas using our 
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irrigation system. The solntion is hand watering but we do not have the l&bor fcm:c or the 
connection points to make it work. Other things compound our situation including ca.rt 
traffic, compaction, clay soil, :md the Poa onwa grcss which i3 our primary turf type. 

Wildlife Hnbiptt M'°numsal 

a) Natunlized areaJ - Golf courses are cncoL:aged lo create or maiin::in naruraliz.ed 
areas around the perimeter to encourage wildlife colonization. It is m the boundary areu 
where wildfire diversity is at it.; ~~t level. Naturalized areas provide cover for the 
habitat and migration of wildlife. 

Qur situition- The Stanford course has great naturaJized zones. We have aaually rried 
to expand those zones md comtecl thenl together. Our suCl:CSs bu been limited due to 
cart traffic (no paths) and growing ~g turfgras&es higher. The carts beat down the 
high grass and the turfgrass is too lusb. and dense for good wildlif'e colonization We do 
have some out of ploy areas 'Which should be naturalized. Examples are in from of the #14 
tee and left of the path on #17. 

b) Habitat Creation - Golf courses have Ule potential to be home to a number of 
-wildlife species. Some specializ-cd projccu are required to create suitable habitat. 
Exafnples of these are nest boxes, bird perches, dust baths, and brush piles. Additioaally. 
wildflo"Wen or pla.11t material can be planted to attract bees, bird~ and buttc:rflies. 

Our 'Sit1.1atjon: We have 21 nest boxes for swallows. bluebirds, and nuthatches. We have 
au owl box. behind the first green which is i.uhabitcd by barn owls. Dead trees are left 
standing where possible for bird colouiza.tion. 

c) San li'rancisquito Creek • The creek is the lone natural stream rrom the Coastal 
Range into the bay. It is home to the stcelhead trout and the endangered red legged fi"og. 
It also acts as a wildlife conidor cormectina the mountain community to the bay. 

Our situation: The creek borders a Dllmber of holes on the golf course. Its natural and 
heavily vegetated state provides e."'cellent habitat for numerous species. The stream 
provides water and c.ovcr for animals vcnturiIJg out on the golf course. We have x=i 

numerous birds. foxes, deer. bobcats, raccoons, coyotes, and skunks li'Ying in the area. 
One particular bird is the Great Blue Heron which uses our naturaliz:ed roughs to hwlt 
rodents. 

---------------·----.. -----·-···-·---,·------·-·----..o-
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08:45 NO. 213'3 r.112 

We have made numerous environmental improVlm!.ents over the last :few years. Stanford 
OolfCourse Is one of the most environmentally fiiendly golf facilities in tho Bay area. 
Yet we still have improvements which can be made with a minimal impact on our budget. 

I would like to naturalize even more art>aS on the perimeter oftbe course. This wouJd 
aJlaw us to bring the wildlife areas in closer to our playing grounds. We could change the 
name of cur maintenara:e shop to the Natural Resource M.m.agement Center. It may 
sound trivial, but it would help set oursdves apart. The staff would also realize it the 
seriousness of our commitment 1 would like to incorporate t"ood waste from our 
restaurant into our composting operations. Our non-essential paths and roads need t0 be 
converted back to naturalized zones. And we must to encourage raptors to prey on 
burrowing animals by building perches and owl boxes. This must be done while striving to 
keep up our levels of ccursc rruUntcnancc. 

Our cunent level of course mamtenance is still far below the private equity club level. We 
are only able to mow tees twice a. week and rake bunkera four days a wcok. Thi& is bare 
bottom considering the heavy Se\'en day & week play the course receives. Project work is 
done sparingly and takes weeks to accomplish. Although this level baa been &:eepted and 
is better than past opeI?licns, there is linle room to take on tasks such as a comprehensive 
environmental progra.'ll 

What l would like yau and the commitlee to '°naider is a moderate plan to demonstrate 
Uta~ we ate operating as ste\.Yards of the environment. We muat have a way to doc;umtnt 
our environmental efforts in a positive YrllY- We are located in a hot bed of environmental 
activi.sm as part of the Stanford community. Our efforts are often 8Crutiniz:ed with 
antagonistic: exam!nation. The standards we mun uphold are critical and exacting. 
1berefore, 1 propo3e a pla."1 to achieve three goals: Achieve full ce!'tificarion in the 
Audubon Cooperative Sanctuary Program for golf courses, apply for enviromnental 
recognition awards, and publicize our successes through outreach md education. The 
Audubon program in itself is a. comprehensive m&n&gcmcm tool whidi inanporates major 
environmental aspects with outreach and education. Becoming Audubon cercified will 
require a financial invesnnent (see Exhibit "B .. ) as well u a. paradigm shift in both attitude 
and operation_ l feel it is very important to work towards these goals. AA we begin to 
receive recognition, we ..,,ill be demonstrating a positive and proa.ctive aMronmcntal 
stance. 
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Stanronf Golf Coone Eevirognr;pt.al PllP 

Goals; 
1) Achieve full Audubon Certification ill ti! siJ. categories: 

a) Environmental Planning 
b) Wildlife & Habitat Management 
c) Integrated Pett Management (lPM) 
d) Water Conscrvaticn 
e) Water Quality Mmagem.ent 
f) Outreach ~ Education 

2) Apply for Environmental Awards 
a) Envirorunental S~hlp Award 
b) Wildlife Habitat Council Award 
c) Other significant awards or recognition 

3) Publicize 0111' SUCCCSSC! 

~) Use the newsletter, sipge, and postings at the Golf course 
b) Utilize local ~a to highlight positive environmental stories 
c) Utilize golf publications 

Cost breajcdown: 

l) Hire l students part time@S16,000/yr. 
a) !PM/Environmental coordinator 
b) Summer labora for increased hand work 

2) Purchase cameras to docwtteiit aad promot9 efforts 
a) 3Smm 
b) digital cam.era or scanner 

3) Improve composting program 
a.) rncorporate kitchen waste 
b) Add supp1emental nitrogen or sewage sludge 
o) Increase frequency of turning 

4) Utilize organic fertt1izers aad pest e.ol8tr01 pl"Cdoc:U 

S) .Imtall interpretive bulletin boatds at Oubhouse and Pro Shop 
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$32,000/yr. 

Sl,000 

$3,000/yr. 

$750 



6) lmuJI additional nc.st boxes sncl bat homes 

7) Implement watter quality test pl'Ogl'Aat 

8) Naturalize out o( play areas 

9) Develop wildlife habitat (perches, brush piles, etc.) 

10) Plant wildflower! for hummingbirds, butterflies, so11gbirdl 

11) Pun:hase interpretive signage for the gait coune 

12) Upgrade irrigation system for water conservation 
a) histall upgraded sprinkler internals and springs 
b) Update irrigation computer hardware 
c) Update irrigation con1puter software with SitePro and T-Map 

. SSOO/yr. 

Sl.750lyr. 

$2,000/yr. 

$],000/yr. 

$1,SOO/yr. 

SSOO/yr. 

$62,000. 

13) Incidental labor costs (time rpent away !nm current duties) -SU,000/yr 
~) Additional cultural inputs such as acrifying, seeding. tree trimming 
b) Eft'orts to implement a recycling program 
c) Weed nl31Ulgement and control 
d) Organic fertilizer applications (additional bu.lk, odor, methods ofhacdtins) 
e) Special handling and storage required for biological pest ccmrol products 
f) Employee training required to perform in & new environment 
g) Outreach programs for schools., tours, etc. 
h) Hand work required from fossil fuel consetYation practices 

Total annual costs: $73,250 

Total iraitial cost!! 563.750 

--··-·--·-------------
___ , _________ _ 

Finally. the Stanford Golf Course is a tremendous partel of property which has the 
potential to be developed Into an international showcase for environment.al stewardship. 
The golf course could conc~ivably hold a leadership role in world wide envirom:iental golf 
manasement. It has oak woodland, natural grassland, the un-altered. wild San 
Francisquito creek, and a coDneetion to the foothills of the Coast Range. It was built on 
enough acreage that it is almost c.ompletely surrounded by native lands. It provides 
citcellent habitat for wildlife ineluding some endangered speaes. We a110 have !elOW"CCS 

at the University such as the Ce.ntU for Conservation Biology which could use the golf 
course lands for research. And locally, there are numerous organizations and resources 
which could be utilized in d¢VC1oping the propmy into an environmental showc:ase. The 
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framework is here. but the support and leadersbip are what must be dc\roloped. It is 111}' 

hope that as we ccntinu.e our en'Yironmmtal efforts. our program will grow into a true 
showa15e fur the world. 

I appreciate you giving eousideration to our eavironmcmal eff'orts. It is simply the right 
thingt<> do. 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth Williams, CGCS 
Stanford University Golf Course 
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Current positive environmental successes at Stanford Golf Coune 

I) Handling and Sto1J18e ofHa7.ardous ~a.ls 
2) Hazardous Mmsrials Code Compliance 
3) Gasoline and Diesd fuel ~orage 
4) Fertilizer and Pesticide Storage - Current (this will change when old barn ia dosed) 
S) Ground water protection 
6) Surface water protection 
7) Storm watc:.r pollution prevention 
8) Equipment wuh area - water is tested quarterly and is well under standards 
9) Pesticide use reduction 

a.) use has dropped by 75% in the last five years 
b) all applications are done on a spot treatment ba!ls - not broadcast 

1 O) All green waste is now bciag chipped U1d ~mposted 
l I) Composted green waste ia IS'eing used for divot mlx 
12) 21 nest boxes are in place for swallows. bluebirds, and n~hes 
13) I owl box is in place az1d is bh.abited 
14) Dead trees are left standing when possible for bird colonization 
IS) Native eruses and wildflowers have been planted at the CDd of the ranse to attract 
hummingbirds, SD1J8birds, snd butterflies 
J 6) Trees are being pruned to improve light penetration and turf health 
17) At.an is in place at gro..en #15 to improve pla!lt health 
18) The old septic system nbovc the creek for the restroom at #13 baa been removed 
19) ·Old e&1t p11.tbs through native grass areas were re-established in native il'Uses 
20) Water use has been dramatically reduce.cf 
21) Brown, stressed. turf has bc:n encouraged 
22) Levels oftolmnce oftutfdi&e3se on greens have increased (except with the 
Intercollegiate Golf Coaches, they wa11t imm&culaLe turf.) 
Z3) Out of play areas have remained or been converted to naturalized zones 
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Exhibit B: Stanford Golf Course Bird List 

Last updated: 7129100. 

This list has been compiled over the last few weeks, and is not complete. We estimate there may be as 
many as 15-30 species missing, particularly in the areas of migratory songbirds such as warblers, 
flycatchers, vireos, and sparrows. 

Species: 
******** 
Mallard Duck 
Wood Duck 
Hooded Merganser 
Great Blue Heron 
Great Egret 
Killdeer 
California Quail 
Black Shouldered Kite 
Northern Harrier 
Sharp-Shinned Hawk 
Coopers Hawk 
Red Tailed Hawk 
Red Shouldered Hawk 
Turkey Vulture 
American Kestrel 
Barn Owl 
Great Horned Owl 
Belted Kingfisher 
Mourning Dove 
Band-Tailed Pigeon 
Rock Dove 
Anna's Hummingbird 
Acorn Woodpecker 
Downy Woodpecker 
Hairy Woodpecker 
Northern Flicker 
Nuttall's Woodpecker 
Black Phoebe 
Tree Swallow 
Violet-Green Swallow 
Barn Swallow 
American Crow 
Common Raven 
Scrub Jay 
Steller's Jay 
Chestnut-Backed Chickadee 
Plain (Oak) Titmouse 
Bushtit 
White-Breasted Nuthatch 
Red-Breasted Nuthatch 
Brown Creeper 
Bewick' s Wren 
Mockingbird 
California Thrasher 
American Robin 
Western Bluebird 
European Starling 
Cedar Waxwing 

Source: 
****'*** 
(1, 3 J 
[1,3] 
(1) 
(1,3] 
[2) 
[1] 
[1,2) 
(lJ 
[1] 
(1] 
(1. 3) 
(1,3] 
[1,3] 
[1] 
[1] 
[1] 
[1] 
[1] 
[1,2,3] 
[1] 
[1] 
[1) 
[1) 
[1, 3] 
[1) 
(1] 
[1] 
(1,3] 
(1,3] 
(1] 
[l, 3 J 
(2 J 
[2) 
[1, 3 J 
[l, 3] 
[1] 
[1] 
[1) 
[1,3] 
(4) 
[1] 
[1) 
(1) 
[1) 
[ l, 3] 
[l,3,4] 
[l] 
[1 J 



-
Yellow Rumped (Audubon's) Warbler 
Brewer's Blackbird 
Red Winged Blackbird 
Western Meadowlark 
White-Crowned Sparrow 
Golden-Crowned Sparrow 
Rufous-Sided (Spotted) Towhee 
California Towhee 
Dark Eyed Junco {Oregon) 
House Finch 
Lesser Goldfinch 
House Sparrow 

[l] 
[2] 
[2] 
[l] 
[l] 
[l] 
[l,3] 
[l] 
[1] 
[l] 
[l] 
[l. 3 J 

********************************************* 
60 total species 

Contributors: 
************* 
[1] - Fred L. Templin 
[2] - Lyman Van Slyke 
[3] - David Wilkins 
[4] - Red Pendleton 
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• Plan ts & Wildiife 

Plant lnformatig.n 
Pleas;;: list some of the ma,ior trees and :shrubs that occur on the proP-erty. 

Qu~e.c.\J":::. Abe..1 F""o '-' c. • LJ:>14~-r f.., .ttT OA "'- Jv bL~~ H 1...i ~ 11 - '81...At.tc=. W Ar..Jr... 
av~C.v> L.o BA-"f'1l. - VAt.~ OA ~ '°SE'Qvo1 A ~'ll1e,o,.x. - C04.T e...oa..>c 
~\JEt?..C-'-'S "t:>ovbLA5 ii - "51.-vE Oa\..~ AE!::.Gvw~ c.A«..•~f.J,c.A- "'E!:ivo:::.e-yt 
VMOt::L...L-1.JLA.et ~ cA.(...\ FOe".1i c. ~ - CA<-1 R.>ew' A Bn'1 ~"'""> I>•i~ u . .oaQ • to•~N o. 
Allf\,vrlfUS Ac...l1~1"'1ll - T!Zriiil!!'" OF ~..lt:!N Aec.TOST"PH'fL.CSspP.- ft1f:Jtl7,Ar.J 
SAP'\ f:SUC.U<":> CAl:~\..~ - t:L..D€'12.'6ER~ 
Wildlife ,r o fomtatioo 
We'd like to get a sense t•f th.:: .::ommon wild lite species lhal you have ob.!>crved on your cou~e Please;: 
check all rhar apply and use blank 5paces to list additional sp..:cics information. 

Mammals 

)if Raccoon 
'5{ Squirrel 
~ Skunk 
')(!" Opossum 
~Small rodents 

(mice, rats. voles. molc:s, <!le.) -- -
Hinh 

l5J'.' Ducks 
,.., Ciees~ 

"'.1 Swans 
:1 Cormorants 
i"1 Gulls and Terns 
la: Herons. Egrets 
CJ Storks. Crane>: 

2l_ Fox 
P<. Coyote 
){Deer 
,, Bear 

)(Bat 

r$ Other: c;tE1 .!AC.~ ~Po.88 lT 

IVttE~ I s 

)l 1 lawk.:. ~ Sparrows 
::t Eagle., :''.J Warblers 
0 Osprey n Flycatchers 
JR Owls u W rcns 
~ Crows and Jays ,Pl. Titmice, Chickadee, Nuthatches 
1§. Woodpeckers ll Thrushes (Bluebird, Robin, e!c.) 
:sf Humminghirds · CJ Vireos 
1)1 Swallows O Orioles '.'.1 Other wading birds 

and shorebirds ~fowl-like hirds ~.Finches \u2.~ y'\J<.. ""\'J 2.CS' ,! 
(Turke_y, Grouse, Quail. etc.) 

Reptiles and Am(lhibiaans 

fX'Frogs 
'S:' Snakes 

:-J Turtles 0 Other: 
)iit' Salamanders 

Species of Concern 
;g Endangered or Threatened Species (plea:sc list): ~D L.Ebbe:D r~, T1b8e.~,..,14.~.L)C7<.., 
0 Species of special concern: 

b!! "Problem" Species: ~".JC:> SQ....:i \ 2..2.-Eu...~ i 6opttEt..S. ; ~e~a.. ~'n.; ~ '°"~ 11.._t;. 

Inventory 
Do you maintain a formal checklist or inventory of plants or wildlife'? 0 YES ~NO 
({you have lists please include iht:.-.e with your completed inventory! 

3 
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~ • Site Features 

Cqlf Course Features 

lBO 

19 
Total numhc:r of property acres 

Number of golf holes on the cou~e 
{ONe ~'°'c..'\1CS" rl~\..E) 

Approximate acres ofturfgra.-;s: 

l 0 5 In-Play turf Arass art:as 
- --(i.e. brr~cns. te~s. fairways. rough) 

75 Out-of-play turi grass areas 
(i.e. lawm. mown out-of-play areas) 

Natural Rabitvt Features 
Approximate acres on prope11y of: 

20 

55 

Woodland 
_ _l_ Acres of Coniferous (pines, 

hemlot:ks. etc.) 
_ -~ Acres of Deciduous (oaks, 

maples, t:lc.) 
Prairie trail Grass field 

___ Wildflower Meadow 
• Desert ---

Acres oi Other Hetbitat . rLease 
dcsc:ribe: 

Other Propertv Feature:. 

Water Features 

Open Water (List the number of ponds or lakes 
on the course) 

_ __..O...__ Lakes 

__ O_ Ponds 

Wetlands 

___ Acres- Fresh Water 

___ O __ Acres - Salt Water 

Streams, creeks, etc. - approximate length on 
property (i.e. I 00 ft., 1/4 mi., '12 mi.) and average 
width of each. Include water features 
that are dry for part of the year. Describe below: 

s~N~fS~NC.\~Q\) l\O ce.cEK.: 
I Y-z.. MIL-~ L..OAlb J 20 I v.Jt OE" 

(ICC' \,•h.bE" 11Jc..1..ubtN'=: 'BMt:S t -!iuFF"eE Zc 
C.J2.€E K.. ~ l.., . I b I 145 : 

31. -z_' w•O~ 
1 'f M • '- e- L.cfl\J f.::> , 

b~ \ I'\) "S \J """ .... c£e_ 

n Yes ~No Housing units; 1f yes, describe below (i.e. number of single family units, condominiums) 

~sEii Plans for future development (e.g. golf expansion. housing, resort). If yes, describe 

below: S:DM~ t\c\)5.lf\Jb 1=1...M~.;c F"OR_ COvf!SE" ~c='e.l "4~ 

~Nb -pcs<i.1~-; 0"-> Ho'-~ ff' l . tttE= ~\fll'Vb ~,.._1\10€ 
I~ !St...A.i'='""l:) "'F'"oe_ ~\JS' IV'-. 

Adjoinin1 Land llAc 
Describe adjoining land and land uses around your course (e.g. farmland, factory, residential, etc.). 

North:o~ ~1C:LD5 fOe. y'Z- t-\." .. E" East'. U2."''""-. ~~'e:- ft LA'tt-e- l..Af:.U.V•TA ltic 
"Trte..v VQ.~ t>e"'~cewr O..v""~~'"f"f ~ov.-J~ /r ~1Dc--i.vn14\-

South: O?E°f\J \.4.''-'-'f OA~ wC:OQ.A1"0 West: 5~1'1\E: H11-c_y CAii:::. t,.)000'-l\,NC, 'So,.-tc:£ 

'tl\·hC.'1 CoNl\Jtft...~ iO CoA~Tl'L- R~bE F!,~ 1 ~A'-
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Exhibit D: 
Golf Course Walkthrough Report, July 24, 2000 .. 

By: Fred L.Templin,templin@erg.sri.com (with minor edits by David Wilkins). 

This morning at 8AM, Lyman Van Slyke of the S£anford Golf Club, Mary Harrison of Wetlands 
Research Associates and myself met in the driving range parking lot for a walking tour of the golf 
course. I presented Ms. Harrison with a blown-up color photocopy of the USGS map quadrangle 
sh0wing the golf course property in sufficient detail for her first-cut assessment. Don Chelemedos has 
sent a much more detailed set of maps to Mike fosseiyn which Mary wiH hopefuiiy be able to examine 
when she returns to her office. 

We began our walking tour on the driving range side of West Campus Drive by examining the section of 
the drainage culvert that runs from the golf course underneath W. Campus Drive and then into Lake 
Lagunita. Our goal was to assess the drainage culvert as potential Tiger Salamander habitat and to 
observe the year-round wildlife species that inhabit the riparian margins of the cuivert. The three of us 
were able to scramble down into the dry culvert and walk its course from the driving range parking lot 
along the right edge of the driving range and out to Lake Lagunita itself. Along the way. Mr. Van Slyke 
(Van) filled us in on the seasonal aspects of Lake Lagunita and the drainage culvert. Apparently, during 
the rainy season water flows FROM the golf course TOW ARD Lake Lagunita, and Lake Lagunita itself 
also receives overflow water from other reservoirs in the area. 

During the walk toward Lake Lagunita, Mary and myself spotted several hawks. with one majestic Red 
Tailed Hawk un the wing, an unidentified small/medium-sized hawk which flushed out of the vegetation 
not more than 20 feet in front of us, and a beautiful medium-sized hawk (Coopers? Red-Shouldered?) 
perched on a post at the far right corner of the driving range. As we broke out of the thickly forested 
section of the drainage culvert and into the dry lakebed of Lake Lagunita with Van in the lead, two 
beautiful mule deer flushed out of the underbrush approx. 75 yards in front of us - a mature doe and 
what appeared to be a healthy yearling. In the vicinity of Lake Lagunita, we saw numerous bird species 
both on the ground and in the trees, including the Oak Titmouse, House Finch, Downy (could be Hairy) 
Woodpecker, California Towhee, Scrub Jay, etc. Nothing rare or unusual, but a very healthy population 
of native birds in their native habitat. Just to demonstrate our close proximity to the driving range, Van 
dropped a range ball he had found in the culvert into a thick and fluffy lie in the native grass and hit a 
perfectly-struck shot out of the thick stuff up onto the short driving range grass with the golf club he was 
carrying. 

We eventually retraced our steps back along the drainage culvert, crossed West Campus Drive and 
emerged onto the first fairway of the golf course itself. Along the right side of the first fairway where the 
drainage culvert emerges, we saw numerous Chestnut-Backed Chickadees in the mature oak trees. 
Dozens of Barn Swallows were swooping down low over the first fairway bordering the horse stable 
area, and Acom Woodpeckers were squawking up a storm in the taH oaks. I pointed our whar I feel m be 
the #1 hawk tree in the region to Mary (the huge tree along the right side of the #1 fairway about 100 
yards short of the green) but we did not see any hawks there this AM. Since there were golfers in the 
first fairway, Van suggested we continue to follow the course of the drainage culvert to stay out of the 
players' way. This path took us across the first fairway where we cut through the horse stable areas 
toward the #6 fairway. Along the way, Van filled us in on some fascinating history of how the Stanford 
lands came about in the first place. We agreed that the history of the golf course itself must be equally 
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fascinating, and Van has begun to assemble some facts along these lines. 

On the far side of the horse stable area. we emerged onto the 6th fairway where the drainage culvert cuts 
across approx. 75 yards from the green. While we did not see any appreciable amount of standing water 
in the culvert, the ground was clearly quite wet with dense marsh-type grasses growing up. It is my 
belief that this area stays moist year-round. I have never seen it totally dry, although I was not around 
during the drought years to know. It was also in this area that we began seeing Black Phoebes in 
incredible abundance. These birds are almost always in close association with water. and are usually 
fairly solitary in nature. But, beginning at the 6th fairway we must have seen at least 20 Black Phoebes 
along the way. Again, the interesting fact is not so much that these birds are '..lbundant on the golf course 
property, but that the excellent habitat on the golf course makes it so. 

As we proceeded from the 6th fairway onto the 7th fairway just beyond the 7th tee, we saw our first of 
about 5-6 Western Bluebirds. The bird was nonchalantly hunkered down in the short fairway grass just 
enjoying life and perhaps looking for the odd bug to pick off. In human terms, the bird was so 
comfortable with its environment it would be like one of us taking a snooze in our backyard hammock! 
In short, if you are a Western Bluebird seeking to live life on easy street, look no further than the 
Stanford Golf Course. Also along the left hand side of the 7th fairway, we followed the drainage culvert 
a short distance until it entered a pipe which takes it under Junipero Serra and towards the 9th fairway 
on the other side of the road. The pipe presumably terminates in the vicinity of the gauging station on 
San Francisquito Creek along the right side of the 9th fairway. This brings up the interesting question of 
which way the water flows: Does it flow FROM San Francisquito Creek TOW ARD Lake Lagunita. 
FROM Lake Lag. TOW ARD San Francisquito Creek, or does one portion of the culvert drain toward 
the creek and the other portion toward the lake? An interesting question which may have some relevance 
for the Tiger Salamander assessment. 

We proceeded down along the left side of the 7th fairway, keeping to the woods to avoid golfers, and 
saw several additional Black Phoebes and Western Bluebirds in the fairways along the way, as well as 
some more Chestnut-Backed Chickadees. We crossed under JPS and headed to the foot bridge over San 
Francisquito Creek heading toward the 8th tee. I scrambled down the stream bank to check the water 
temperature of the creek and found it to be a very cool 65degrees Fahrenheit - well within the optimal 
temperature range for salmonids such as the wild Pacific Steelhead which have been known to spawn up 
San Francisquito Creek in the past. At the water's edge, I noticed a huge mating swarm of Tricorythodes 
mayflies hovering about 10 feet over the water. Mayflies are an important indicator of a healthy 
ecosystem; they only live in waters which are clean, cool, and free of pollution. In the water itself, I saw 
large schools of baitfish-sized minnows. I did not capture any, so could not tell if these were indeed 
native rainbow trout parr (which would eventually migrate to saltwater to return later as steelhead). Also 
in the water, I found good populations of caddisfly larvae and freshwater shrimp (sometimes called 
scuds) - other indicators of a healthy ecosystem and important food sources for fish. 

We then retraced our steps and circled behind the #7 green then crossed the footbridge across the creek 
on our way toward the practice area next to hole #4. Dropping down to the low tarmack bridge which 
crosses the creek in front of the #4 green, I pointed out to Mary the area where I have seen both Wood 
Ducks and Hooded Mergansers in the past. While we have no evidence that these birds nest in the 
stretch of San Francisquito Creek within the golf course boundaries, it is clear that this habitat provides 
an important stopover point during the migration of species such as these which require wooded, 
treelined waterways. Upon crossing the creek and proceeding along the wooded area between the 5th 
fairway and the creek, we were met by Mr. Red Pendleton who had driven out to meet us in a golf cart. 
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Red had brought along his map of the locations of the 20 bluebird nesting boxes he has placed on the 
golf course property. Red took us across the footbridge that leads to the #3 tee and showed us one of the 
two Wood Duck boxes he has placed on the property. The box is in an ideal location for the baby wood 
ducks to leap out directly into the water once they've hatched. Although Red has not yet seen Wood 
Ducks nesting in this box. it is encouraging to note that its location is just downstream from where 
Wood Ducks have been seen in the past. 

Red also showed us how to operate the bluebird boxes. Each box has a latch mechanism that fools 100% 
of the Raccoons and 95% of the humans that try to disturb the boxes. Red turned over a copy of his 
nesting box map as well as statistics on the nest usage from the past season to Mary Harrison. 

At this point, Red and myself left Mary and Van who continued their tour towards the second fairway 
and the lands that have been proposed for a replacement for hole #1. It will be interesting to see what 
Mary and Van have to report from the rest of their tour. Red gave me a ride back to the driving range 
parking lot. and along the way Red and I spotted more Bluebirds, some Oregon (Dark Eyed) Juncos, and 
I caught a glimpse of what looked like a Yellow Rumped Warbler. Finally, Red pointed out an 
EXCELLENT additional piece of bird habitat - an active owl nesting box in the large oak tree to the left 
rear of the #1 green. Such a nesting box, coupled with the close proximity to the maintenance buildings, 
indicates a probable Barn Owl occupation. I was able to locate an owl pellet underneath the nesting box 
with a full rodent skeleton preserved inside. This is clear evidence that the nesting box is in active use, 

I am sorry to say that I will be out of town on August 3rd when the big hearing is scheduled to take 
place. 

David£. Wilkins wilkins@ai.sri.com 
Last modified: Mon Jul 31 19:31 :05 2000 



REPORT ON INSPECTION OF BLUEBIRD BOXES 
STANFORD GOLF COURSE 
SPRING2000 

Red Pendleton (650) 424-4234 

Box number 

16 
2 

3 
17 
4 
5 
6 
7 

19 (practice hole) 
8 
11 
12 
13 
15 
18 (off the course) 
1 
Supt's house yard 

April 17 

4 blue eggs 2 cold eggs 
nothing cleaned 
(this box has been moved to a better spot) 
nesL no eggs cleaned 
1 blue egg 3 blue eggs 
6 blue eggs 3 blue eggs 
5 blue eggs, mother on nest cleaned 
6 blue eggs nesting 
nothing nothing 
(this box has been moved to a better spot) 
5 baby titmice cleaned 
6 blue eggs cleaned 
6 white eggs (nuthatch?) cleaned 
had been opened (racoon?) cleaned 
6 white eggs (?) cleaned 
nothing nothing 
6 baby chicks cleaned 
2 blue eggs 3 chicks 
5 white eggs (?) 7 dead eggs 
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Comment: Most boxes in use, but several with abandoned or sterile eggs. Bad weather? 
Teen-age mothers? 
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July 26, 2000 

Woodside Partners, LLC 
610 Anacapa St. 

Santa Barbara, CA. 93101 
805-965-6671 

Palo Alto Planning Commission 
Palo Alto City Council 
250 Hamilton Ave. 
Palo Alto, CA. 

Re: Environmental Dislocation 
Caused by Removal/Replacement of 
Hole No. One of the Stanford Golf Course 

Dear Planning Commission and City Council, 

Letter 84 

I am and have been since 1989 a principal of Woodside Partners, Ltd., a 
real estate development company. I am familiar with the Stanford Golf Course, having 
played in the Stanford Golf T earn in the early 1980s. 

One of my specialties is golf course development, and my projects have 
included: The Golf Club at Genoa Lakes, Genoa, Nevada, which has been ranked as 
one of the best three courses in the State of Nevada; Cordevalle, at Morgan Hill, CA.; 
Saddle Creek, the home of the Northern California Professional Golfers' Association; 
and Estancia, in Scottsdale, AZ., which is ranked by Golf Digest Magazine as one of the 
100 best courses in the world. 

I have studied the map captioned "Proposed Golf Course Relocation 
Sites," which appears as Figure 7-3 (page 7-51) of the Environmental Impact Report on 
Stanford's current development proposals (copy of the map attached hereto) , and have 
consulted topographical maps dated April 22, 1999, of the first seven holes of the Golf 
Course. Based upon this review and upon my experience as a golf course developer, I 
have formed three opinions relating to the possible reconfiguration of the Golf Course 
for purposes of acaccommodating new No. 1 hole. 

(1) It would not be fefeasibleo build a golf hole alongside Sand Hill Road, 
because this is too far away from the Golf Course's current clubhouse and parking lot, 
and there appears to be no plans tc have replacement clubhouse/parking lot facilities in 
that open space zone. 
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2. The only feasible solution to repiace Hole No. 1 as part of a 
championship-length golf course consistent with the length and difficulty of the current 
course, would require substantial dislocation and change the greens and fairways of the 
other six holes to the east of Junipero Serra Blvd. Several of these holes would be 
reconfigured, with the accompanying earthmoving, laying of pipes and creation of new 
drainage systems. This would also necessitate the destruction and development into 
fairway of large areas of the current natural areas--grasslands and old oak forest that 
now lie between the second and fifth holes. and between the fifth, sixth, and seventh 
holes. 

i emphasize that the mature native valley oak forest, which occupies an 
area that appears to be approximately eight acres, would be severely impacted by the 
rearrangement of holes. Several giant heritage valley oaks would have to be cut down. 
That mature oak woodland is the home of large numbers of ground squirrels, rabbits, 
and other burrowing animals. I am informed and believe that the ground burrows of 
these animals provide habitat for the California Tiger Salamander. Additionally, these 
woodlands provide prime hunting grounds for hawks and other birds of prey. 

3. Based upon the foregoing, it is my opinion that the disruption to current 
Holes Nos. 2 through 7 and the native plant and animal ecosystems that currently 
coexist with these holes, would cause very substantial negative environmental impact 

This letter has been limited to the environmental impacts of the rerouting 
that would be necessitated by the removal of the current Hole No. 1. I must say before 
closing that the kind of rerouting that would be required would, in addition to causing 
environmental distruction, cause substantial damage to the original George C. Thomas 
design of the Golf Course. I would also consider any such damage to the design and 
feel of the golf course to be very substantial negative impacts of the proposed rerouting. 

Sincerely, 

~ 

encl. 
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STAY THE COURSE 
Golfers, alumni urge Stanford 
to spare signature first hole 

A proposal to bulldoze the first hole and 
its fairway on the exclusive Stanford 
University Golf Course to make way for 
faculty and student housing has teed off 
golfers and Stanford alumni. 

The uproar over the plan -- and the 
suggestion of future alterations -- joins a 
chorus of disapproval from university 
neighbors, activists and leaseholders 
over Stanford's growth plans for the next 
decade. 

The golf course housing proposal calls 
for a mix of as many as 570 townhouses, 
condos and apartments to be built on 38 
acres, including the first-hole fairway 
that is currently reached by sending a 
ball over Junipero Serra Boulevard from 
atop a manicured ridge overlooking the 
campus. Officials say a replacement for 
the par-5 opening hole would 

likely be built fa .. rther north, next to the 
existing second hole. 

Stanford golfers, who include 
greens-loving Silicon Valley CEOs and 
~uperstar Tiger Woods, are also fretting 
over signs of possibie change. The 
university has already indicated more 
housing could gobble up the driving 
range near Lake Lagunita, while the 
recently released environmental impact 
report on Stanford's 10-year plan -- now 
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under review by Santa Clara County -
mentions possible relocation of all seven 
holes north of Junipero Serra Boulevard 
to the south side to make room for 
housing. 

Furthermore, an internal athletic 
department review of capital projects for 
the years 2000 to 2008 -- a copy of 
which was obtained by The Chronicle -
shows the university is considering 
building an 18-hole golf course, 
apparently in the foothills, which 
Stanford has pledged to leave as open 
space for at least the next decade. 

The existing championship layout would 
be ''scaled down to a nine-hole 
executive course," according to the 
document. 

Even by changing the first hole, 
Stanford would ''embark on a great 
mistake," said Richard Harris, a San 
Francisco attorney and former captain of 
the Stanford golf team in the late 1960s 
and early 1970s that included Tom 
Watson. 

Harris sak he has contacted Watson, 
Woods and several other Stanford alums 
on the professional tour to enlist their 
help. Woods reportedly told CBS 
Sportsline that he would write Stanford 
officials urging them not to alter the 
course on which he rose to celebrity as 
an undergraduate. 

A leader of the recently formed 
Committee to Save the Stanford Golf 
Course, Harris said he understands the 
university's need to build more 
affordable subsidized faculty housing to 
be able to recruit and retain top 
professors in competition with other 
major universities. 

But, he said, Stanford "has not looked 
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hard enough at other possible sites 
besides the first hole, probably because 
they did not fully appreciate the 
historical, architectural and landscape 
values of this world- class golf course," 
the last one designed by famed golf 
course architect George Thomas and 
opened in 1930. 

Not so, says Larry Horton, Stanford's 
director of governmental and 
community affairs and its point m~"'l on 
the so-called Community Plan, which 
will govern campus development at least 
until 2010 and requires the county's 
issuance of a general permit. 

Horton said the university is determined 
to maintain a first-class golf course. 
Nonetheless, he said,' 'we're 
hard-pressed to find sites on which we 
will be permitted to build housing." 

County planners, he said, insist that any 
new development take place within the 
more densely populated core campus to 
reduce traffic and pollution. 

''I defy anyone to tell me where there is 
any land to build on," he said. ''It's also 
exceptionally difficult, if not impossible, 
to find any potential housing sites that 
are not controversial." 

Last week, more than 200 physicians, 
dentists and other medical professionals 
with offices on Welch Road near 
Stanford l\1edical Center packed a Palo 
Alto City Council meeting to protest a 
long-range proposal of city planners to 
tear down some office buildings to make 
room for more university housing. The 
idea was quickly tabled, and city and 
university officials later said such a 
project might not take place for m~"lY 
years. 

Stanford officials said they have no 
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bigger plans on the drawing board than 
the first-hole project, adding that the 
golf course relocation alternative was 
floated by county planners, not the 
university. 

Associate Athletic Director Darrin 
Nelson said he has not seen the internal 
document reviewing its proposed capital 
projects, but he believed it is little more 
than a '~wish list. There has been a lot of 
talk about a future golf course, but it's 
just that, a lot of talk." 

The only other possible golf course 
change on the horizon, said Horton, is 
realignment of one or two holes near 
Sand Hill Road. But that could only 
happen if neighboring Menlo Park 
agrees to allow a stretch of the road 
from Santa Cruz A venue to the San 
Francisquito Creek Bridge to be 
widened as part of the extensive projects 
that have linked Sand Hill to El Camino 
Real. 

The university has already started 
construction on nearly 1,000 units of 
faculty, student and senior housing on 
Sand Hill Road and has pledged $10 
million toward widening the road if 
Menlo Park gives its approval. But city 
officials have thus far resisted the 
widening project. 

In another housing-related turf war, 
Stanford is wrangling with dozens of 
older and retired faculty who own 
homes on leased university land in the 
bucolic southwest section of campus. 

The leaseholders, whose homes have 
skyrocketed in value in recent years, are 
fighting a Stanford plan to build more 
housing on vacant fields in their 
exclusive neighborhoods. There is even 
talk among some leaseholders of 
petitioning to be annexed to neighboring 
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Palo Alto. 

In its proposed growth plan, the 
university has outlined plans for more 
than 4 million square feet of new 
construction, including 3,000 units of 
student and faculty housing, a basketball 
arena and a reg1onai performing arts 
center. 

Despite assurances of limited golf 
course development under the plan, 
disgruntled golfers and wary 
environmentalists wonder why the 
university still wants to rezone the entire 
course from open space to ''campus 
academic," a category that would permit 
student housing. Activists have been 
pressing Stanford to commit about 2,000 
acres of undeveloped land in the 
foothills west of Junipero Serra 
Boulevard to permanent open space. 

''Why change the land use designation, 
unless you have plans for the future?" 
said Denice Dade of the watchdog 
Committee for Green Foothills. 

Peter Drekmeier of the Stanford Open 
Space Alliance, composed mostly of 
Stanford employees, said the vagueness 
of the university's golf course plans has 
provided ''a great opportunity for an 
alliance" of environmentalists with 
golfers. 

''With all its history, a lot of people are 
attracted to the golf course just as it is," 
he said. 

STANFORD PLANS 

The draft environ_mental impact report 
on Stanford's growth plan, which was to 
get its first public airing last night before 
the Menlo Park City Council, is the 
topic of a joint meeting tonight of the 
Palo Alto City Council and Planning 
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STAY THE COURSE/C-'""ters, alumni urge Stanford ... 

Feedback 

~rmm 

Commission. The meeting begins at 7 
p.m. in the council chambers at Palo 
Alto City Hall, 250 Hamilton Ave. 

Santa Clara County planners are 
scheduled to take public comment on the 
document on August 3, also in Palo Alto 
City Hall, beginning at 6:30 p.m. The 
environmental impact report process 
will be followed in the fall by the county 
Board of Supervisors' consideration of a 
general use permit. 

E-mail Bill Workman at 
wworkman@sfgate.com. 
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Dear Supervisor Simitian, 

I would like to add my voice to the chorus of those who are dismayed by Stanford's intentions to 
sacrifice the first hole of the Stanford golf course for housing. There is no question that the 
University's need for additional housing for faculty and students is legitimate: it is well 
documented and critical to the future success of this great institution. What the University has 
faiied to do, however, is to consider seriously the several alternative (and perfectly rational) 
options that exist for solving the housing problem at other sites on Stanford land. I hope that you 
and your colleagues on the Board will raise this issue in your review of the University's plans. 

What follows below is not directly germane to this issue, but I include it here as a sort of context 
for the ongoing discussions. I have for the last six or seven years been a member of Stanford's 
Golf Advisory Committee (GAC), advising the Athletic Department on many aspects of golf 
course management and policy. We knew as long ago as a year or so that the University was 
considering the first hole of the golf course-along with several other sites-as a possible new
housing area. But the discussion at that time was always of the character: "It's not settled; it's 
many years away; and there will be plenty of time to thrash out the pros and cons before any 
decisions are made." But in fact there does not appear to be ·'plenty of time," as has now become 
apparent. i am inclined to attribute this kind of planning (or lack of planning) to a degree of 
subterfuge on the University's part; but it may instead be a not untypical combination of 
avoidance, incompetence and father-knows-best patronizing. 

At any rate, thank you for your attention. Others will write to you about the glories of the golf 
course, environmental matters, alternative housing sites, etc. I focus here on the lousy planning 
process that has resulted in a plan that reflects little or no input from a large, vocal and seriously 
affected constituency-the Stanford golfing community. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Kirk 

telferkirk@aol.com 
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From: Jwismith@aol.com 
Sent: Saturday, August 05, 2000 3:16 PM 
To: harrisjr@sirius.com 
Subject: Planning Commission remarks 

Rich, 

Here it is ..... 

I am Roger Smith, a Stanford graduate and current President of the Men's Section of the Stanford 
Golf Course. As such, I represent a constituency of over 400 members with great interest and 
concern over the future of the golf course. now at risk in the DEIR. 

As late as this March, we received assurances at the University Golf Course Advisory meeting 
that the course was not in jeporady despite the acute housing problems. It was only subsequent 
to that time that we learned of the true developmental plans Stanford had for the golf course. 

Because of this new information, and growing member concern, I called a Member Forum, which 
was held on July 25. During the University's presentation at the Forum, it became clear that they 
were following the path of least resistance, or at least they thought so up to now, in solving their 
housing needs. 

I am convinced the plan is flawed in numerous ways but would like to make three observations: 

1. At the Forum, they gave no indication that they had studied, or even considered, other 
alternatives, and most specifically increasing density on the present campus. 

2. You cannot just replace a hole ( or God forbid the bottom seven holes) of a championship 
golf course like Stanford. I know we are not all golfers, but can you imagine having to drive a 
half mile from the clubhouse to tee off on the first hole at St. Andrews or Pebble Beach. 

3. The course is and will continue to be the most appropriate use of open space in this 
environmentally sensitive area. 

It is simply to valuable an asset to eliminate, and on behalf of the Men's Club membership, I urge 
you to make a decision that will keep the course in its present status and configuration. 

Finally, I present petitions to course signed not only by golf course members but individuals 
throughout the county who urge this action. 

( I then read the summary page Rick prepared for submission with the petitions) 

Roger 
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To: Richard H. Hams Jr. 
Subject: Petition breakdown 

PRESENTATION OF PETmONS TO SA VE THE STANFORD GOLF COURSE 

We would like to present you with petition not to develop the golf course as 
housing but rather designate it as open space. 

Although the University did not allow us to solicit signatures at the golf 
course, we have obtained 553 signatures in the last four weeks. 

62% of these are from people who are ~ot affiliated with Stanford. 15% are 
from golf members, 15% from Students and 8% from faculty and staff. 

There is broad based support for this petition: Every city in Santa Clara 
County was represented with only 19% coming from the Stanford/Palo Alto 
area. 

This certainly is an issue that has county-wide support. Please save the golf 
course. 

~ 
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August 3, 2000 

Gerhard Casper 
President 

_.._ 

Stanford University 
Stanford, CA. 94305-2060 

Dr. John Hennessy 
President-Elect 
Stanford University 
Stanford, CA. 94305-2060 

Supervisor S. Joseph Simitian 
Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors 
70 West Hedding St., 
San Jose, CA. 95119 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
County Associate Planner 
Santa Clara County Planning Commission 
70 West Hedding St., 
San Jose, CA. 95119 

Re: Proposed Rezoning of Portions of the Stanford Golf Course 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

VIA EMAIL 

I am writing this letter on behalf of myself and other new members of the Stanford Golf Course 
listed below to express our strong objections to the University's plans to redevelop the 1st hole of 
the Stanford Golf Course, and possibly holes 2-7. 

The members listed below and I all have the following in common: 

• We all joined the Stanford Golf Course within the past 12 months. 
• All of us eagerly waited 13 or more years on the wait list for the chance to join a golf 

course that is unquestionably the finest university course in the world, and ranks with 
Olympic, San Francisco, Pasatiempo and the notable courses in Monterey as the finest in 
California. 

• We all love this course because it is an integral part of our experiences at Stanford, and 
presents a great way to tie us regularly back into the campus. Knowing my golf 
membership was imminent, I, for one, became a life member of the Stanford Alumni 
Association, and will be getting involved in other ways on campus as well. In short, 
thanks to the golf course, Stanford is again becoming part of my life. 

• All of us have paid or are paying $50,000 to join the course on a non-equity basis despite 
a 250% increase in the fee charged the prior year. 

• Neither the Athletic Department nor the University provided any of us any information 
whatsoever regarding the University's plans to rezone the golf course or to develop 
housing on any part of it. 
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• We all believe that the University will never gain approval from the various competing 
interest groups to rebuild holes to be taken under this plan. The land that ostensibly 
cannot be found now to build additional housing will not somehow be available later to 
build replacement holes. Therefore, once holes are taken, they cannot be replaced at all. 

While we understand Stanford's desire to address housing issues on campus, we are certain other 
soiutions such as alternate sites on campus and minimal increases in density are superior 
alternatives to destroying a precious, historical University asset. 

With this in mind, we urge the County to deny Stanford's plans to modify or remove Hole #1 or 
any other portion of the Golf Course, and urge the University to find less destructive solutions to 
its housing concerns. 

Best regards, 

Rex S. Jackson 
Shirley Merrill 
David Obershaw 
Lynn and Olivier Pieron 
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ERSKINE & TULLEY 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION MORSE ERSKINE (I 895-1 968 

220 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 600 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104 

PHONE: (415) 392-5431 FAX: (415) 392-1978 

August 10, 2000 

By Federal Express 

Santa Clara County Planning Off ice 
Attn: Sarah Jones, Planner 
70 West Hedding St., 
East Wing 7th Floor 
San Jose, CA. 95110 

Re: Stanford University CP/GUP 
Comment to Draft EIR 

J. BENTON TULLEY ( 1908-1974· 

Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course 

Dear Ms. Jones, 

Enclosed please find the original and one copy of the 
Report of Hart-Howerton Planners-Architects-Landscape Architects, 
dated August 7, 2000. Hart-Howerton is the planning consultant 
to the Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course. The Hart-Howerton 
report is referenced as Exhibit 19 to the Response to EIR, 
submitted by the Committee, also dated August 7. I enclose an 
exhibit tab, with the number 19. Please forward a copy of this 
Exhibit 19 to the County's EIR consultant, Parson, for inclusion 
in their packet. Thank you for your cooperation. 

~~ruly yours, 

¢:'~~~ 
Richard Harris 

encls. 



HARTi 
IHOVVERTON 

Letter 84 

I Pt..ANNERs•ARCHl'TSCTs 

L.'\NDSC.'\PE ARCH11"ECTS 

Robert !.. Harr, Archicecr 

Augusr 7, 2000 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
County Planning Deparrmem 
70 W. Hedding Screet 
San Jose, CA 95110 

David P. Howerton ASLA, AICP 

30 }foaling Place 

San Francisco, California 94 i r r 

Te!: 4 r 5 986 .p6o Fu: 4 I 5 986 43 94 
Email: hh@hh-sf.com 

Re: Response co the Scanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use 
Permit Application Draft Environmental Impact Report dared June 23, 2000 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

On behalf of the Save Stanford Golf Course (SSGC) committee, we would like to 
submit the following comments in response to the request for public comments with 
regard to rhe above described Draft EIR. Our firm is cucrendy consulting to SSGC to 
assist them in evaluating both Stanford's development proposals and the Draft EIR. 

Hart-Howerton is a group of 150 planners, architects and landscape architects wirh 
main offices in San Francisco and New York. The mainstream of our practice has 
been masrer planning in special siruations - - in places that require an especially 
thoughtful, innovative response ro a unique environment or institution. Our project 
have bee located in all regions of the United States, as well as in Europe, Asia and the 
Caribbean 

We have dedicated a part of part of our practice to planning for education. We have 
spent many hours with faculty, staff, trustees, active alumni, and students learning 
about the operation and opportunities of education, particularly private education, in 
America. 

Our dients have induded many of rhe ieading landowners, inscicucions, and 
businesses in the country. In education, we have had assignments at the collegiate 
level from Vanderbilt University and the United Scates Naval Academy, at the 
"Upper School" level from The Hill School in Pennsylvania and Episcopal High 
School in Alexandria, Virginia, and at rhe ":Middle" and "Lower School" levels from 
Greenwich Country Day School in Connecticut. We have also been retained by such 
inscicucions as The National Trust of Historic Preservation, Callaway Gardens in 



Georgia, and the Queen Emma Foundation in Hawaii. Our landowner clients have 
included golf course developers and the Rockerfeller family in the Norrheasr, Ross 
Perot Jr. in Texas, Vail Associates in the Colorado mountains, and the Pebble Beach 
Company in Carmel, California. 

Wear Harr-Howerton look forward ro continuing co contribute co chis planning 
process and helping Stanford preserve its golf course treasure. If there is anything else 
we can provide you, or perhaps provide any additional clarification, please do nor 
hesicace co concacr us. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
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SAVE STANFORD GOLF COURSE 

DEIR Response 

Facility Development Site Alternatives 

The Stanford campus contains a variety of modern, traditional and obsolete 
buildings and facilities. The traditional campus also contains a mix of vacant and 
nearly vacant land woven around and through the core. These represent both 
opportunities and constraints when considering the new campus master plan and 
development strategies. The following section lists a few examples of the 
development opportunities available within the traditional campus core that could 
be used to satisfy the future academic and residential building program. 

These development opportunity examples reflect the SSGC alternative 
development strategies that include: 

(1) Building high-rise undergraduate and graduate student dormitories on 
selected lots of Stanford's approximately 150 acres of surface parking 

· -~ ·- lots; 
(2) Making up for lost parking spaces by building parking structures, of 

four levels or more, on appropriate surface parking lots; 
(3) Developing select~d blocks of eucalyptus groves north of the Ellipse in 

a comprehensive master-planned manner; and 
(4) Reallocating the different types of proposed new housing 

(undergraduate, graduate, and faculty-staff) to appropriate sites. 

We have listed a few examples on the chart, captioned "Campus Core Utilization 
Analysis (Partial)," (the "Chart") which follows. The Chart is divided into two 
sections: (A) our reanalysis and modification of residential projects proposed by 
Stanford, as listed at Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR; and (B) our suggestions for 
development of parcels not mentioned by Stanford. 

The Chart follows on the next page. 

SAVE STANFORD GOLF COURSE 
Hart Howerton Statement 

August?,2000 
Page 1 
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SSGC Table: Cameus Core Utilization Analysis (Partial}! : i i i : 
' ' ! 

Source: Hart-Howerton, 7 August 2000 I ' : ' I ' i ; ' i ' ' i ! 

! : ! i i I , I ' I ! ! ! l t 

Proj 'Name /Location Site Area I Use , Density (dulac) I Units ' I I Paricing (G~eraf) Notes I I 

I GUP j Measured Existing ! GUP SSGC GUP ' SSGC Existing ! GUP ! I 
SSGC Existing ! Stroct'd Levels i ' I 

i I From 
' 

To [ j From i To i ! (SSGC) (SSGC) 

' :,.. i i ! ' i I 
I ' I ' 

(A) STANFORD CP/GUP PROPOSAL l j ' I 
; ! I 

F : Residential :orvg Range 17.5 i 17.5 D. Range I Resid- Grad i - 20 20 I - - 1 350 350 i - 168 ' n/a ' ' ' 
Fm 1 OpnSpc-Rec •orvg Range n/a ! 10.9 D. Range ! Drvg Range i ' I I i Existing' n/a - - - I - - i - ' - -
G : Residential 1 Searsville Blk 12.8 9.5 Res- Fac/Stf ' Resid- Grad Resid- Grad 20 i 26 ! 20 13 250 ! 250 ! 190 I nla , ; 

0 ' Residential : Stables/ Golf 37.8 ' 31.7 Rec/OpnSpc : Resid- Fac/Stf 1 - 8 ! 15 i = 304 ! 570 I ! n/a ' 
Om ; Residential iTennis Crt/Opn n/a ! 23.5 Rec/OpnSpc ! Resid- Fac/Stf i Resid- Fac/Stf 8 15 ! 15 188 .. i 353 .. 353 ' n/a : i ' ; I 

Om !Stable :stables nla I 
15.5 Rec/OpnSpc i Open Space I Stables l-. j I : i n/a I - ! - - - ' - - -

Om 'Golf Course : Golf Hole #1 n/a i 11.8 Rec/OonSoc l Resid- Fac/Stf i Golf Hole#1 8 15 I ' 94 l 177 i - I 

' - ; i i 

!Sub-Total A ! i i i i i 13 ' 904 I 1,170 i 543 168 l 0 I 

I i i i i ! i I I ! i I 

(BJ SSGC PROPOSAL (Partial) ! I I I i I I I ' I I I I 

1a !NewResid I Stock Farm lots n/a 1 21.2 Parking-srf i Acad Campus l Resid- Fac/Stf - I - ! 12 - ! - i - I 254 1,856 i -' 
! 

1b !New Resid i Pasteur Vacant n/a 6.8 Vacant ! Acad Campus i Resid- Fac/Stf - ' - 12 - - I - ! 82 - I -' i i i 

1c iNew Resid I Stk Fm Vacant n/a i 1.5 Vacant I Acad Campus i Resid- Fac/Stf : ' 12 ! I - ' 18 - i -- ' - ' - - I 

1d :New Resid ! Bleeker/Gmhse n/a ! 10.9 Bldg/Vacnt I Acad Campus I Resid- Fac/Stf - I - ! 8 - ! - i - ! 87 - ! -
1e !New Resid I EH&SNacant nla 11.3 Bldg/Vacnt i Acad Campus I Resid- Fac/Stf ' i 8 ! I I 90 65 I -I - I - - - - I 

2 !New Resid i Carnegie, etc n/a i 9.3 Bldg.t'/acnt i Acad Campus I Res-Grad I Pkg - i - I 20 - ! - ! - I 146 21 i 1,080 4 1 I 

3a !Parking i Ginzton Lot n/a i 1.8 Parking-srf i Acad Campus ! Pai:king ! I ' 224 i 972 4 - i - - - - - i -
3b !Parking Roble Tn Crt Pkg ·nf.a \ 22 Parking-srf ; Acad Campus ; Parking - - i -... - l - i - ! - 228 j 1,188 4 ·~ ... 

3c !Parking : L.agunita Pkg n/a ! 2.1 Parking-srf : Acad Campus ! Parking - i - - - ' - i - i - 225 i 1,134 4 i 

4 : Existg Resid ! Wilbur/Stem n/a i 20 FaciVRes-U Grd ; Acad Campus : Res- UndrGrd 45 :est - 900 i 900 ! 900 i 900 754 ! 
·New Resid . 

n/a . 
! Acad Campus 'Res-Grad I Pkg - 55 - - ; - i 840 i 1,000 4 1 - i ' ' 

Sa : Park/Buffer i Palm Dr/ ECR n/a ' S7.6 Open Space CampusOpn Campus Opn i ; ' - ' I i - - i - - - - I 

Sb :Park :Mausoleum n/a i s Open Space ' Campus Opn ! CampusOpn i I - I - ! ! - - i - - - I 
Sc 'New Facil : GalveZIToyon 11.4 ; 11.4 Vacant i Acad Campus : AcadCampus - - ' - I - ! - ! - 1,425 i 3,000 6 2 ' ' - I ' 
Sd :New Facil ! L.asuen Area nla ' 10.3 Vacant : Campus Opn Acad Campus - - ' - - i - i - i -I 

Se .New Facil 'NE Arboretum n/a 13.1 Vacant t CampusOpn AcadCampus - - ! - - ! - ! - i - i 
Sf 'New Facil SW Palm 4.3 19.2 Vacant/Pkq ' Acad /Opn ' Acad Campus i i ' I i : ; - ' - - - ! - - -

Sub-Total B ! j ' i ! 900 : 900 I 900 ! 2,418 4,798 ! 8,374 ! 3 I 

' ! ; I I ! I ' ! i I 

! ! ' ; ' i I i l ; 

GRAND TOTAL A+B ! : ; ' 913 j 1,804 ! 2,070 ! 2.960 4,966 ' 8,374 ! 
i ; i ' ' : units I units i units ' I units spaces scaces : 

; i 
I i ! ' ' 

I 

' ' ' ! i 

Summal'f- Residential Categories (above) Existing GUP (low) GUP (hiqh) SSGC Notes: i 1 - SSGC Parking proposal is only 2.0ac of site ' j 

Under-Grad 900 900 900 900 1 i- SSGC Parking proposal is only 4.0ac of site : 
Graduate 0 600 600 1.030 

.. 3'- Without Galvez parking: GUP=2,718; SSGC=4.473 spacesi 
Facultv-Staff 13 291 557 1,017 

Total 913 1,791 2,057 ' 2,947 Label Note: : Xm . Project Names with m added are SSGC proposed modifications to 

i '• Stanford CP/GUP referenced residential oroiects : i 



With regard to the Chart, 
• The parcels originally proposed by Stanford are designated 

alphabetically, using the same letters used by the Draft EIR, the 
proposed housing sites map (Figure 2-5 on page 2-11) and Housing 
Site Chart (Table 2-1 on page 2-13) i.e., the Searsville Bock site is 
designated as "G"; 

• CSSG's suggested modifications of Stanford's proposals are 
designated with the same Capital letter and a small-m notation, i.e. the 
Committee's modified Searsville Block proposal is identified as "Gm"; 

• The Committee's new suggestions are listed under a subheading 
"SSGC Proposal (Partial)," and are numerically designated.) 

• Hole No. 1 of the Golf Course is only a portion of the so-called "Stable 
Site,: designated as Site "O" on the Proposed Housing Site Map, 
Figure 2-5 of the Draft EIR (p. 2-11 ). The "Housing Sites" Chart, Table 
2-1 of the DEIR (p. 2-13) shows Site "O" as comprising 37.8 acres. 
However, our planimeter measures Site "O" as containing only 31.7 
acres; we cannot explain the anomaly, however, we point this out and 
ask the County as a part of the EIR process to accurately determine 
the sizes of the affected parcels. Of the Site "O," the Hole No. 1 
portion comprises only 11.8 acres, according to our planimeter 
measurements. 

To visualize the Committee's proposed modifications and new sites in 
comparison to Stanford's proposal, compare the Chart to the Draft EIR at Figure 
2-5 (page 2-11-), and Figure 4.4-4 (Campus Parking Facilities Map) on page 4.4-
20. 

Briefly stated, the Committee, as examples of the kind of thinking that should be 
done at this time, makes the following suggestions for residential development 
sites on the Stanford main campus: 

(1) The Searsville Block, currently a small, low-density faculty 
neighborhood west of Roble Field, should be maintained in faculty 
housing, but should be redeveloped at an average density level of 12 
units per acre, such that most of the units would be approximately the 
density of the developed portions of the popular Peter Coutts faculty 
housing; 

(2) The 21 acres of park-and-ride parking lots in the block bounded by 
Stock Farm, Oak, and Welch Roads, and smaller parcels on Pasteur 
Drive (6.8 acres) and Stock Farm Road (1.5 acres) should be 
developed into faculty-staff.housing at an average density of 12 units 
per acre; the 9.3-acre block currently occupied by the Carnegie 
Institute of Washington, Cordura and Ventura Halls, and a lot of open 

SAVE STANFORD GOLF COURSE 
Hart Howerton Statement 

August?,2000 
Page 3 
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space, should be redeveloped to graduate student residences and a 
two-acre, 4-level parking structure; 

(3) Parking structures should be developed on the current surface lots at 
Ginzton, Roble, and Lagunita; 

(4) The parking lot (currently occupied by manufactured buildings) at the 
eastern end of Wilbur Hall should be developed into a 4-level parking 
structure, and two high-rise (?-story) graduate student dormitories 
should be developed in the parking lot to the south of Wilbur Hall; 

(5) A six-level, 3,000-car parking structure should be developed on four 
acres of the 11.4-acre Galvez-Toyon lot across Galvez Street from the 
Football Stadium, ieaving the remainder of the parcel available to be 
developed for mixed residential and other academic campus as part of 
a master-planned development of a substantial section of the 
eucalyptus stands on the north side of campus; and 

(6) The Environmental Health Facility should be relocated to a more 
remote site, away from the developed and developing portions of the 
campus; the land thus vacated could be cleaned and made available 
for housing, or alternately could become part of a replacement Driving 
Range site or other uses. 

The Committee's suggestions would leave both the current driving range and the 
old horse pasture to the right of Hole No. 2 of the Golf Course vacant for the time 
being, pending current efforts to determine how much, if any, additional lands the 
Golf Course may need to make up for a portion of the current Holes ## 3 and 4 
which are expected to be lost to the Sand Hill Road widening project in Menlo 
Park. At such time that this issue becomes clearer, there may be yet additional 
!ands that would be available for residential development, subject to relocation of 
the Driving Range. 

If all of the Committee's suggestions were to be adopted, (and not including any 
additional housing opportunities there may be at the Driving Range, the lot to the 
right of Hole No. 2, and the eucalyptus stands, there would be 3,063 new units at 
housing. This is substantially more units than are contained in Stanford's own 
housing proposals, and more than enough to meet the University's housing 
demands for the foreseeable future. Over the future years, additional housing 
opportunities will develop as the University improves the utilization of the 400-
plus acres of faculty housing in the current main faculty neighborhoods at the 
southwestern corner of the Main Campus, as the eucalyptus groves are 
developed, and as additional lands are made available for development in Palo 
Alto and in unincorporated San Mateo County (on the south side of Sand Hill 
Road, between the Buck Estate and Highway 280, and Palo Alto. 

A more detailed discussion of these housing opportunities follows. 

SAVE STANFORD GOLF COURSE 
Hart Howerton Statement 

August 7, 2000 
Page 4 
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Potential Campus Development Sites 

Existing Surface Parking Lots 

Overview 

On-campus parking is a mix of surface and (more recently) structured parking 
facilities scattered across the campus core. The surface lots vary from the very 
large, such as the Stock Farm Lot complex in the west, to moderately sized lots 
located here and there as needed, to odd parking spaces created where space 
was available. 

Much of the surface parking is considered too far from most facilities 
necessitating the Stanford Marguerite Shuttle linkage. Ideally, the parking is 
conveniently located relative to the target activity or facility. This is often 
unachievable with surface lots as they consume a significant amount of land in 
otherwise valuable or desirable locations. 

As the campus population grows it becomes easier to justify converting sprawling 
surface lots into compact conveniently located structured parking. This 
conversion nets two significant benefits- more convenient parking and more land 
available for development. 

Examples 

Stock Farm Lot Complex (CSSG Projects 1 a-c) 
--

This very large surface-parking complex provides nearly 2,000 parking 
spaces. 

As a development site, it can be reasonably expanded to include the 
surrounding vacant or nearly vacant lands (these are noted below). 
The existing parking resource could be combined into several new parking 
structures located across Campus Drive, for example on the Cordura Hall 
I Ventura Hall site area, inside the core loop road adding both parking 
convenience and new development sites outside the loop road. 

Roble Field area (CSSG Projects 3a-c) 

Roble Field provides a relaxed and useful open space resource in 
between the Searsville Block and the heart of the campus. This should be 
preserved and enhanced. 

SAVE STANFORD GOLF COURSE 
Hart Howerton Statement 

August 7, 2000 
Page 5 

Letter 84 



Surrounding the field, however, are several notably sized surface parking 
lots that could be converted into multi-level structure garages not unlike 
the nearby Parking Structure II. Such a conversion (if only 4 levels) would 
increase the number of spaces from 677 to 3,294. 

Wibur Hall area (CSSG Project 4) 

Just east of Wilbur Hall is a series of older single story manufactured 
buildings surrounded by, and adjacent to, some 514 surface parking 
spaces. If a four level garage replaced these older buildings occupying 
only two acres, the number of spaces would double and the amount of 
land dedicated to parking would be reduced. This solution places a major 
parking resource inside the Campus Drive loop conveniently located near 
the library and central core. 

Others 

A quick study of the campus parking plan suggests there are many other 
opportunities to convert large and small surface lots into well located 
structured parking resources to support the existing and future academic 
program. 

Existing Vacant or Under-utilized and In-fill Sites 

Overview 

··-~As mentioned earlier, the campus is full of opportunities to redevelop very low 
density or nearly vacant sites. The resulting intensification would enable the 
school building program to develop new facilities within the existing service and 
utility network. 

Examples 

Bleeker, Greenhouses, EH&S complex (CSSG Projects 1d, e) 

Surrounding the Stock Farm parking lot complex is a mix of vacant and 
under-utilized land. Between the lots and Pasteur Drive, in between the 
lot segments, and south of Stock Farm Road is vacant land suitable for 
development. 

To maintain a suitable buffer between the campus and Sand Hill Road, it is 
possible to create a large development setback of perhaps 250 feet and 
still create very large development sites. The setback could (and should) 
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be properly landscaped in keeping with its role as a buffer between the 
campus and community. 

Carnegie Institute, Cordura Hall /Ventura Hall (CSSG Project 2) 

Just inside the Campus Drive loop, west of the central core area, is a 
relatively large and relatively vacant parcel containing the Carnegie 
Institute of Washington, Cordura Hall/ Ventura Hall facilities. These 
represent a notable under-utilization of a very well located development 
site. 

The site is sufficiently large to accommodate both a major structured 
parking resource and new housing. Housing in this location is compatible 
with the adjacent Searsville and Governor's Corner area residential uses. 
It is convenient to parking, trp.nsit, and the Roble Field recreation and park. 

In-fill Sites 

The campus core area provides an interesting mix of built and open areas, 
many of which form useful formal and informal open spaces. The resulting 
texture greatly enhances the academic and living environment unique to 
this campus. 

And yet, there remain areas large and small scattered throughout the 
campus core area that present notable in-fill development opportunities. 
Examples of such sites vary from areas in between the Oval and the 
Daper/ Admin area block to the odd lots from Roble Gym to Stern Hall. 

Redevelopment Sites · 

Overview 

The campus is also full of outdated, obsolete or under-utilized buildings. These 
represent both opportunities to modernize the facilities and to intensify the land 
usage within the existing central core area. 

Examples 

Searsville Block (CP/GUP Project G) 

The CP/GUP calls for the redevelopment of the Searsville Block from 13 
faculty residences into 250 grad-student units. The CSSG finds a site 
area discrepancy between the GUP (12.8 ac) and its own measurement 
(9.5 ac). 
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Regardless, this existing very low-density residential site (13 units) should 
be redeveloped to provide a significantly larger number of new housing 
units. However, rather than graduate student housing, as proposed by 
Stanford (as represented at Table 2-1 of the DEIR), CSSG suggests this 
could better be utilized as medium-density faculty housing. This would be 
consistent with his historic faculty housing character. The nearby Roble 
Field would make this a very attractive faculty housing area, with the field 
available as recreation space for families with young children. CSSG 
suggests densities in a range between 10 to 18 units per acre, for a mix of 
facuity, retired facuity, and facuity widowsiwidowers. At 1 O units per acre, 
the density would be comparable to the developed areas of the highly 
successful Peter Coutts development; 18 units per acre is somewhat less 
than another clustered faculty housing development, the Pierce-Mitchell 
houses. 

If Stanford's figure of 12.8 acres is accurate, and if the Searsville Block 
were to be developed at an average of 12 units per acre (only slightly 
higher than the developed ground at Peter Coutts), 152 medium-density 
faculty/staff housing units could be developed at the Searsville Block site. 
Parking for this block could either be developed underground beneath the 
block, or alternately in multi-level parking structures to be developed 
nearby. 

Stern/Wilbur Hall sites (CSSG Project 4) 

These two undergraduate residence halls have been a first'-Year 
experience for generations of new students. They are also relative low
density and "old school" with regard to residence sizes and facilities. 
When considered with the adjacent surface parking lots and older one
story buildings to the east, the combined Stern Hall and Wilbur Hall block 
forms a 20 acres building site. The 2-acre parking structure that is 
proposed above on this site would still leave nearly 18 acres available for 
development. 

Two basic possibilities exist- redevelop the parcel in part or in its entirety. 
Given the parcel size and location, such a site represents a major 
opportunity to dramatically change either the character of the inner
campus core or increase the number of well located residential units, or 
both. The CSSG proposal calls for the existing residence halls to remain 
(for now), a new 4-level parking garage to be developed at the eastern 
end of the block, and the construction of nevi mid-rise (7 level) graduate~ 
student apartment towers. These new towers could be located along 
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Campus Drive south of Wilbur Hall, incorporating a small portion of Wilbur 
Field and portions of the existing surface lots to either side. 

Escondido Village (CP/GUP Projects D & E) 

The CP/GUP identifies two new residential projects 'D' and 'E' in this area. 
Given the age and low-density character of this entire area it would seem 
reasonable to view its status as a housing resource more aggressively. 

Implementing a phased redevelopment program calling for a mix of mid
rise and high-rise building types could perhaps solve the entire graduate 
and undergraduate housing requirements. The potential benefits of 
concentrating a major portion of the student housing in such an area are 
obvious. However, due concern would need to be given to traffic 
congestion of Stanford's neighbors to the southeast in College Terrace. 

Others 

The campus core area offers many other low-rise, low density or under
utilized facilities within the central core area that may be attractive as 
potential redevelopment sites. 

The Eucalyptus Groves 

Overview 

The beauty and drama associated with Palm Drive and the arboretum has 
diminished over the years as the_ invasive and non-native eucalyptus trees have 
taken over from the original landscape efforts. 

This parkland has been reduced to providing overflow parking for the football 
stadium or to satisfy parking for other major events. The ground has become 
effectively an environmental desert with little to offer students, staff or the 
community with regard to its use as a park. 

Its other important role is to serve as a noise and visual screen between the 
University and the downtown Palo Alto. 

Given its poor natural state and lack of useful purpose, funds to maintain, much 
less restore the grounds are in short supply. 

This large and well-located resource should be specifically master-planned to 
determine how it can best serve the school's needs. Some rumors are circulating 
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that new athletic facilities may be proposed for the Galvez Field I Toyon Grove 
area. Instead of slicing away pieces of this unique resource on an ad-hoc basis 
as development opportunities present themselves, the entire park should be 
considered and designed. 

It would seem reasonable to expect that this open land could be portioned into 
sections that both create new or invigorated park use, garden, buffer, 
mausoleum, etc., as well as creating sites for various campus facilities. All of 
these would be well located with regard to service and use by the students. 

Examples 

Palm Drive, El Camino Real Park (CSSG Project Sa) 

The historic Palm Drive is today just a shadow of its former self. The 
lands on either side of the road, perhaps at least some 250-300 feet to 
either side, should be landscaped to create a "new" park and campus 
entry experience. Such a dimension matches the scale and alignment of 
the Oval. 

Development (potential or already planned) fronting on this invigorated 
·park space would obviously benefit from the change. In turn, 
improvements to this park space can be justified given the direct benefit it 
generates for the adjacent sites. This symbiotic relationship will be good 
for both. 

letter 84 

This revitalization could continue along El Camino Real extending some 
250 feet into the park, for example. This treatment would both improve the 
appearance of this buffer zone while also enhancing the chance that it 
might actually be used for something other than occasional parking. 

Mausoleum Park (CSSG Project Sb) 

This special place, along with the nearby 'Angel of Grief', should be 
preserved as park and open space. 

Galvez Field I Toyon Grove (CSSG Project Sc) 

As noted above, various rumors existing regarding the proposed use of 
this sizable and well located parcel. Again, it should not be designed or 
developed outside the context of a new specific master plan for the entire 
Arbmetum I Palm Drive area. This 11 plus acre portion of the park could, 
for example, be developed to provide additional athletic facilities as well as 
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new structured parking to replace the event parking that otherwise 
prevents the vitalization of the eucalyptus and arboretum areas. 

Lasuen Area (CSSG Project 5d) 

Letter 84 

This is the remaining triangular parcel formed by Lasuen Street, 
Arboretum Road and the Galvez/Toyon site. This 1 O plus acre site also 
represents a very attractive development or restoration resource to meet 
the school's needs. Ideally, its design and development would be 
coordinated with the surrounding parcels. 

NE Arboretum area (CSSG Project Se) 

This area, generally assumed to be between Arboretum Road, Galvez 
Street, and the setbacks from Palm Drive and El Camino Real. This 13 
plus acre site represents a very attractive development or restoration 
resource to meet the school's needs. Ideally, its design and development 
would be coordinated with the surrounding parcels. 

SW Palm area (CSSG Project Sf) 

This area is defined by the Palm Drive setback, Quarry Road, Arboretum 
Road minus the mausoleum and parking areas along Quarry Road (as 
these lots are already considered part of the Campus development area in 
the GUP). Like the other sites in this area noted above, it represents a 
special opportunity to both restore the landscape elegance of the campus 
entry road and new development sites to service this useful central 
campus location. 

Improved Development Management 

Off-campus Sites 

Overview 

Over the years, Stanford University has developed or leased for development by 
others, various off-campus sites. More recently, the school has decided not to 
pursue developing faculty or student housing along the Sand Hill Road corridor in 
favor of leasing these lands to private developers. 

This treatment of an otherwise useful resource has forced the University to now 
consider the severe alternatives represented in the CP/GUP proposals. One 
view could be that the university would rather develop its open space than its 
residential lands along Sand Hill Road. 
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Examples 

The following are examples of adjacent market-rate housing being developed on 
Stanford owned lands (Source: Ken Schreiber, Palo Alto Planning Consultant to Sand Hill 
Project in a July 21, 2000 conversation with CSSG's Richard Harris) 

Oak Creek 

Project Description-
34-acre site, developing something in excess of 759 units; 

Occupancy-
Market rate rental units; studio, 1 & 2 bedrooms; rental rates 
between 1925-2125 studios to 3815-3995 for 2 bedrooms. 

Stanford currently houses 47 students at Oak Creek at subsidized 
rents (i.e., students pay student housing rate rents to Stanford, the 
University then pays rent to Oak Creek). 

Stanford Land Lease-
Original ground lease (these are scheduled to expire in 2018) in 
1959, changed in 1968 to expire in 2018. 

In 1997, the lease was extended to expire in 2048. Stanford was 
granted a "right of first offer'' to purchase the ground lease. The 
definition of which has not been disclosed. The.DEIR should 
investigate the terms and definitions associated with this lease to 
determine the feasibility of Stanford repurchasing this facility. 

Stanford West Apartments 

Project Description-

Located just west of the Stanford Shopping Center on the west side 
of Sand Hill Blvd. 

628 units on 46-acre site (32-34 ac of which is buildable, the 
balance considered a Native American archaeological site). 

Units- mix of 1, 2, 3 bedrooms in 3-story buildings; rental rates not 
yet set. 
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Construction schedule- 60 units in phase 1 completed September 
2000; entire project completed by September 2001. 

Occupancy 
The units will be rented at market rates except for those set aside 
for Section 8 Low-Income occupancy. The number of Section 8 
units will be determined by a sliding scale starting at 10% of the 
units in phase 1 (September 2000) increasing to 25% over a 1 O 
year period. 

Rental priority will determined in the following order: 

- First- any full time Stanford employee (full time is 30 plus 
hours per week); 
- Second- employees of Stanford's commercial tenants 
- Third- people who live or work in Menlo Park or Palo Alto; 
- Last- everyone else 
No discounts for Stanford faculty or staff 

Stanford Senior Housing 

Project Description 
Units- 388 independent living units 

Buildings- 4-5 stories 

Schedule---to start after the Stanford West Apartments and be 
completed by 2002 and fully occupied by 2004 

Occupancy 
Full market rate rental units, no discounts for faculty, etc. 

Stanford recently considered this site for faculty housing but 
decided not to develop in favor of leasing the land to a private 
developer. 

Existing Lease Re-evaluations 

Overview 

Stanford University over the years entered in to a host of ground lease 
agreements for, among other things, various residential projects and sites near 
the campus. 
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These ieases continue to be renewed and extended without regard to their 
potential to provide needed faculty and staff housing. 

Examples 

Stanford Hills 

This is a 1960's style upper-end ranch house single-family sub-division in 
nearby Menlo Park, originally part of the Buck Estate. 

The originai 99-year ieases may expire in another 50 years. 

Stanford should utilize these long-term lease projects to meet its future 
housing demands. Additionally, the university should consider actively 
attempting to re-purchase these leases as they become available. Such 
lease acquisitions may accelerate the availability of new faculty or staff 
housing inventory. 

Re-allocate Existing Housing Inventory 

Overview 

Stanford already owns and manages a large number of on-campus housing to 
serve the needs of faculty, staff, graduate and undergraduate students. 

The university housing management should re-evaluate the occupancy and use 
of each housing unit and category. The result of such an evaluation may result in 
a shifting or re-allocation of residents from one facility to another as needed to 
meet current housing demands. 

Examples 

Searsville Residences 

The CP/GUP calls for the redevelopment of this site replacing the existing 
13 faculty units with some 250 grad-student housing units. 

Grad-student housing may or may not be the best occupancy designation 
for this site but the idea of shifting the residential use designations as 
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needed to meet the university's housing mix requirements is supported by 
the CSSG. 

Occupancy Flexibility Needed 

As the student population balance continues to shift from undergraduate 
to a majority of graduate level students on campus, the housing mix 
should also shift. However, most grad students have different housing 
requirements which means the units are not immediately or directly 
convertible from one occupancy to the other. It may be useful for the 
university to consider developing the majority of new student housing in a 
manner primarily suitable to the graduate student rather than the under
graduate. 

Preserve and Enhance Open Space 

Open Space Preservation 

Protect and Enhance Existing Open Space 

The university is fortunate to have such an extraordinary amount of quality 
open space in close proximity to the campus core. This wonderful asset 
should be better utilized and enhanced to provide more nature/wildlife 
opportunities and programs. 

Environmental Considerations 

The existing Open Space areas are rich in a variety of wildlife flora and 
fauna. These natural resources should be protected and preserved. In 
particular, the golf course as an existing California Tiger Salamander 
habitat, should be maintained as golf course in lieu of the ill-conceived and 
as yet ineffective mitigation zone artificially created east of the golf course, 
south of Junipero Serra Blvd. 

Campus Buffer 

The Golf Course and adjacent open spaces have served as a buffer to the 
surrounding community for over 70 years. The Golf Course has also 
served as an effective campus growth boundary during this same period. 
It should continue to serve both functions. 
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Recreation Facilities Enhancement 

One significant and rather unique quality about the Stanford campus is that its 
campus core is surrounded by a variety of open space uses. It is especially 
unique to have an outstanding golf course and other recreational facilities in 
close proximity, i.e., within walking distance, to the campus core. This 
relationship enables the schooi to preserve its "mind and body" enrichment 
philosophy. 
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August 7, 2000 

Ms. Sarah Jones, Planner III 
Planning Office 
Santa Clara County 
Government Center, 7th Floor 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110 
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• t' ,.,.. ·-

COUNCIL: 
Edward C. "Ted" Dnscoll, Jr.-Mayor 

Kirke Comsrock-Vice-Mayor 
Craig M. Brown 

Ed Davis 
Nancy Vian 

TOWN OFFICERS: 
Alex D. Mclmyre 

Town Administraror 
Sandy Sloan 

Town Attorney 
Subject: Cornments on DEIR for Stanford University . 

Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit Application 

The Portola Valley Planning Commission considered the referenced DEIR at its meeting on 
August 2, 2000. The commission appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR that 
addresses this major and important project. 

First, we appreciate the significant proposals made by the county planning staff to help 
mitigate some of the impacts of the project that are set forth in the section entitled 
"Alternatives to the Proposed Project." To a large extent we support the recommendations and 
would suggest some stronger measures in some instances. Our comments relate largely to the 
potential impacts of the project on the Town of Portola Valley and its residents. 

85-1 1. 

85-2 2. 

85-3 3. 

We strongly support the substitution of the category of "Open Space and Field Research" 
for most of the _hills for the category "Open Space and Academic Reserve." The latter 
term is so vague as to provide little definition to the uses that would ultimately be 
appropriate in the area. Beyond this comment, we suggest that the DEIR should find the 
draft community plan inadequate since it does not provide guidance as to building 
intensity. Court cases, including the Twain Harte case, have ruled that a valid general 
plan must provide an adequate definition of building intensity. The suggested change in 
designation would be a step in this direction. 

We support the alternative Academic Growth Boundary AGB-B, but would suggest that 
the DEIR investigate excluding the golf course north of Junipero Serra, and classifying that 
part of the golf course as Campus Open Space. This would help ensure the continuance of 
the golf course rather than raising the question of its potential relocation to the hillside 
areas. 

In addition, since one of the fundamental principles of the county's general plan is that 
urban development should occur only within urban areas, and since Palo Alto's Urban 
Service Boundary does not include the golf course, such changes as suggested in the prior 
paragraph would be consistent with the county's general plan policy. 

The DEIR does not discuss the mechanisms that would help secure the open spaces in 
either the main campus area or the foothills. Easements, for instance, should be 
considered that would cover either a significant period of time, such as 25 - 50 years, or be 
permanent. In addition to campus open spaces, this might include areas designated as 
Open Space and Field Research and areas noted as Special Conservation. 
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85-4 

85-7 

85-8 

85-9 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Letter SS 

The DEIR should consider alternatives that would significantly cluster development in the 
area north of Junipero Serra Blvd. Options would include multi-story garages and use of 
open areas that exist on campus. This would require higher densities in some areas, but 
would be compensated for by setting aside the hillside areas as permanent open space. 

The Reduced Project Alternative appears to be rejected since it doesn't eliminate 
identified impacts. CEQA, however, addresses the importance of reducing impacts. The 
DEIR should identify and quantify the reductions to the greatest extent possible. 

The DEIR should consider an alternative that reduces only the academic portion of the 
project leaving the housing as is. This would improve Stanford's job /housing imbalance, 
thus reducing traffic and air quality impacts. 

Attention to biologic matters is weak in a number of areas. Some of the weaknesses are: 

a. There is virtually no field survey information for the "Lathrop" and golf course 
areas, other ihan for the Tiger Salamander, both of which areas area proposed to be 
added to the academic campus. 

b. Setbacks along creeks claim to mitigate Red-Legged Frog impacts but disagree with 
US FWS standards for the frog (150 foot as compared to 300 foot setbacks). 

c. Sensitive habitats on the existing core campus, other than the Tiger Salamander, are 
ignored, such as small wetlands. 

Traffic analyses should include commutative impacts of changes to the Stanford Research 
Park, ongoing and proposed. While the research park is in Palo Alto, it is under common 
ownership and thus traffic impact mitigation measures should be considered for both 
areas to reduce regional traffic impacts. 

The DEIR should provide more attention to water usage. As Stanford approaches its limit 
from Hetch Hetchy, there will be pressure to draw more water from Los Trancos and San 
Francisquito Creeks, thereby endangering the stream habitats and affecting fish, 
amphibians, etc. In addition, the DEIR should consider the use of recycled water as a 
mitigation measure, especially for irrigation. 

Sincerely, 

7/:. 
Craig Breon, Chair 

cc. Ted Driscoll, Mayor 
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County of Santa Clara 
Environmental Resources Agency 
Planning Office 
70 West Hedding Street 
7th F1oor, East Wing 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Attention: Sarah Jones, Associat.e Planner 

Subject: File No. 7161>-07-81-99GP-99P-99EIR 
Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Letter 86 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) staff have reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Stanford University Community 
Plan and General Use Pemtit that would allow the following arno:unt of development to 
occur in the next 10 years: 

• 2,035,000 square feet of academic and support facilities; 
• Up to 3,018 units of student, faculty and st.a.ff housing; 
• 2,873 additional parking spaces; and 
• 2,201 additional students, faculty, and staff. 

VTA has the following comments on the transportation impacts and mitigation measures 
proposed in the DEIR: 

Eco Pass 

VTA appreciates the inclusion of a Universal Transit Pass in the list of additional 
measures· to be considered to reduce transportation impacts. 

Palo Alto Caltrain Station 

86 -1 The DEIR indicates that the project "would add very little increase in transit usage." It 
also states that the "existing transit facilities and services have sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the increase in transit trips." It should be noted that the Palo Alto Caltrain 
Center and Transit Cente:r is currently at capacity and that there is a multi-agenc.-y study 
to improve the facility. Because the project will increase demand on this facilty, VTA 
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requests that the DEIR be revised to include financial participation in the improvement 
of the Palo Alto Caltrain Center. 

Bus Stop Improvements 

86 -2 The DEIR states that the project will cause impacts at a total of 17 intersections. VTA 
may have bus stops at some of the affected intersections that will be delayed by the 
increased congestion. VTA requests that the intersection improvements mentioned in 
Tier 1 (TR-5A) and Tier 2 (TR-5D) be modified to include bus stop improvements where 
bus stops exist to improve transit operations. 

Line 22 Rapid Bus Corridor 

86 -3 VTA requests that the DEffi include a description of the improvements to the Line 22 
Rapid Bus Corridor between the Palo Alto Caltrain Station and San Antonio Road, and 
examine any impacts of the project t.o the planned improvements. 

Par.king 

86 -4 The project proposes to add 2,873 additional parking spaces. The DEIR states that 
"while to some degree the provision of parking facilities encourages aut.omobile use, not 
providing sufficient parking coule result in Stanford commuters parking within the 
surrounding neighborhood." VTA requests that the DEIR include measures to limit 
demand for parking, such as restricting the ability of on-campus residents/students to 
obtain parking pennits and rn.inim:izing the availability of par.king close to campus. Both 
of these measures would reduce the traffic impacts associated with the provision of 
additional parking facilities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIR for the Stanford 
University Community Plan/General Use Pennit. If you have any questions, please call 
Christina Jaworski of my staff at ( 408) 321-5751. 

Sincerely, 

?2 !Jhd&._ 
// . fl 
Vt>erek A. Kantar · 
Environmental Program Manager 

DAK:RM:CTJ 

cc: Roy Molseed, Senior Environmental Anaiyst 
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Ms. Sa.J:ah Jones 
County of Santa Clara 
Planning Office 

August 7, 2000 

Seventh Floor, East Wing 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose. CA 95110 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Subject: Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit. County File No. 7165-
07-81-99GP-99P-99EJR 

Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) staff have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the subject project. We have the following comments: 

87 -1 1. 

87-2 2. 

87-3 3. 

·me District appreciates the considerati()n of hydrology in the .substantial detail sho'\Nn in 
this report. In its engineering studies, the District considers the 72-hour 100-year storm 
pattern. We believe that this provides a more accurate picture of the results of potential 
rainfall events. We recommend that the 72-hour event also be considered when 
evaluating mitigation for runoff. We further recommend reviewing the District's 
Matadero Creek Engineer's Report for additional information on expected water flow in 
Matadero Creek. This information indicates that the flow in Matadero Creek from the 
72-hour 100;.car event will be approximately 2000 cubic feet per second (cfs) 
downstream of Foothill Expressway, dilforing from the 600 cfa from tht: 24-hour 100· 
year event reported in the DEIR, page 4.5-16. 

Tn regards to the detention basins proposed as Mitigation IIWQ-1, this concept of 
mitigation for increased impervious surface is acceptable. Whichever alternative 
detention basin design is selected, site-specific or watershed-wide, the proposal must be 
reviewed by the District in its capacity as flood control agency for Sant.a Clara County. 
Any proposal must include calculations for the peak flows and volumes, management of 
flows resulting from lesser frequency events. Also provide the inflow and outflow 
hydro graphs, routing, storage design of the outlet and spillway, operating and 
maintenance procedures, and discuss safoty considerations. 

Also, detention basin design, as well as other hydrologic studies .• should consider storm 
and flooding events more frequent than the 100-year event to properly evaiuate the results 
of development. Tf detention basins are designed considering only the l 00-year event, 
flooding could still occur during more frequent events, depending on the basin design. 
The timing of flows is crucial to the operation of successful detention basins. 



87-4 4. 

87-5 5. 

87-6 6. 

87 -7 7. 

87 -8 8. 

87-9 9. 

87 -10 10. 
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In mitigating tlooding, measures should be considered to reduce flows from the more 
frequent storms, whether by detention basins or other means. 

The District has previously discussed with Stanford the use of a 20-acre portion of the 
project bounded by Foothill Expressway northerly, Page Mill Road westerly, Coyote Hill 
road, southerly, and Deer Creek e:JStcrly as off-stream storage and potential habitat 
enhancement for several endangered species. The lands are shown designated (Figure 2-
4) as Open Space and Academic Reserve and as Special Conservation. Under existing 
conditions, these designations are compatibie with our proposed use. However, we 
n:qudsl lhal no individual project that would remove this area from future use as the 
District has proposed be put forth until our discussions are resolved. 

Watershed- or subwatershed-scale deten,tion facilities may create opportunities for 
pannering among the District, the Cowity of Santa Clara. and Stanford University. For 
example, as discussed in Comment 4, above, the District sees the potential for off-stream 
storage on Matadero Creek upstcam of Foothill Expressway. 

We note that an additionaJ mitigation for Impact HWQ-1 is appropriate site design. 
Decreasing runoff from any given site wi 11 partially relieve the impacts of development. 
We suggest consideration of site design as presented in the Bay Area Stonnwater 
Management Agencies• Start at the Source-Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater 
Quality Protection and Sire Planning for Urban Stream Protection, prepared by Tom 
Schueler, the Center for Watershed Protection, for the Metropolitan Washington Council 
of Governments, among other documents. 

Regarding groundwater recharge (IIWQ-2) and groundwater quality (HWQ·3). it is 
acceptable to evaluate loss and replacement in kind of recharge as proposed. We caution 
that runoff to be used lor recharge should be a appropriate quality to avoid pollution of 
the groundwater resource. As with detention basins, the District must review and 
approve any proposed recharge facility. 

The comment regarding abandoned wells and the necessity to locate those is appropriate 
(Impact and Mitigation HWQ-3). Plea::;t= contad the District's Wells Si:rvices fur 
additional information on locating and properly destroying inactive wells. 

Regarding impacts to surface water quality from construction (HWQ-4 ), we note that, in 
accordance with the revisions to the Clean Water Act. the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System for storm water will require permit compliance for construction sites 
greater than or equal i acre :JS of March 10, 2003. Currently, although a notice of intent 
to comply with the Construction NPDES Permit is not required for sites smaller tha.11 5 
acres, construction sites of any size may not allow pollutants lo enter or threaten to enter 
wa~rcourses, 
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fn the third bullet item on page 4.5-20, impact HWQ-4, it is stated that construction sites 
will be visited once per month during rainy seasons by Stanford staff. It should be 
recognized that this is not a substitute for monitoring of control measures prior to and 
during storm events. 

We note that post-construction control measures or best managl.!ment practices may 
mitigate potential groundwater contaminates (HWQ-3). We appreciate d1e consideration 
of grassy swales and vegetated filter strips for parking lots. 

As stated in Mitigation PS-t C, Water Conservation and Recycling, anticipated water 
consumption will increase above Stanford's existing allocation, and that water 
conservation and recycling is proposed to offset that shortfall. We note that the use of 
recycled water in the unconfined areas may require monitoring for groundwater quality. 

It is possible that, if additional water is not available from Hetch-Hetchy during a dry 
period. for example, Stanford may CA"tract groundwater for potable or irrigation use. 
However, we would caution against ovcrdrafting. It is also possible that in the future, 
District treated water may become available to service the City of Palo Alto and 
Purissima Hills Water District. In that case. Stanford may considt:r availing itself of that 
service. 

Regarding Biological Resources. please define the minimwn widths and other qualities of 
the Special Conservation (E-SA-SC) butfers along streams and between land uses. For 
ex.ample. will the buffers be thickly planted to better serve as visual buffers, managed for 
wild life habitat. or mowed as fire breaks? Also. arc any new agricultural uses proposedi ··- _ 

The District supports protection of California Tiger Salamander habitat, specifically 
including BI0-1 (a) through (e}-Option 2: the Alternative Mitigation Program that 
provides a less than significanl impact after mitigation and is not proposed by the 
applicant (pages 4.8-32 through 4.8-34). 

As stated previously, in accordance with District Ordinance 83-2, any construction, 
demolition, grading or landscaping proposed within 50 teet from the top of bank of a 
District watercourse is subject to review and the isl'uance of a pennit prior to 
commencement of work. 

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review the DEIR for this project. If you have any 
comments or questions, please call me at (408) 265-2607, extension 2259. 

Sincerely, William C. Springer, P.E. 
Associate Civil Engineer 
Community Projects Review Unit 
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7 August, 2cm 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
Planning Office, County of Santa Clara 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA Q5110 

Letter 88 

Re: Stanford University Draft Community i:itan and Generai Use Permit Application, 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

The Draft EIR responds to my letter cf 17 December, 1999 (letter H), comment #11, 
regarding the original Palo Alto Airport location on Stanford lands near Stanford 
Avenue and El Gamino Real by stating that "Research Into hlstortc sites uncovered 
no evidence of this use·. I attach copies of text and tv.o photographs ....tlich refute this 
finding. 

The first ~oto, from Streets of Palo Alto, published by ttie Palo Alto Historical 
Association, 1991 Revised, Sho'Mt College Terrace looking tO'Milrd the Stanford 
Stadium. The airport is dear1y visible bel""'8en Stanford Avenue and SerTa, 
extending south-~st from El Camino Real. 

The second ~etc and text are taken from Palo Alto. A CeotennlaJ Hjstorv. boJ Ward 
\Mnslow. This volume -...es also published by the Palo Alto Hlstor1cal Association, 
1993. This text documents that •Lt Norman GOddard opened the Palo Alto SChool of 
Aviation· In 1928 on Stanford land near the comer of Stanford Avenue and El Camino 
Real.~ The airport 'MIS used by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's division of 
forestry from 1929 untll 1934. It continued to be used for general aviation until the 
municipal airport 'MIS opened in 1935 in its current location. 

Once again, I reQuest that possible remains of this cultural resource be evaluated In 
the Environmental lmpad Report. 

As a preservationist (and president of Palo Alto Stanford Heritage), l must also 
question how the consultants drafting the EIR could have found "no evidence d this 
use.• Wist type of «research" did they do? It is very apparent that did not speak "'1th 
Steve Staiger, Palo Alto's hlstor1an or search the archive files located in our main 
library. I am extremely concerned that research of cultural resources Is being 
entrusted to a group that does not understand how to do such research. ihe 
documentation I have provided is Yotdely available and no great effort should have 
been required to locate It. 

Regards, 

r~G~ . v ~ 

Pria Graves 
Cc: Joseph Simitian 
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COLUMBIA STREET in College Terrace was named for Columbia 
University, New Yorlc City, established in 1754. 

COMMERCIAL STREET is one of three strc.>ets located in the eJttreme 
southeast corner of Palo Alto which were apparently named for their 
intended us.age. The other two arc INDUSTRIAL A VENUE and 
TRA4"'1SPORT STREET. 

COl'A:MUNJTY LANE is an alley adjacent to the Lucie Stern Community 
Center. ft runs intermittently bctweeri Harriet and Newell. 

CORINA WAY was named for Corina Kauffmann, the wlfe of Sam 
Kauffmann. the builder. 

CORI< OAK WAY. Dr. Emory Evans Smith, Assistant Professor of 
Horticulture, Stanford University, 1892-1896, introduced cork oaks to 
Palo Alto with the idea that they might develop lnto a cash crop. A 
Corle Oak <Quercus s&Jber) is now growing at 3400 Cork Oak Way .. 

CO.R.NELt STREET in College Terrace was named for Cornell Univer
sity, lthaca, New York, established in 1865. It was originally named 
Washington Stre<?t. but Its name was changed when Mayfield was 
annexed to Palo Alto in 1925. 

Q '.l. ' f \.),- i, (\ \ 'Le 
-2)\ ('..._;) ~ C/" I ''- () 
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1111111 .... 

Ge11111R Around 

PALO ALTO MJSTOa!c...L >.SIOCL4 noN 

Sign' 11.1d1 a• this on• ct NflWflll end Embo~adero roods 
mark tne syslem of oic:yc/e /ane.s ltiro1.1gho1.1t Palo A/lo. 

In (he 1920s, the police began enforcing an 

ordinance requiring lamps on bicycles ridden at 
night. Licensing began in 1936 wich a fee of 25 
cents per ye::ir. Berwecn 1936 and 1948. records 
show. 13,236 hi<.:ydes were registered in Palo Alto. 

Concern arose in che 1940s and l 9;0s over 
juvenile bicyclists' problems. Cycling safety was 

stressed ar Bicycle Days at Rinconada Park. When 
a 1945 ordinance banning the obscruction of 
sidewalks by parked bicycles took effect, 14 of
fendc::rs were caught on the first day. The first
offensc penalty was r.wo days wichouc one's bike. 

Bicycling's popularity surged anew in the !ate 
1%0s and. :is in the 1890s, :idulrs shared 6is 
interc!;t. In 1967, the Clry Council approved bi

cych:-routc srreecs rhrough P:ilo Alto marked by 
signs, bur rhe poorly planned routes were not 

popular with cyclists or the communiry. In 19'72. 
a new 74·milt: system of bike lam.:_s was crc:rn:d, 
causing some conflicts with :idvocates of streer 

parking. In the mic..l-'70s. bike hridge.s were built 
across San Fr::incisquico Creek ac San Mateo Drive 
in .\.1en!o Park and ar Waverley Screec, and across 

Adobe Creek ar Wilkie Way and ocher polms. 

Safery amid automobile traffic became a grow
ing concern as more and more mulcigear bikes 

and mounrain bikes appeared on clry streets. 
Bicycle commuting became part of the city's trans-

pon:uion planning in the 1980s. championed by 

Ciry Council Member Ellen Fletcher. The Bryant 
Sm~er "bike boulevard" opened in 1982 co provide 

a safe, direct cross-town corridor for these com~ 
mucers. 

Palo Altana Take to the Sky 

World War I created avtd public interest in avia~ 
rion. P::ilo Alto are:i people eager to cry flying went 

up for rides in 1919 wich Valdo H. Brazil from rhe 
Scanford flying field, and in the early 1920s ·'07.rith 
Ray Sullivan, whose aeroplane flighcs from a field 
on Embarcadero Road near the city wace!"Jlorks 

(just east of Rinconada Park) cost S2.50 each. 
Lr. Norman Goddard opened the Palo Alro 

School of Aviation in 1928 on Stanford land near 

che comer of Stanford Avenue and El Camino 

Real. The field, with rwo hangars. a ground school, 

a small office and a strip of grass for a runway, 
was used by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's 
division of forestry as its flight center from 1929-
34. One of the school's first graduates, Paul Mantz. 
won the world championship in 1929 for flying the 
difficult outside loop, and went on to become a 
srunt pilot in Hollywood. Goddard was killed at an 
Alameda Counry air show when the wings fell off 
a glider he was exhibiting. Mantz. too, ultimately 
died in a crash. 

In the early 1930s. Palo Alto officials moved to 
establish a municipal airport en the bayfront 
While that work was in progress. che air school de
camped from Stanford, chased by a lawsuit filed 

by College Terrace residents who attacked it as a 
public nuisance and menace. Among the School 

of Aviarion personnel making the move in 1935 
was jack :-.lystrom. who. togecher with his son. 
Jim, wenc on to log more than 50 years of family 

0. c~- .. , \-, '\ ", . ,,. \ 
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A i t o 

fAl.O "1.1'0 Kl5TOl<lc:..l. ...sliOCU.TtON 

The original Palo Alto Airport ...-01 on Sionforcl land near tlie inlerseciion of El Cofl'lino Rsol and Slon{iorci Avenue. 
It was relocated IQ r/i, bayfands in 193.5. 

<=>•tn .:.t."l"n UM:1IYt.V;"lo4l('"H.1.F.L!>t,1'1!"'1iCV 

Air traffic cantrcilers al Palo A/io Airport • .,,..,, Iha ganerai aviorion n-Cs of no,,/.ern Sonle:I Claro Counly. 
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August 7, 2000 
Via fax 4081279-8537 

5 Santa Clara County Planning Office 
70 W. Hedding Street, East Wing, 7u, floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 
Attn: Sarah Jones, Associate Planner 

10 RE: Comments to Draft EIR on the proposed Stanford University 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

Community Plan/General Use Permit [#7165-07-81-99GP-99P-99EIR] 

I am writing today to submit our comments to the Stanford University Draft Community 
Plan and General Use Permit Application Draft EIR. Our comments are as follows: 

A. Open Space 

In section 4.2, pages 16-21 and pages 26-27, the Draft EIR discusses the loss of 
recognized open space. First of all, a distinction should be made throughout the 
document between undeveloped open space and developed open space. The Plan and 
Draft EIR fail, in most cases, to note this distinction. The distinction is important in that 
undeveloped open space often provides for a richer habitat for threatened and endangered 
species that developed open space cannot adequately match. Furthermore, native flora is 
prevalent in the undeveloped foothills, yet obviously lacking in developed 'so-called' 

open space. 

We oppose new development in the foothills west of Junipero Serra Boulevard. The 
County should insist that Stanford's Plan be entirely consistent with the letter and spirit 
of the City of Palo Alto's Plan with particular attention to Palo Alto's Urban Growth 
Boundary. The Plan proposes development in the Lathrop Development District west of 
Junipero Serra. Blvd. The Draft EIR notes that even after clustered development in the 
Lathrop District, there would be 'significant and unavoidable' impacts resulting in loss of 
open space. This is inaccurate, as these impacts are avoidable. The County should use 
its zoning authority both to promote alternatives that keep future growth within the core 
campus area, and, if necessary, to require more substantial mitigation to make the 
impacts less than significant. 

The Draft EIR falls short of identifying realistic mitigation measures to reduce the Plan's 
significant impact on open space in the foothills. 

lY2 l b.!~l Bav,h11rt" R";i-l ;:;tlllt' 2LH 
[',1lo ,-\ l rt i, C::\ '14 10 l 
-! l 5- 390-,'H I I -
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B. Transportation and Traffic 

In section 4.4 page 90, the Draft EIR points out that " .. .the addition of trips for the 
project scenarios with and without the arena and theater, when added to background 
2010 conditions, would affect impacts along five intersections in the City of Palo Alto, 
eight in the City of Menlo Park, two in Stanford, and two (others) in Santa Clara 
County." 

The Draft EIR correctly asserts that despite attempts at proposed mitigation, automobile 
trips will significantly increase. However, we do not believe that the significant impacts 
are unavoidable. Alternative project scenarios could produce a noticeably less significant 
impact on traffic at the identified intersections. We urge the County to support an 
alternative that does not increase traffic congestion. 

; 

Traffic congestion is a primary cause of air pollution. Only projects that improve, or at 
the very least do not deteriorate air quality levels. should be allowed to go forward. 

C. Ecological Habitat for Threatened and Endangered Species 

In section 4.8, the Draft EIR correctly notes that there are several threatened or 
endangered plant and animal species in and around the proposed development area. 
There does noc appear to be enough information provided to conclude that Stanford's 
mitigation proposals would lead to less than significant impacts in any of the identified 
areas. Further, the Draft EIR asserts that after mitigation, only the California Tiger 
SalamanderJ~TS) would be subject to significant environmental impacts. And still 
further, the Draft EIR asserts that with the use of an alternative mitigation, the CTS 
would also be saved from significant impact. We disagree! Option 1 in Stanford's Plan 
does not offer the necessary enduring protection of CTS habitat because it relies on the 
'management zone' as mitigation, which does not preclude future development, and 
hence does not provide long-term security for the species. Additionally, Option I does 
not guarantee that the new ponds will be effective before new development occurs. 

We urge the County to undertake environmentally thorough srudies to determine where 
best to expand the important and necessary 'Special Conservation Areas' that would 
allow for very limited development in the foothills in the EIR. The existing area are 
clearly not large enough to protect important species habitat. 

Also please be aware that even though relevant endangered species and native plant laws 
may, in some instances, permit the State Department of Fish and Game to allow takings, 
the County is not required to allow e~dangered or rhreatened plant and animal species to 
be harmed. We urge the County to require that all endangered or threatened native plant 
species in undeveloped or minimally developed areas be fully and thoroughly protected. 
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D. Air Quality 

In section 4 .11, pages 16-17, the Draft EIR asserts that there would noc be a significanc 
cumulative environmental impact on air quality. This entire section fails to take into 

account rhe air quality impacts of increased traffic in the Stanford/Mid-Peninsula area. 

This is a serious flaw and must be addressed by the County as tile planning process 

moves forward. 

Furthermore, diesel exhaust is a significant source of particulate air pollution. The Draft 

EIR does not include a thorough analysis of whether the technology exists to adequately 

eliminate most diesei particulate matter. Furthermore, what enforcement and monitoring 

will exist to ensure that construction operators will adhere to clean air requirements? 

Finally, there is no comment on whether any of the new building will have diesel 

generators as back-up power sources. Stanford must be required to provide that 

information and the analysis must include detailed information and impacts on plans for 
frequent testing of these back-up generators. 

E. Alternatives 

Stanford's development proposal would result in huge environmental impacts on 

surrounding cities. These impacts should be fully mitigated, and if they can't be, then 

the project should be significantly reduced in scale. We urge the County ro study an 

alternative permanent academic growth boundary-consistent with Palo Alto's Urban 

Growth Boundary. 

. '-

Stanford should not be allowed to sprawl its urban development beyond Palo Alto's 

already established urban growth boundary. This alternative growth boundary would 

remove the 154-acre campus expansion into the foothills (Latilrop). 

We would like to see one or more reduced project alternatives to be studied more 

thoroughly. The EIR says that the project, when cut in half, would produce 

environmental impacts and therefore dismisses this alternative and does not study it 
adequately. Reducing the project in half would reduce the campus population growth 

from 2 ,200 to 1, 100, the total square footage from 5 to 2 .5 million square feet, the 
number of new parking spaces from 3,000 to 1,500. This almost certainly would reduce 

environmental impacts. The 'Environmentally Superior Alternative' currently selected in 
the EIR does not reduce tile project size in any significant manner. The Environmentally 

Superior Alternative selected by the EIR should be enhanced to include a reduced project 

size, reduced new parking spaces, and reduced square footage overall. 

The EIR should analyze what plarrning toois are available ro permanently protect the 

foothills. Restrictive zoning, clustered development, developer agreements and the use 
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of conservation easemencs can be used to protect the foothills completely from future 

development. 

F. Growth and Plan Consistency 

It appears that the Draft EIR lacks the necessary degree of specificity that County 
decision-makers (and the public) will require to make an informed and environmentally 

responsible decision. 

We do not support the Draft EIR's assertion that the Stanford Plan is consistent with the 

City of Palo Alto's Comprehensive Plan. We believe the Draft EIR is mistaken in 

claiming that Policy L-1 is consistent. Please provide a more extensive analysis and 

rationale for that assertion. 

The Draft EIR correctly points out that Stanford's Plan is growth-inducing. The impacts 

on already existing housing pressures and traffic congestion will likely be great. 

The County should study development performance measures. Stanford is proposing an 

unprecedented amount of development and it must be built from a foundation of reliable 
land use planning. The County should require the development to be higher density, 

with smaller building footprints. Development should be focused on redevelopment of 

older single story less efficient buildings, and structured parking should be required. 
Stanford has roughly 175 acres of surface parking lots. Stanford should be required to 
develop these into strucrures, freeing up more than enough land to develop housing 

without destroying valuable habitat or open space. · ._ 

On section 7, page 55 the Draft EIR states that "significant unavoidable impacts occur in 
five different areas: open space, traffic anq circulation, historic resources, construction 

noise, and growth inducement." It appears too easy to allow and go along with 

'significant unavoidable impacts' through these areas. We suggest a more detailed 

analysis is needed and we urge the County to insist on the most substantial and effective 
mitigation measures possible, without regard to cost. 

Thank you for taking our comments into account. We look forward to your responses. 

35 Submitted by 

~d 
Dan Kalb 

40 Director, Sierra Club Lorna Prieta Chapter 
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THE SAND HILL 

Honorable Commissionc:rs 
Santo Clara County Depamncnt of Planning and Development 
70 Wr:st Hedding Street 
7u. Floor 
San .lose, CA 95110 

Dear Honorable Members of the Planning Commission of Santa Clara County: 

Letter 90 

August 1, 2000 

As required by the CEQA, and in conjum.-tiun with the obligations of the Santa Clara County Board of 
Supervisors and Planning Commission to conduct cnvironmemni reviews of any action involving potentially significant 
impacts. I respeafully submit my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report relating to actions proposed by 
Stanford University pursuant to Stanford's application .tor approval ofa General Use Permit in the context of the Draft 
Community Plan aod General Use Pennit Application. 

My comments basically align with Section 7 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) and other relevant sub
:;ectiom:.of the DEIR in whi<.il the full spectrum oflogical and rational alternatives to the proposed a.."tion are absent 
from the document. On the basis of a glaring exclusion ot' a comprehensive infill focu~ed design solution as the most 
logical alternative: available to Smnford, 1 commend for your serious and thoughtful consideration the denial of any and 
all permits :iought by Stanford linked to the proposed acrion as described in Section J (Description of Proposed Project) 
and the alternatives ~cribed in Sections 7.2.B and 7.2.C. Further, I propose that within the scope of the statutory 
amhority vested in the County of Santa Clara. that approval of the Gc:nc:ral Use Pennit Application be temporarily 
suspendc:d.. and. that the Cowtty issue a mora10rium on the submission by Stanford of any revised application until such 
time as the conditions summarW:d in Se1.'tion 2.0 below arc mc:t by Stunford and found to be iwccptable by the 
impacted citiC3. town. villages, and unincorporuted IU'ellS within Santa Clara County, and chm such moratorimn be 
recogniz.cd a:i also providing gratis protection to potentially impacted communities lying within San Mateo County. 

1.0 RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDED DENIAL AND MORATORIUM 

1.1 History, current statu1, and probable future responsiveness by Stsnrord to the greater community's 
national and le~itimate concerns. In my extended discussions with various members of the P~o Alto and Menlo 
park a>nununitics during the pllSt severaJ weeks, I have discovered a history of divisiveness between the academic and 
land development principals er St:mfurd on the one band and impacted residents and senior Stanford faculty and 
administrator.1 on the other. l have learned that rc:pcated attempts by such rcspcctc:d scholar.J as Wallace Stegner (now 
deceased) and Oerg Treichel (retired) have consistently railed to alter the c:oar.ie of Stanford land developers. I 
witnessed this process personally in my fim direct exposure to the Stanfurd dc:vc:lopment juggernout dwing the Sand 
Hill projecl review. I was stunned by the audacicy of the developers as they continued to igno~ issues of profound 
importimce to the future of the University. tc1 well as the concerns of the local residents. I have concluded from these 
expcric:m:cs therefore thaI it is imperative that Stanford be compelled to listen to a community that boldly and 
convincingly expressed ilS displeasure during the: hCllling:i of July 19 and August 3; a community united in ib 'tance 
and supported unllllimously by its representatives on the: Palo Alto City Council on July 31, 2000. 

1.2 Timing oftbe current GUP application and its potential linkage to timing oftbe Stanford West and 
Stanford Mall expaosioo As a new ''instant city" on Lower Sand Hill becomes occupied with more: than 1,000 new 
rc:iidc:nts over the next rew momhs, and as many of these new occupants spill out of multiple: new driveways onro the 
new 'unlimited access' Sand Hill 'freeway' on their way to the Mall or to their job at Stanford (and likely the medical 
people will be the: only ones noc using their cars), we will all be: Wlltclling and observing the differential between what 
was promised and what we will have to live with as the: imp111.'ts begin co unfold. Adding to this new congestion will 
be the dynamic of the "rude" bridge 'blockade' on Sand Hill. where the roadway squeezes from four down to two lanes 
a.t the Menlo Park boundary. rn had been the proponent of the new GUP - a project many times the si:ze oft.he Sand 
Hill 'instant city' - I too would have sought a hasty approval before Che communicy had reali:zed what was happening. 
!fl had perceived !h!!t Stanford West rongestion would occur bcfure approval ofche GUP, l would have nervously 
anticipated a more ~trenuous objection than the basically polite and civilized statementS made during the recent 
hearin&'· In fB.1.'"l. I might even have considered delaying the S:md Hill project further to avoid the embarrassment of 
"live'· impacts during the GUI> deliberations. 
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J .3 Growth and Stanford - de11ial of limit.I to growth. The concept of growth is complex. Growth is a natural, 
biological and physical phenomenon that has all too often been equ:i.ted with ·'good". Growth of a child co matur.ity is 
normal and good; unregulated growth of human cells is cancer and is not good. You get the point. In geo-spatial 
tenns - char is, the quanta of the Earth surface to ~hare. covet. protect. or destroy- variable patterns of human 
occupancy and movement are played out in dynamic scenarios among multiple laycr.s of populations. living in 
sometimes unique bur mostly ~itive physical pattml!I (i.e.. :1uburban tracts, malls). Is Stanford seeking to become a 
combination of these two elements of urbanity that unfortunately de.fine the American urban landscape. Stanford wants 
to remain a firm, but I'm afraid it's too late for that. and unlc:i~ it cantrohl it:1 middle-egcd !!prcad, it will eventually 
lose its uniquenes.~ and look like everyotherplace USA. Cities, town!!, Stanford. village!!. fanm, all fimctioning with 
either growing, stable, or diminishing populations. ideally optimize their functions to fit their population levels. 

Growth in population is often incorrectly percc:ived Ill! a function ofl11Dd availability. As we will see below, 
gross !and availability has a!mo5' nothing to do with population level!!. But before looking at the issue of density as 
relating to function, I will discuss land in the context of the traditional notion of tenure. In Western or Euro centric 
cultures, tenure refers to legally !l!lnctioncd. private "right!!" to occupy or reside on 3!! well as to alter the land surfece or 
sub-surf.ice. Some land carries wich it the opportunitic:s and burdens of shared space ("the oommons"). 

Stanford, while clearly the legal ·owner' of the hmd on which it holds the title is the dominant and in facr the 
defining entity within the oommunity of Palo Alto. As such, Stanfonl i~ burdened by an ethical, if not strictly legal 
n:quircmcnt to behave, not as a monolithic dictator hue as an honorable. perceptive, caring. and intelligent neighbor. 
However, Stanford, due in p:Jrt to its size and visual dominance, is one of those uniq~ iniltitutions in which the line 
betw~ private ond public is somewhat blurred. This can be quite oonfusing and it is not clear that Stanford agree!! 
with this conclusion. as we all were summarily reminded by a speaker offering comment during the August 3 hearing 
i,efore the Planning Commission • and I paraphr:ise: 'Stanford is private land and therefore we (Stanford) can place 
restrictions on the public's right to aca:!!s or otherwise use or secure value from OUR land. beyond the vi:iual. which 
we (Stanford) are happy to share·. I breathed a sigh of relief as 1 oould not imagine a visual barrier timcc. or worse -
the CHP issuing citations for "side glmcing'' while driving along 280 between Sand Hill and Alpine. At this point, I 
am tempted to raise the: question ofju3t "who" is Stanford, but I shall deflect chis question to those who know, better 
than I. the various voiCC::l of the university. 

As the legs.I owner of the land on which most of the University is situated, there is no question that Stanford 
has the right to restrict accc:is and to otherwise protect itself from exren1al insults, be they the re.sull of a&:tions by casual 
visitors, trcsp11Ssers, ~uattcrs, or corporate polluters. By the same logic and in many cases. by the provision and 
availability of statutory relict: Stanfurd docs not retain an unencumbered reciprocal right to 'trcspa:i:i • on iu neighbors, 
or otherwise re.~trict or harm its neighbor.I, without providing the equivalent of just compensation. or ai least mitigation 
of impacts, including the intelligent, sophisLil:<lted, tmd inclusive planning of such magnanimous adventures as is 
proposed in the GUP. By way ofit.~ expansionist. outward trending polkies and development program.~. Stanford is 
harming it!! neighbors in the same waythar any ill~ceived. sprawling subdivision harms by its visual insult, for 
example, or even harms itself by fosrering conditions that exacc:rbatc anti~ocial or isolationist tendenci~ among its 
resident!!. (e.g., the suburban "Stepford Wives" syndrome) Nol all isolationfat qualities imply psychoses or 
i.:riminality - some arc simplyeounterproductive to knowledge building, which i:1 increasingly based on 
interdisciplinary collaboration. This is where Stanford's thinking about its physical and geo-spatial enviromncnt 
should be. 

Aside from the quanta ofland. anolhc::r complex issue involving land occupancy and use is density. An 
elusive issue, on the one hand, density is defined by c:oologists in tctms associated with dynamic carrying capacity (i.e., 
density fluctuates on a dilll'!lal, seasonal, or other temporal pattern (i.e., availability offood) and is ideally optimii.ed to 
"tit" che capacity of the ~vironmcnt to absorb the impacts of the occupiers while sustaining its inherent qualities; on 
the other hand. an economist relates to density in terms of macro economic principles expressed by rates of 
productivity or consumption. or by import/export balances, or by supply vs. demand. etc. A city defines density in 
tem1s ofnumbers ofindividuah per unit area; a city generally has a higher density than a town, than a village, than 
fannland or parkland. A noo-<:ommu!er btt:lcd college or university often carries significantly higher density than a city 
at large. And why- because a. university is a den:icly concentrated community of scholars. in which the suc:cess of the 
institution is increasingly meas\U'ed by the l"C3ult!! of oollaboration or sharing. Stanford is reponcdly the world's 
largest university in cenns of contiguous land area. Stanford is, at the same time. one of !he world's loneliest 
instirutions ofhigher learning. 

However. by reversing the IX!ltrifugal growth trends presently dominating its alternative futures denning 
policies, Stanford. by creatively infilling and increasing the density ofits rote. will achieve the dual positive result of 
providing for: I) substantial inLcmll! benefit!! through the concentration of its academi~ and n:sidcntial programs into a 
form conducive to a higher level of intellea.u..'11 collaboration - creation of the new "yard" and "square'· for the 3cd 
Millennium; and 2) reduction of internal coses to itself by incrca!!ing efficiencies in all functional categories, including 
reduction in time displaced (lost) through greater proximity of all academic/life way functions. 

Stanfurd's present day 'land srewards'. in the spirit ofR.cvcrcnd Fallwell's recent denial of global wanning,. 
have denied that unfettered and endless growth may have adverse consequences in a world in which the smmt 
COl'J'>Orations are turning to sufficiency as one of their guiding principlc:i. Stanford ha:i slipped into the oompetition trap 
by adopting the philosophy that growth is an inalienable right- a given - und therefore, growth must be good, ifno1 'a. 
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good', as in a rommodiry. Consequem!y, SUIIlford has :u:lopk;d a vi:ry low dem;ity, suburban-style, land consuming. 
growth model, based more on the automobile dominated junior college approach than the enlightened approaches 
.:ngaged by a 'typical' Great University. Herein lies the flaw in Stanford's development approach. As Stanford 
continues to bulge Bt its perimeter while lonely leaves blow in the bree-.t.C at:ro:is its unwalkcd core paths, this sprawling. 
energy-consuming mega-campus will beoomc even !oncJicr, while in the surrounding community, jam-packed wirh 
new oondos and apllrtment.s in the visually numbing ·'Stanfurd West" typology, belcagucn:d residents drown under the 
weight of 20 minute grid locks at all intersections at noon. as the citizens of this once bucolic community become 
angrier by the year, is it aJJ because Stanfurd is growing in the wrong way in the wrong places? 

1.4 The Win-Win option - framework of a solution 

1.4.1 What should Staarord do? 
The growth issue discussed in Section l .3 above is the centerpiece of my rationale for recommending permit 

dc:nial and a mOJ11Wrium on approvai of the GlJP uncii sucJl rime as Stanfurd agrees to the various Conditions outlined 
in Section 2.0 below. Stanford will, of course either: l) ignore the.'le Conditions (if they arc not sanctioned by an 
explicit .finding and mandate by the County in its authority over certain aspeas ofStanfurd's development rights and 
privileges. or. 2) strenuously object to any sanction placed by the County in which Stanford is compelled to consider 
these conditions :ic::riously and is therefore required to take steps toward meeting these requirements. Jn the first 
instance. Stanford wins the baale, but loses the war. rn the second instance, Stanford loses the banle but the war docs 
nol toke place and all panies win. Unless of course, Stanford elects to bring suit against the CoWlty to void any such 
invasion of there presumed rigntS. I shall not speculate on the probable resolve of such a legal challenge, however, 
Scanford should noc assume a fuvorable outcome as a given. 

1.4.l Deslgniag a solution. 
I have discussed a series of design centered aaivitics with various mcmbm of the greater oommuruly and 

have received overwhelming support fur the concept of a two-day seminar fucusing on the issues discussed in this 
commentary, and taking place within the nm several wccks. followed by a multi-university/professional oonoept 
design studio, based jointly at Harvard and Stanford, but also involving Berkeley. Penn. Santa Cruz. and several desigt1 
oftic.e.1, led by Sasalci Associates. The intent of the two-day seminar will be to scope the major issues !Ind ~gin the 
process of detailing an alternative development process that will enable Stanfurd to meet the challc:ngcs defined by the 
conditions specified in 2.0 below. 

l.O Coaditions: 
To reinsmre tho GUP. the University, broadly reprcson~ by the office of the President, lhcTrus=s, !he Fsrulty, the 

Siuden1s, as voling members of a c:ampus consonium, 3lld Szanfurd Developmenr, as an advisory. non-voting member, musi reach a 
joint agcement between Stanibrd and mcmbcn of the conununity as well u rqin:scnlatives of!h.= Commwlilics of Palo Alto, 
Mounmin View. Menlo Park. Portola Valley. Woodside, Los AJIOS Hills. Redwood City, and Adii:noo, and other ~choldin within 
San111 Clam and S1111 Mott» Counties. Stanfold shall agree ro: 

2. l l'Clllin an "advisory" design n::am and to illC(l!pOl'llfl: a proce$S for the creation of an alternative core campus 
d.:v~lopmenr stmregy based in pan on a comprehensive in-till policy including the full utilizalion l11c arboraum ('the patcll ') and 11!1 
other intill opportunities in the: ~ 

2.2 Develop an amenable 'town-gown' ime~1ion/sharing/outr¢11cll plan on the Harvud Square Model 
2.3 documcnr ull elements i>f th~ gmwlh-m4intcnance 

plan, including spccttie sia:; and Slrllcmnl 5dtonaric.• 
2.4 A spcciJic and doc:umi:nled growth~. population, und density CBJI' 
2.S Secure in pcrpcmity pcr1111JlC11t open :ipace above J1111ipcro Sera 8lvd. 
2.6 Seek oprions ro purchase 3dditioaal I)'~ are.as in Woodside. Ponola n Los Altos Hills 
2.6 no location, srrucmral or other cliangc to golf course 
2.7 priorili:ze in..:ore srudent housing 
2.8 inve.t in alternative World-cluss arbonotwn in .Portolu V11llc:y, l'ltlo Alto, or Woodside in suitable: 
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hearings 

The following are abstracted from my field notes 

Building inward 
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Stanford must build inward. not outward as a car-crazed junior college might. And it must physically build 
inward by creating clusters of academic, residential, and service elements, linked by state-of-the-art people 
moving systems (I.e •. no cars in "the yard•). in that mysteriously sandified no-mans land that I have dubbed 
the 'Australian weed patch' • lhe untouchable area that disjoins the Village of Palo Alto from the half-a-pie 
core of the inner core of the campus The "pie" needs to be filled in, and the base of the foothills must be 
the line in the sand. 

I propose that the so-called 'arboretum' extending along and on both sides of Palm Drive be rededicated as 
filling the remaining ~alf cirde" of the campus core and thus creating a 'commons' and 'yard', with 2,500 
new residences for students and faculty, and associated academic and service/commercial clusters built in 
the arboretum in sinewy casUe-like clusters on each side of the new Grand Alee {Palm Drive). This 
loneliest of the great academies can then be knitted together as a community of collaborating 
scholars .................. served by the multiple-node people-moving system .••...••.•............ .there will be no 
cars in the core ..•................... the social and intelledual integration that this university badly needs shall be 
fulfilled by this design concept.. ....•....•..•.... this approach will also eliminate the need for any additional 
physical outgrowth at the current perimeter. and will provide the comfort Stanford Is looking for in order to 
permanently dedicate the hills as open space .•.•••.....•...••. and will seive to link the Village of Palo Alto to 
the university - now separated by the gulf of what I have dubbed the 'Ausie weed 
patch'. .............................. will not be advocating the elimination of the 'arboretum·. only the vitalization of 
this now UNNATURAL. fundionless space 

Design team 
assemble a design team that would not only retain but would add additional landscaping and produce a 
vibrant academic and living environment that both the community and Stanford would be proud 
of ....•..•...•....... .interest at the Harvard Design School (where I taught between 1975 and 1982) is palpable 
......................... .I proposed and Harvard accepted, both a mini-defining seminar (this fall) and Cart has 
agreed to oversee a full design studio .............. in which I have promoted the three BIG Peninsula projects 
of the moment (Moffett. Stanford, Pacific Shores) as a super case study ..•...•....•..•.... with significant 
opportunities for major Innovation in planning and design .................... challenging Stanford to control 
itself •..•... after all, isn't Stanford the center of tecilno-innovation? Where is it? 

with the iwistWlcc of lhe best architectS, landscape architeas, systems theoreticians. humanists, :md scientists, 
engineers. historian, poets, and other artists· we will design and build an academic 'Bilbao'" that will stand for five 
thou!llllld years. 

Continued critique and summary 
.............. Palo Alto's tolerance is evidently stretching quite thin.................... If this 
be the case, then it is time for the Palo Alto community to call a halt to this pattern of 
creeping incrementalism .................. Whether through legal, political, or perhaps even 
through civil disobedience, this community must make its voice heard • and heard NOW. 
We will not have a better chance .............................. .! suggest a summit be called -
to lay out the issues in detail ................. this is about scholarship, excellence, 
achievement, humanitarianism. comm.unity, honor, appropriate technology, and 
leadership, not Stanford dot com .................. recognizing the need to engage in a form of 
enlightened sufficiency. Stanford can, In one simple way, begin to solve several problems at the same 
time .............•.••...•...•..• The most intelligent move the plan proponents could make at the 
moment is to declare a moratorium on the notion that "bigger is better" . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . challenging Stanfurd to resurrect the ideas of cooperation and 
community, put forth by founder Leland Stanford ............ Fifth· the fortitude to draw 
lines in the sand and say, as Portland, Oregon has done - and as a few of our local 

4 



Letter 90 

villages are trying to do, "you have gone far enough". In the body, uncontrolled growth 
is called 'cancer'; perhaps it is the same on the Jand .................. new paradigm in which 
communities and their constituents, increasingly linked by the web-enabled 'global 
brain' .............................. a new care for the whole body and soul of the 
community ............................................. gravity of this situation (growth for growth's 
sake) ................ this mindlessness is not peculiar to Stanford, but infects the whole world parallel 
growth In numbers of people, however. will most certainly take an exponential form, and thereby rapidly 
absorb the community's buffer space 

Senator Stanford said to David Starr Jordan, "I think: one of the mast important thing.s to be taught in the institution is 
cooperation. •. (in) an organized and c:o-operarive society, the strongest and the best capacity inures to the benefit of 
e:u:h •• 

We ...................... will NOT permit another spadeful of earth to be turned over beyond the shrinldng omer bowids of 
the newly revitaliz.cd rore of this now significant COMMUNI'JY. And these carctalc.as, also shrinking in their self 
aggnmdizfug and mysterious hold over the faithful servants who bend to the public relations line of the W"1Z3fds of Oz 
who skillfully hide behind the curtain ofinsatiablc insufficiency ...................................... there is still time 
Stanfurd; greatness need not be rushed •. 

Sincerely yours, 

-c=:::::::: ~..--d-t~~--~-·_, 

SAND HILL ENTERPRISES 
STUDIO AND OPERATIONS 

497 SEAPORT COURT, SUITE 1 02A 
REDWOOD CrrY. CA 94063 
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Letter 91 

OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 

August 7, 2000 

Santa Clara County Department of 
Planning and Development 

70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Re: Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit 
Application Draft Environmental Impact Report 
State Clearing Housing Number 1999112107 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The Palo Alto Unified School District ("PAUSD") is submitting this letter to comment on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Stanford University Draft Community Plan and 
General Use Permit Application. P AUSD' s comments are limited to comments on the impact 
of the Project on schools. 

91 -1 The information contained in Table 4.10-1 is the enrollment projections and capacity figures for 
the--..year 2003, assuming completion of the District's Building for Excellence Program, rather 
than the year 2000, as identified in the DEIR. 

91 -2 The reference to the Lapkoff and Gobalet study on page 4.10-16 should be September 28, 1999, 
not September 2, 1999. 

91 -3 The last partial paragraph on page 4.10-17 contains incorrect enrollment numbers. The 
corrected text should read as follows: 

1. Projected enrollment through 2010 under the District's Medium forecast is 5,082 
for elementary schools, 2,680 for middle schools, and 4,202 for high schools. or 11,985 
students total. [delete next sentence in original text Total enrollment in 2010 is projected 
to be about the same as total enrollment in the 1999-2000 academic year, but with fewer 
elementJ.Jry and middle school children and more high school children.] Enrollments are 
expected to peak between 2010 and 2011. The addition of 239 to 584 students from 
planned University housing will increase total enrollment by 2.0 to 4.9 percent by 2010. 
Enrollment projections ... 

91 -4 The DEffi. document discusses indirect effects of building additional graduate student housi.ng, 
but dismisses them because such effects have not been measured in the past. But even though 
effects have not been measured, they certainly exist. It is unrealistic to expect NO enrollment 
effect on units. Some graduate students who would otherwise live in Palo Alto will move to on
campus housing, freeing Palo Alto housing for occupancy by some families with school-aged 
children. The District's demographer provided an estimate of the likely enrollment effect of the 
new graduate student housing. The effect of increasing on-campus graduate student housirig 
could be measured more accurately with sufficient data resources, such as the addresses of 
current graduate students living in Palo Alto. 
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The DEIR states at page 4.10-16 that the DEIR need not consider the impacts of the Project on 
a school district's ability to accommodate enrollment as an environmental effect under CEQA. 
Thjs statement is based on the Coleta Union School Dic:trict v. Regents of the Univer,.ity of 
California, 37 Ctl. App. 4'" 1025 (1995) case. The DEIR misstates the holding of that case and 
thus mischaracterizes the degree to which the DEIR must consider impacts. The Goleta case 
found that the impact of a project on school enrollment is a socio-economic impact which, 
under CEQA, is not required to be analyzed or considered significant unless the increase in 
enrollment would result in physical impacts. such as the need to construct additional 
classrooms or increase busing. In the Goleta case there were methods for resolving the increased 
enrollment, which would not have had physical impacts, such as year round school. The DEIR 
makes clear that the P AUSD will need to construct new classrooms to accommodate the growth 
in en.rolL-nent projticted from the Project and that this could have physical effects. Thus, the 
findings of lli.e.ta. that school enrollment impacts need not be considered, is inapplicable to 
this DEIR. 

The DEIR states that the agreement currently being contemplated between Stanford and the 
PAL"SD. which requires Stanford to provide PAUSD with either land for a 1'\ew school or funds 
for the construction of a new middle school will mitigate any impacts from increased enrollment 
to less than .~ignificant. Additionaily, the DEIR see.ms to imply that the agreement with 
Stanford and PAUSD could replace the school impact fees to be paid by Stanford. The 
agreement being contemplated between Stanford and P AUSD is not designed to replace school 
impact fees, but rather to supplement those fees in recognition that the increase in enrollment 
due to the GUP cannot be mitigated by school imp<lct fees alone, since the construction of a new 
middle school will be required. Additionally, even with the execution of the Agreement with 
Stanford and the imposition of school impact fees, the cost of the new facilities required to 
accommodate the school enrollment projected as a result of the CUP will not be mitigated to a 
level of insignificance. The cost of construction of new school facilities far exceeds the school 
impact fees to be collected by PAUSD as a result of the GUP and the amount of any payment 
from Stanford. P AUSD will be responsible for funding the shortfall, which will be significant. 
Although Government Code Section 65996 limits the mitigntions that can be impo:;ed on a 
project to mitigate school impacts, it does not provide that the imposition of school impact fees 
mitigates impacts to a less than significant level. The DEIR must determine that the impad fees 
mitigate to a less than significant level by analyzing the level of fees projected to be collected 
versus the needs of the district to meet the increased enrollment. If the impact fees do not fullv 
cover the cost of any facilities necessary to meet increased enrollment, the impact is still 
considered significant. The DEIR does not provide sufficient information to determine if the 
impact fees mitigate the impacts to a level of insignificance since no analysis is provided. 

In determining whether the impact fees mitigate the school impacts to a less than signilic<l!it 
level, the fact that Stanford's student housing is generally being exempted from property ta::.:es 
also must be considered. The property tax exempt status of housing that generates students 
attending P AUSD schools places an additional burderL on PAUSD since t.1te district is requirc::d 
to educate these ;tudents without receiving any funding for the students. In addition, Stanford 
does not pay the utility use tax imposed on Palo Alto residents. This tax provides a source of 
revenue for K-12 education. Stanford's exemption from these various taxes needs to be 
Zl.nalyzed in light of the projected enrollment increases. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR 

Since.rely, 

/r~ -~ / ;.....-~ #; 
~~-0--<.r?*·-~,r//.~ 

Donald A. Phillips, Ed.D. <../ 

Superintt:ndent oi Schoois 

cc: Karen Tiedemann 
Larry Horton 
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8CR1 r • Stanford Campus Residential Leaseholders, Inc. 

August 7, 2000 

Sarah Jones 
Santa Clara County Planning Office 
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing 7th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Re.: Stanford University General Use Permit & Community Plan Draft Envirorunental 
Impact Report, 6/23/00 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Unlike our neighbors in Palo Alto and Menlo Park, the Santa Clara County citizens who 
own homes on the Stanford campus have no municipal government representing their 
interests in the current environmental impact review process. The Stanford Campus 
Residential Leaseholders (SCRL) works to serve its community with volunteer board 
members and a part-time Executive Director. but lacks access to technical resources such 
as full time transportation staff who, in surrounding cities, work with their residents and 
through their governance structure to analyze and recommend improvements to the Draft 
EIR. 

We therefore depend on County planners to ensure that the interests of these County 
citizens residing on campus are adequately recognized and evaluated in the review 
process. As would be expected from the CEQA guidelines, the focus of the Draft is 
largely on impacts on the surrounding communities. However;~this is an unusual project 
both in scale and f~rm, and the County's direct jurisdiction over the interests of campus 
residents suggests that expanded analyses, mitigations, and/or conditions of approval be 
carefully considered in areas where impacts appear to be significant or potentially 
significant for campus residents. 

We would like to thank you and your colleagues for the work you have done to bring the 
Draft as far as it has come in this regard, and to offer our assistance in working with our 
community on further improvements. 

The following are areas where we are aware that residents have serious concerns 
remaining: 

Land Use 
Open Space and Recreation 
Population and Housing 
Traffic and Circulation 
Noise 

PO Box 18146, Stanford, CA 94309 - 650-725-8963 - FAX 650-725-6075 - Email: ksharpl@stanford.edu 
Campus Mail .'rfC: 7110 
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Some of these concerns are described in foe enclosed letters which we have received 
from campus homeO\\'l1ers, and in several attachments to this letter, which aggregate 
comments received on specific sections of the DEIR. As you begin working with the 
consultant on revisions, we would be happy to scheduie a meeting or meeting(s) with you 
at your convenience to confer on some of the ideas that have been raised and help 
develop approaches that could make the final EIR as effective a foundation as possible 
for the coming decade of development. 

If there is any other way SCRL can help with the process, please let us know. 

es Sweeney, President 
Stanford Campus Residential Leaseholders, Inc. 

Cc: Supervisor Joe Simitian 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

"TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION" AND "NOISE" SECTIONS 

4.4 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

92 -1 TR-2: Bicycle and/or Pedestrian. \Vill the project cause adverse impacts on the use of 
bicycle and/or pedestrian travel ways? 
Figure 4.4-3, "Bicycle Facilities" shows Junipero Serra Boulevard and Stanford Avenue as Class 
III and Class II bicycle routes, respectively. The analysis states the impact of the project is "Less 
than Significant" and calls for no mitigation. Bicycle and pedestrian travel ways may well be 
impacted by the project as follows: 1) Intersection enlargements prescribed in Tier 2 mitigations 
may make bicycle and pedestrian travel less attractive and more hazardous. 2) Heavy 
construction vehicles enroute to and froIP job sites create an extremely hostile environment for 
bicyclists or pedestrians to share the road. 3) Increased road capacity may encourage more traffic 
and more speeding at non-peak hours. Speeding vehicles in general contribute to a hostile 
envirornnent for bicyclists, and excessive speeds are already recognized as a chronic problem on 
these two County roads. See also further discussion under TR-7 below. 

The final EIR should evaluate these impacts and include appropriate mitigations, such as 
accelerated implementation of traffic calming measures, with fair share funding contributed by 
the applicant, and meaningful enforcement of truck routes. See TR-7E below, and "Unfinished 
Business" under Additional Comments below. 

92 -2 TR-3: Parking. Will the project create adverse impacts to existing parking or access to 
existing parking? -- -· 
Since the last General Use Permit, Stanford has instituted a policy of requiring "SH" (Residents 
Only) permits for on-street parking in its internal, residential neighborhoods whenever requested 
to do so by a majority of area residents. This policy, and adequate enforcement to go with it, will 
be essential to prevent campus neighborhoods from becoming defacto parking lots for 
commuters, and should be required to be continued. 

92 -3 TR5-B: Trip Reduction and Monitoring. 
Measures to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety on the County roads bounding core campus 
are needed to support use of these designated routes (Fig. 4.4-3). See discussion above, TR-2. 
Development of west campus housing will further increase the need for a safer environment for 
bicyclists and pedestrians on Junipero Serra Blvd. Among other bicycle/pedestrian uses, access 
to Foothills recreation entry points from west campus requires travel on Junipero Serra Blvd. 

92 -4 TR-SD: Tier 2 Intersection Capacity Expansion. 
It has been suggested that the Counry revise Tier 2 mitigations to allow for consideration and 
implementation of alternative designs. .Evaluation of alternatives would include analyses of 
capacity, aesthetics, and safety for bicyclists and pedestrians as well as vehicles. Cost analyses 
should include operating costs as well as construction cost. These analyses could be conducted 
at the time the requirements are triggered. 
See also oral commentary to the Santa Clara County Planning Commission (8/3/00). attached. 
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92 -5 TR-6: Residential Streets. Will the project result in traffic impacts to surrounding 
residential neighborhoods? 
TR-6A: Reduce Cut Through Traffic on Residential Streets 
The analysis addresses impacts on Palo Alro and Menlo Park, but fails to address cut through 
traffic impacts to residential neighborhoods on campus. This should be corrected in the final 
EIR. The mitigation wording shouid be revised to support a mechanism for campus residents to 
initiate the same study and remedy process through the County Planning Office, or whatever 
replaces it in the final EIR 

92 -6 TR-7: Will the project create additional construction traffic causing a substantial 
reduction in access to land uses or a reduction in mobility? 
The analysis states that addition of consnuction traffic would result in "reduction of access to 
land uses ... for a limited period of time.'' The 10- year span of the permit and the scale of the 
project suggest that the campus will be in construction mode for a substantial fraction of the 
coming decade, making this a sensitive issue with campus residents and neighbors alike. "Use of 
non-truck routes by construction traffic" is mentioned as one possible project impact. This has 
occurred with past projects, interfering with land use in the area, i.e., quiet enjoyment of 
residential leaseholds. 

92-7 TR-7E: Construction Truck Routes 
As a technical correction. Fig. 4.4-17 reflects County-adopted trucking routes (for the County 
roads in the area), in addition to the stated Palo Alto and Menlo Park routes. 

The mitigation states that Stanford shall be required to adhere to the designated routes, but does 
not specify any mechanism for implementing the requirement. Use of non-truck routes has 
persisted in the past despite considerable efforts by Stanford to implement the prescribed routing 
through policy communications. Therefore, a dedicated enforcement program of 20 hours per 
week is requested, from the ground breaking of any construction under this General Use Permit 
though completion of construction. (This mitigation will, in addition, have beneficial effects on 
bicyclists and pedestrians, as discussed under TR-2.) 

92 -8 TR-7H: Construction Impact Mitigation Plan (Alternate Mitigation) 
Plan details to be described by the applicant and approved by the County are suggested to include 
implementation/enforcement measures as well as plans and policy statements. 

4.12 NOISE 
Please see separate communications on Noise. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON '"TRAFFIC Ai."ID CIRCULATION" Al~D "NOISE" 

92-9 In the 1989 General Use Permit EIR, rhe County acknowledged "existing traffic problems of 
volume, safety and noise" on the two County roads on campus, Junipero Serra Blvd. (JSB) and 
Stanford Ave." The mitigation then prescribed, formation of a multi-jurisdictional group to 
add...""ess the problems. has had limited success, most notably recent installation of a "Green Wall" 
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sound barrier mitigating noise impacts on homes immediately adjoining the Page Mill/ Junipero 
Serra intersection. 

92 -1 O In 1995, a detailed engineering study of the residential portion of Junipero Serra documented 
significant safety deficiencies. Attempts to improve safety for all users of the road (bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and drivers as well as residents on the road) through conventional enforcement have 
failed repeatedly~ 

92 -11 During the decade, new approaches have emerged. Now that t.~ere is significa.TJ.t field experience 
with traffic calming designs, we are positioned to improve these conditions at last. County 
Roads recently engaged a consultant who recommended proceeding in that direction, a 
recommendation previously supponed by Stanford's consultant Fehr & Peers. 

92 -12 We ask that this "unfinished business" be carried over as a permit condition in the new 
environmental analysis, restructured as appropriate to the extensive further growth proposed in 
this nev.r General Use Permit application, and that funding and an accelerated implementation 
timetable be specified. County cooperation and support on this initiative is essential since the 
roads in question are under County Roads' jurisdiction. 

Specific goals could be: 

• Correct specific safety issues already identified and docwnented in engineering analyses, and 
• Reduce noise to County standards. [See Health & Safety element, SCP-HS 10 and 11, and 

SCP-HS(i) 19, p. 100 -101). 

92 -13 Evaluation of conceptual designs indicates these goals can be accomplished without loss to the 
carrying capacity of the road and without damage to the aesthetic quality of this County Scenic 
Road. Public comment on the Permit application and DEIR has made it clear that the aesthetics 
of this area are particularly sensitive. JSB serves as the interface between the developed campus 
and the pristine open space of the foothills, and it is a major recreational route for bicyclists, 
joggers, and hikers headed for the foothills. 

Please see also separate communications regarding Stanford Avenue safety in the vicinity of the 
schools, and requesting an update of relevant baseline noise measurements. 
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ATTACHMENT2 

4.2 OPEN SPACE, RECREATION AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

92 -14 OS-3: Will the project adversely affect recreational opportunities for existing or new 
campus residents and facility users? 

The DEIR recognizes that the combination of "housing development [on existing core campus] 
in recreational areas, ... limiting access to existing informal trails [in the foothills.] and adding to 
the resident and worker population" will result in Significant Impacts, both by reducing the 
availability ofrecreational facilities and increasing tl1e demand for such facilities. (p. 4.2-22) 
The proposed mitigation (OS-3) includes dedication and improvement of parks and replacement 
and expansion of recreational opportunities in the foothills. 

The Report concludes that the impact after mitigation will be "Less than Significant." That 
conclusion is open to question for several rea5ons. For example, there is no timetable for 
improvement of neighborhood parks, nor for dedication of trails, nor for improvements to trails. 

Dedication of Trails. The language of the mitigation regarding trails is in terms of Stanford's 
working with the County "to clarify the process for developing the agreement" and to "discuss 
future considerations," and lacks any concrete statements about implementation. The only 
statement about timing says that dedication of trails "could be phased" as GUP development 
proceeds. 

In addition, and most importantly, this section of the DEIR does not analyze the potential· 
negative secondary effects of the trails mitigation on the comml.Ulity of campus residents. Unless 
carefully planned and coordinated with other Foothills programs and firmly committed to by 
advance negotiation, the Cfedication of new trails, (presumably open to the public and published 
as part of the County Trail System), has the potential to exacerbate the impacts now being borne 
by campus residents. Cumulative impacts could take the form of additional public parking and 
foot traffic impinging on residential neighborhoods, as well as further dilution of the essential 
character of the resource. The Stanford Planning Office's Foothill Regional Plan (1987, p. 10) 
stated it well: "Recreational users from the academic community seek the quiet, solitude and the 
sense of 'getting away from it all'" offered by the foothills. 

The brochure "A Conservation and Use Plan for the Dish Area" states that the University "wishes 
to accommodate recreational use by our friends and neighbors.'' The foothills are an expansive 
resource. and it may well be possible to design an overall program that both accorrunodates 
neighbors and preserves some of the quiet and solitude sought by the academic community, as 
well as maintaining the University's conservation and academic uses. However, as the DEIR 
itself acknowledges (p. 4.2-22) the current Use Plan for the area is ''not a part of the CP/GUP 
project. and is not guaranteed to happen. It is also subject to change." 

Table 3-2 (p. 3-6) notes that " ... the eventual connection of [newly dedicated and improved] trails 
to the regional trail net\.vork could cw-tail public uses in other more sensitive areas of the 
Stanford foothills." 
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92 -15 Improvement of Parks. Mitigation OS-3 states "Stanford shall improve parks in the faculty 
area in such a way as to provide suitable recreational opportunities for the campus population." 
Additional specificity is required before campus residents can evaluate this proposed mitigation. 
For example, many questions have been raised about this proposed mitigation, including: 
• What improvements are envisioned for the parks in the faculty area? 
• What types of recreational opportunities are to be provided? 
• Would a community/recreation center for the existing faculty/staff housing area be an 

improvement envisioned by this mitigation? 
• Where will the improvements be located? 
• Who will determine the specific improvements for the parks? 
• What role will campus homeowners and SCRL have in the planning and design of the 

improvement projects? 
• Who will pay for the park improvements? 
• While these park improvements would be made to mitigate for the loss of open space, will 

campus homeowners indirectly pay for these improvements (i.e. through the ground rents 
they pay to Stanford or through increases in the ground rents charged by Stanford)? 

• Who will pay for the maintenance of the park improvements? 

Over the past decade, faculty/staff homeovro.ers have paid for park improvement projects in the 
residential subdivisions; these projects have been financed out of the ground rent revenues 
collected by Stanford from campus homeowners. If the park improvements made under 
Mitigation OS-3 are paid for by campus homeowners (e.g., out of ground rent revenues collected 
by Stanford or though increases in the ground rent charges), campus homeowners would be 
paying for a mitigation that was intended to compensate for the loss of open space under the 
CP/GUP. 

Given the complexity of the issues, the number of stakeholders, and the uncertainties of the Use 
Plan now being initiated, it seems optimistic to rely on OS-3. A more realistic assessment would 
be that the impact will remain Significant unless a clear and detailed overall plan can be 
negotiated in advance, including resolution of identified conflicts and a timetable and funding 
commitment for full implementation. 

Finally, it is worth noting that the Use Plan about to be implemented is a reversal of the policy in 
effect at the time of the last general use permit in 1989. The 1989 final EIR states (Response to 
Comments 28-1 through 28-3) "Stanford University is implementing the recommendations of the 
Foothills Region Plan," which clearly called for enforcement of recreational access only by those 
carrying proof of University affiliation (p. 55). The erosion of this policy over the lifetime of the 
current GOP underscores the need for much more detail on this matter. 

92 -16 OS-5: \.Vill the project cause an adverse effect on foreground views from one or more 
private residences or significantly alter public views? 
The analysis indicates that foreground views would be changed for existing residences near three 
proposed housing development sites in the San Juan district. However, this analysis neglects to 
address adverse impacts on views from other campus residences (including many of the 13 



letter92 

homes along Junipero Serra Boulevard with formerly private gardens backing directly to a 
segment of the route Stanford expects to include in the public route in the foothills, and other 
campus homes directly adjoining the fooLhills access parking area along Stanford Avenue). 
Under the population increases anticipated in the project and with the removal of informal trails 
in the foothills under Stanford's Conservation and Use Plan, the backyards and private gardens 
of existing residences may be directly exposed to additional hundreds of passers-by at close 
range, as well as to patrol vehicles. No mitigation is identified that can offset this loss of private 
and quiet enjoyment of family gardens and backyards. Typical measures to screen views could 
be either ineffectual - because of sloping terrain along this trail segment - or undesirable for 
many of these homes, because of loss of daylight plane and distant views that are inherent assets 
of these properties. Please see also the discussion of OS-3 above. 

92-17 OS-C3 Will the project combined with other cumulative projects adversely affect 
recreational opportunities? 
The analysis states that cumulative population growth at Stanford will combine with regional 
population growth to place additional demand on recreational resources, and identifies the impact 
as Significant. Regarding the conclusion that the impact becomes Less than Significant after 
mitigation measure OS-3, please see the discussion of OS-3 above. 

92 -18 OS-CS Will the project along with other cumulative projects cause an adverse effect on 
foreground views from one or more private residences or significantly alter public views? 
Please see the discussion under OS-5. 

··~ 



Letter92· 

ATTACHMENT 3 
POPULATION AND HOUSING 

92-19 Section 4.3 Population and Housing: Population of the Stanford Community (Pages 
4.3-2 and 4.3-3). There are several potential inaccuracies in the "Population and 
Housing" section of the DEIR regarding the population size of the Stanford community. 

Table 4.3-1 indicates that the population of the "Stanford CDP" has decreased from 
18.097 in 1990 to 12,358 in 2000. However, the DEIR may have underestimated the 
population living in faculty/staff homes. The DEIR uses assumptions based on 1990 
Census Bureau Data to calculate a current population of 1,923 for the 989 faculty/staff 
housing units on campus. Based on a Stanford Campus Residential Leaseholders (SCRL) 
demographic survey conducted in 1992, and a more recent SCRL Emergency Plan survey 
of our membership, we estimate that almost 2,600 people live in the 989 faculty/staff 
homes on campus. 

Using 1990 Census information, the DEIR assumes an average household size of 1.95 for 
the faculty/staff housing population. However, the current average household size may 
be greater than that figure. Over the past decade, many retired faculty and staff have sold 
their campus homes to families with children. Also, in addition to homeowners and their 
children, many other individuals now live in faculty/staff homes: students renting rooms, 
visiting scholars and their families. personal caretakers. ··nannies" and other caregivers, 
extended family members, and others. Also, during the past few years, the University has 
asked campus homeowners to help ease the current student housing shortage by renting 
rooms in their homes to students. For these reasons, the average household size in the 
faculty/staff housing neighborhoods may have increased over the past decade. 

To update SCRL's Emergency/Disaster Plan for campus faculty/staff neighborhoods 
(which are not part of Stanford University's Emergency Plan), SCRL conducted an 
Emergency Plan survey of our membership in 1999. Our survey gathered information on 
the number of residents in faculty/staff homes on campus and on residents who might 
need special assistance in an emergency. Based on the 556 survey responses, our 
Emergency Plan survey indicated an average household size of2.60 for faculty/staff 
households on campus (2.086 adults per household and .514 children per household). 
The Emergency Plan survey was not a demographic survey; response rates may have 
been higher from households needing special assistance during an emergency (which 
were predominantly households with adults over age 65 and without children). 
Therefore, our Emergency Plan suxvey results may understate the current average 
household size in our community. 

In 1992. SCRL conducted a ''demographic survey" of our membership. We distributed 
surveys to the 821 fa.'!lilies who were members of SCRL. (In 1992, there were 821 
owner-occupied homes in the faculty/staff neighborhoods.) We received 689 responses, 
an 84% response rate. The survey indicated an average household size of2.55 in 1992. 
Due to the changes in our community noted above. the average household size may have 
increased since 1992. The number of faculty/staff homes has risen since 1992, as well. 
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Based on 1990 Census information, the DEIR assumes a vacancy rate of 0.3% in 
faculty/staff housing. However, it is our understanding that there are no vacant 
faculty/staff homes on campus. Ail faculty/staff homes on campus are eiL'1er owner
occupied or rented out. 

Furthermore, based on the 1990 Census data, the DEIR assu..rnes that 15% of faculty/staff 
families on campus have children. Again, SCRL' s surveys suggest that this figure is not 
accurate, and that the percentage of families with children is higher now (29% or more). 

With 989 faculty/staff housing units on campus (DEIR, page 4.3-3), and using an average 
household size of 2.60, we estimate that approximately 2,600 people live in facultyistaff 
housing units on campus - rather than the 1,923 figure included in the DEIR. Because 
the purchasers of campus homes over the past year have included families with children, 
the average faculty/staff household size may have increased further since our 1999 
Emergency Plan survey, leading to an even larger faculty/staff household population 
today. 

The faculty/staff household population on campus is an important figure for the DEIR 
analysis. Given the importance of an accurate campus population figure, perhaps a 
"census" or demographic survey of the campus community could be conducted to better 
determine its current size. 

The DEIR estimate of the population increase associated with the additional faculty/staff 
housing units included in the GUP may need revision, also. If an average household size 
of2.60 is used for faculty/staff housing, the creation of 668 new faculty/staff housing 
units would add 1,736 individuals to the campus population, rather than the 935 
additional individuals indicated in Table 4.3-13, "Comparison of Additional Housing and 
Population (Estimated) Included in the GUP." (pg. 4.3-17) 

To the extent that other sections of the DEIR rely on potentially incorrect estimates of 
current and future campus population, other sections of the DEIR may need revisions. 
Sections which may need correction include: Section 4.2 Open Space; Section 4.3 
Population and Housing (including Table 4.3-13)~ Section 4.4 Traffic and Circulation 
(including Tables 4.4-18, 4.4-19, and 4.4-20); Section 4.10 Public Services and Utilities -
police, fire, solid waste, water, wastewater and school capacity (including pages 4.10-10 
to 4.10-13 which use an estimated daily average campus resident population of 12,000 
and an estimate of 4,000 additional residents under the GUP); and Section 5. l .B 
Employment-Housing Balance (including pages 5-2 to 5-3 and Table 5-1). 
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We notice that the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Stanford's General Use Permit 
application includes an analysis of project impacts on views from private residences (OS-
5, page 4.2-24). In addition to the other campus locations discussed, we would like to call 
your attention to the project's impact on our home. We live at 538 Junipero Serra 
Boulevard. Our home is one of a group whose back gardens open to a segment of the de 
facto hiking route on which Stanford is proposing to initiate its new program of public 
access on September 1. 

93-1 The DEIR states that the Community Plan I General Use Permit will "reduce the 
availability ofrecreational facilities while increasing the demand for such facilities" (p. 
4.2-22) This is likely to lead, over the lifetime of the plan, to hundreds more hikers daily 
in our "foreground view" and great losf of privacy and quiet enjoyment of our home and 
garden. 

93 -2 Thomas Church, the renowned California landscape architect, designed this garden in the 
l 950's specifically to take advantage of the site, which has broad, open views to the hills 
on two sides. Since the trail rises steeply to the west immediately behind our home, no 
fence or hedge could screen the garden and the interiors from the hilndreds of daily 
passersby-- even if the historic integrity of the Church design were to be compromised by 
such an addition and the view sacrificed. Many of our neighbors have similar situations 
and would be subject to damage to property value as well as quiet enjoyment of family 
homes and gardens. 

93 -3 Under the CEQUA evaluation criteria described in Table 4.2-2, the impact is significant 
as a "Las·s or alteration of a specific scenic resource." This short trail segment is not an 
essential portion of the "Dish" area trail system and does not appear on the County 
Master Plan. It should be removed from the public route if the final EIR is to retain the 
conclusion that no mitigation is necessary. We invite you visit the site. 

Thank you, 

The Robert N. Bush Family 
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August 7, 2000 

Ms. Anne Draper, Planning Director 
DJn~~1·~~ /\+'f':n= 
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County of Santa Clara 
70 W. Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110 

· Letter 94 
Cifyof Palo Alto 
Office of th.e M.£1.yor and City Council 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
Stanford University Community Plan and General Use Permit (GUP) 

Dear Ms. Draper: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR for the Stanford 
University Community Plan/GUP. Overall, the City believes the EIR is a well-prepared, 
informative document. However, the City hopes that through the inclusion of its 
comments, the Final EIR will better enable decision-makers to fully understand the scope 
of the proposal not only for Stanford but also for surrounding communities, like Palo 
Alto. ~ 

In the month of July, the City of Palo Alto held three public meetings regarding the EIR, 
resulting in the City Council recommendations and comments that are described, by topic, 
below. In addition to these recommendations, memorandums from the City's Public 
Works Department and Transportation Division are attached with more detailed 
comments in their respective areas. 

Open Space Preservation 
• The EIR and Community Plan/GUP need to analyze mechanisms that will provide 

permanent, or long-term (25 years or more) dedication of open space for the foothill 
lands southwest of Junipero Serra Boulevard. The EIR should specifically address 
what the impacts to open space would be if it is not permanentiy protected, as well as 
what the benefits would be if open space is permanently preserved. The EIR 
acknowledges that the project will result in the loss of recognized open space in this 
area; however, the EIR does not discuss the inevitable growth that wili occur in the 
foothills as the core campus approaches build-out. Absolute assurance of 

P.O. Box 10250 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 
·US.329.2477 
-±15. 328. 3631 fox 
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conservation of the foothill open space areas must be linked to the substantial amount 
of development being proposed. 

94 -2 • As described in the EIR, the proposed Stanford University Community Plan/GDP are 
inconsistent with the City of Palo Alto's adopted Urban Growth Boundary; the City's 
Urban Growth Boundary is discussed in Policy L-1 and shown in Map L-2 of the 
Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan. Additionally, the proposed Community Plan/GDP 
are inconsistent with existing Santa Clara County General Plan Policies C-GD-19 
through C-G-22, which pertain to Urban Growth Boundaries within the County of 
Santa Clara. 

94-3 • The proposed land use designation of"Open Space and Academic Reserve" for the 
majority of the foothill property is further indication that this area is ultimately 
"reserved" for development, though not necessarily within the timeframe of the 
proposed GUP. The EIR should identify land to be maintained (as opposed to being 
held in reserve) as open space and this land should be designated, accordingly, as 
"Open Space" by the Community Plan. Further, the "Open Space" designation 
should include a description of allowable uses and intensities of development that 
would be allowed. 

94 -4 • The EIR should include a discussion of the ·existing or proposed access to all open 
space or conservation areas on Stanford lands. Analysis of open space access should 
focus on how intensification of use could impact open space, and should also address 
how implementation of the project could lead to further exclusion of public access to 
areas that have historically been used for open space purposes. 

94 -5 • It is not clear from Figure 2-4, "Existing and Proposed Land Use Designations," of 
the EIR if the Dish is included within the "Special Conservation" area. The location 
of the Dish should be shown on this map to clarify its location either within or 
outside of the area designated for "Special Conservation." Additionally, the City 
strongly believes that the Dish area should be protected and maintained for open 
space purposes. 

94-6 • While much of Stanford's land may not be alienable. mechanisms such as open space 
easements have been used before by Stanford as a means to achieve long-term open 
space protection. Accordingly, the EIR should analyze the use of easements as a 
means to protect existing open space on a long-term basis. Further, the EIR sh~uld 
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describe existing open space protection measures used by Santa Clara County for 
!and within its jurisdiction and by Stanford for other lands under its ownership, such 
as the Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve in San Mateo County. 

94 -7 • Since the Community Plan is long-term in nature, the EIR should discuss open space 
protection methods and development ideals that are equally long-term in viewpoint. 
For instance, the EIR should examine the placement of a "green belt" around the 
campus that would identify the University's long-term vision of academic build-out. 

Project Alternatives 
94 -8 • The EIR should provide and discuss an alternative development plan showing an 

Academic Growth Boundary (Figure 7-1 of the DEIR) that is coterminous with the 
City of Palo Alto's urban growth boundary/urban service area. In revising Figure 7-
1, Palo Alto's existing urban growth boundary/urban service area should be 
illustrated on the southern portion of the map (Coyote Hill area) as well as on the 
northern portion (San Francisquito Creek). 

94 -9 • The EIR should analyze an alternative that would avoid impacts to, and preserve, 
intact, the Stanford Golf Course. The EIR should also include a discussion of the 
golf course's value as a cultural resource, recreational open space and habitfl.t for a 

----
variety of native fauna and flora. It also seems likely that the housing proposed in 
the area of Hole # 1 could be constructed in a manner that would integrate it into the 
existing fabric of the golf course rather than supplanting portions of the existing 
course. 

94 -1 O • The EIR states that the Reduced Project Alternative does not avoid the significant 
impacts of the project, so it is, therefore, not an environmentally superior alternative. 
The EIR makes this finding even though the Reduced Project Alternative calls for 
only 50 percent of the total development of the project. This approach treats 
environmental impacts like an on/off switch-some impact or no impact at all-and 
ignores differences in degree. Moreover, it seems likely that a 50 percent reduction 
in development would be environmentally superior given the scale of the project. 

94 -11 • The EIR shouid include a Reduced Project Alternative that reduces the amount of 
proposed academic development (i.e., 1 million square feet instead of2 million 
square feet) but does not reduce the amount of proposed housing. Given the housing 
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deficit that Stanford presently has, it appears that a significant portion o{the 
proposed 3,000 dwelling units is needed to address the existing shortfall. 

94 -12 • The EIR should provide an alternative that focuses on reducing the impact of the 
proposed development, while not necessarily reducing the amount of square footage 
or number dwelling units being sought. This alternative should discuss the benefits 
and/or lessened environmental impacts that would occur through the implementation 
of more compact development patterns (i.e., "clustering") and the intensification of 
under-utilized (i.e., surface parking lots, single-story buildings) sites in the core 
campus. Additionally, a discussion of more compact development patterns should 
include information regarding lessened impacts to the area's transportation system 
since this development pattern would be more transit-, pedestrian- and bicycle
friendly. 

Land Use and Development 
94 -13 • Table 3-3 of the EIR concludes that the Community Plan/GUP are consistent with all 

City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan policies. However, Comprehensive Plan 
Policy L-1, which is noted in Table 3-3, states, "Continue current City policy 
limiting future urban development to currently developed lands within the urban 
service area. The boundary of the urban service area is otherwise known as the 
urban growth boundary [see comments under "Open Space Preservation"]. Retain 
undeveloped land [south]west of Foothill Expressway [Junipero Serra Boulevard] as 
open space, with allowances made for very low-intensity development consistent 
with the open space character of the area." Given that the EIR and Community 
Plan/GDP identify up to 20,000 square feet of development outside the City's urban 
service area, i.e., on the Lathrop property, the conclusion of consistency with the 
City's Comprehensive Plan is not supported. 

94-14 • By continuing to prepare separate environmental documents for on-going 
development projects, whose processing overlaps with the Community Plan/GDP 
EIR and approval process, the County makes it difficult for the public to understand 
the impacts of all proposed development for Stanford's lands. The existing setting 
has become a "moving target" that makes it difficult to fully understand the 
increment of environmental impact that will result solely from the implementation of 
the Community Plan/GUP. During the remaining approval process for the 
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Community Plan/GUP, the City strongly believes that Stanford should cease 
pursuing seoarate oroiect aoorovals. 
... - £. J. J .l .I, 

94 -15 • Related to the preceding point, the Carnegie Foundation proposal, for which a separate 
draft environmental impact report was recently circulated, should be included as part 
of the Community PlarJGUP proposal. Or, if not included, the Community Plan/GUP 
EIR should clearly specify that the 20,000 square feet of development proposed on the 
Lathrop property, located southwest of Junipero Serra Boulevard, is not describing the 
Carnegie Foundation project. The City recognizes that the subject EIR includes the 
Carnegie proposal within its cumulative analysis. However, confusion persists that 
the 20,000 square feet of development proposed in the Community PlarJGUP for the 
Lathrop area is in fact describing the Carnegie project, which is nearly identical in 
area and would be developed on the same parcel. 

94-16 • The EIR should include information and a discussion regarding all of Stanford's 
extensive land holdings. Even though the EIR is focused on Stanford's 
unincorporated Santa Clara County land, Stanford's property is contiguous and it is, 
therefore, vital that it be treated as a single entity. The EIR should, accordingly, 
provide more detailed information about Stanford's levels of existing and proposed 
development for all its property, regardless of jurisdiction. 

-·~ 

94-17 • The EIR should include more detailed definitions of the proposed land use 
designations included in the Community Plan/GUP and indicated in Figures 4.2-4 and 
4.2-5. It should be clear what uses and levels of development would be allowed under 
each land use designation. Also, it is critical that the EIR describe what is meant by 
the term "Academic Growth Boundary" and by what process such a boundary could 
be altered in the future. It is the City's view that the Academic Growth Boundary 
should define the area in which urban levels of development could occur, and that 
such a boundary should not merely be a "line on a map," that is easily changed to 
accommodate future development. The City further believes that the Academic 
Growth Boundary should be kept in place, coterminous with the City's urban growth 
boundary, for the maximum period of time permitted by County regulations. 

94-18 • The Development districts identified in the EIR (Figure 2-6, Tables 2-1 and 2-2) give 
the impression that proposed development described in the GUP is not only 
anticipated to occur in these districts, but would be specifically limited to these areas. 
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Language in the Plan/GUP itself indicates otherwise. This inconsistency should be 
clarified. 

Housing and Community Facilities 

94-19 • The City supports Stanford's intention to add over 3,000 housing units to the campus 
through the GUP, but disagrees with the conclusion reached in the EIR, that the 
project will not have a significant impact on existing residential neighborhoods in the 
City of Palo Alto. The subject EIR is a program-level document and does not contain 
a factual basis for reaching this conclusion. Moreover, should future project-specific 
environmental documents find that significant impacts to existing Palo Alto 
neighborhoods will occur, a supplemental EIR would need to be prepared providing a 
revised analysis. 

94-20 • The EIR should provide an estimate of the building square footage that will result 
from the construction of the proposed dwelling units to indicate the overall scale of 
the proposed project. 

94-21 • The EIR should further discuss the "standard employment multiplier," referred to on 
pages 5.4 and 5.5, and how it is used to determine the overall growth-induced impact 
of the Community Plan/GUP. 

94 -22 • Given the shortage of housing and tli:e acute shortage of affordable housing identified 
in the EIR, it is likely that the project will result in a significantly increased need for 
additional affordable housing, especially in regard to service personnel who would be 
attracted to the area by the additional growth but would have limited affordable 
housing opportunities in the Stanford-Palo Alto-Menlo Park area. Also, the EIR 
estimates that development under the proposed GUP would generate approximately 
l,000 new jobs, and possibly as many as 1,500 to 2,000, ifthe "standard employment 
multiplier" is used. The City believes the EIR should identify additional housing 
sites on and off campus, in order to meet regional housing needs or identify other 
means to address this issue, including payment of fees to adjacent jurisdictions that 
may be impacted by Stanford's proposed development. 

94-23 • The EIR should discuss the lessened environmental impacts or potential benefit that 
would result through assurances of affordable housing being provided either on
campus or in the immediate vicinity of the campus. These lessened impacts would 
include reduced vehicle trips to/from the campus from outside areas. 
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94 -24 • The EIR should include information regarding the existing shortage of on-campus 
housing, so that it is clear how the proposed housing will accommodate Stanford's 
total housing need, not just the need that would be created through the build-out of the 
proposed GUP. 

94 -25 • The EIR does not discuss the extent to which Stanford residents, faculty and students 
use community facilities, such as libraries and parks, located in neighboring cities. 
The City of Palo Alto conservatively estimates that Stanford residents account for 
approximately 5 percent of the total usage of City facilities. Given the age of the 
City's infrastructure, the increased usage described in the Community Plan/GUP EIR 
means an accelerated deterioration of their physical condition, which is not discussed 
in the EIR. Moreover, should the EIR find a significant unmitigated impact to Palo 
Alto community facilities, a Statement of Overriding Considerations should be 
adopted by the County Board of Supervisors. The City of Palo Alto expects that the 
County of Santa Clara shall require Stanford to pay City impact fees toward these 
facilities. 

Schools 
94 -26 • The EIR proposes mitigation measures (i.e., payment of impact fees) for_ school 

impacts that appear to be in accordance with pertinent statutory and case law. ----

However, the City wants to emphasize that these measures will not address the actual 
impacts to schools within the Palo Alto Unified School District (PAUSD). Since the 
actual impacts to schools would remain significant after the payment of fees (i.e., 
mitigation), the EIR should note that these impacts would be significant and, 
therefore, require the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations by the 
County Board of Supervisors. 

94 -27 • The EIR should provide information regarding Stanford's existing impacts to the 
P AUSD school system. At a minimum, the EIR should state how many students 
Stanford contributes to the District at present and how many would be added through 
the proposed build-out of the project. 

94 ·28 • Potential additional options are outiined on pages 4.10-8 and 4.10-9 of the EIR and 
include the possibilities of constructing a third middle school on Stanford land, re
opening closed schools, or modifying existing schools. The City of Paio Alto strongly 



Ms. Anne Draper, Planning Director 
August 7, 2000 
Page 8 

Letter 94 

believes Stanford must be involved in the discussion and eventual implementation of 
additional options for addressing school impacts. 

94-29 • The EIR should provide a more viable alternative school site-one more proximately 
located to existing Palo Alto neighborhoods-than the one shown in Figure 7-6. The 
EIR also needs to address the impacts of the alternatives described on pages 4-10-8 
and 4-10-9 that would lead to reclaiming school sites and displacing existing City 
community centers. The recommendation from Stanford that PAUSD could use 
property now devoted to Terman and Cubberley Community Centers would 
potentially reduce the amount of land devoted to City community centers, services and 
facilities. The City believes this reduction in land devoted to community facilities 
constitutes a direct environmental impact that should be addressed in the EIR. 
Moreover, the potential loss of community facilities is inconsistent with several Palo 
Alto Comprehensive Plan policies and goals described in its "Community Services. 
and Facilities" element, particularly Policy C-29: "Strategically locate public 
facilities ... to serve all neighborhoods in the City." 

94 -30 • Related to the preceding recommendation, if a viable school site within the City of 
Palo Alto's urban service area/urban growth boundary is not included in the EIR, and 
the City must surrender existing community center facilities for the purpose of a new 
school in order to accommodate Stanford growth, Stanford must pay their fair share of 
acquisition costs to mitigate the direct impact of their growth on Palo Alto community 
centers. Stanford's contribution should close the gap between the fair market value of 
a new community center site and the unmet cost after City and School contributions 
have been made. 

94 -31 • The cumulative impacts to schools and community services facilities from the 
anticipated IO-year residential and employment growth of both City of Palo Alto and 
Stanford, using the latest available demographic information, has not been provided 
in the EIR. The impacts from the recommended P AUSD/Stanford conversion of 
community facilities to schools are in addition, and therefore cumulative, to the 
impacts created from Stanford's proposed growth, the City's proposed growth, and 
overall demographic turnover. Previously-prepared EIRs for the City's 
Comprehensive Plan and the Sand Hill Road projects used 10\ver demographic 
projections and growth assumptions than what actually occurred. In light of this, the 
EIR needs to provide up-to-date, realistic information that better reflects the level of 
population growth that is anticipated. 
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94 -32 • The EIR identifies various transportation measures to mitigate traffic impacts. These 
measures need to be placed into a more comprehensive context. Therefore, Stanford 
should prepare an integrated transportation plan (see attached memorandum from the 
City's Transportation Division for more detailed EIR and project recommendations) 
with both long- and short-term elements. Long-term elements should include a 
variety of solutions to mitigate vehicular congestion and parking demand. The plan 
should contain sub-area analyses for the core campus, the Medical Center, the 
Research Park, and the Shopping Center; and should be developed in conjunction with 
Santa Clara County, Santa Clara County VT.A, Palo Alto, Menlo Park, and East Palo 
Alto. The plan should emphasize transit, transportation demand management (TDM), 
bicycling, walking, and traffic-calming to create a safer environment for alternative 
modes of use. 

94 -33 • The EIR should provide an analysis of the potential traffic impacts to existing Palo 
Alto neighborhoods. For instance, the EIR identifies over 1,000 new dwelling units 
proposed adjacent to the College Terrace neighborhood, just south of Stanford 
A venue. Additional vehicle trips along these residential streets would be in conflict 
with the City's Comprehensive Plan goal ofreducing through-traffic impacts on 
residential areas. 

94 -34 • The City believes it is imperative that proposed GUP maintain the "no new net 
commute trips" standard included in the 1989 GUP. Additionally, the EIR must 
discuss how independent monitoring of Stanford's vehicle trip contribution to the Palo 
Alto street system would be done; and, importantly, if monitoring determines that 
traffic levels have exceeded identified thresholds the EIR must describe what 
mechanisms would then be used to reduce vehicle trips or their impacts to acceptable 
levels. 

94-35 • In conjunction with comments made above under "Land Use and Development," the 
EIR should discuss the lessened transportation impacts, or potential benefits, that 
could be derived from more compact development patterns on the core campus, such 
as increased use of parking stmctures in lieu of surface-level parking facilities. 

94 -36 • The EIR must address the impacts to the Palo Alto street netvvork that would occur 
due to increased truck-traffic related to construction activities that would result from 
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94 -37 • The EIR list of traffic mitigation measures includes evaluation of several intersection 
widenings. While intersection capacity increases may mitigate for peak-hour vehicle 
trips in the short-term, they also have the result of inducing greater numbers of vehicle 
trips in the future. Evaluation of each proposed intersection widening improvement 
should take into account these secondary effects. 

94-38 • With respect to pedestrian travel, all intersection widenings, including those discussed 
in the EIR, lengthen pedestrian crossing distance and time. This effect should be 
analyzed for each proposed intersection project as well as measures to enhance 
pedestrian safety such as median refuges. 

94-39 • Intersection widenings have three potential impacts on bicyclists: 1) Increased 
complexity for cyclists navigating intersections; 2) Loss of bike lane space to create 
turning lanes; and 3) Lengthening the exposure time of cyclists traveling across the 
widened intersection. These effects should be analyzed for each proposed intersection 
project, as well as measures to enhance cycling safety. 

94 -40 • Roundabouts have had an impressive safety record worldwide. As traffic-calming 
measures, roundabouts can help slow vehicle spe~ds and create safer travel conditions 
for pedestrians and bicyclists. Roundabouts should, therefore, be considered in the 
EIR as an alternative to such conventional intersection treatments as signalization, 
new signal phases and intersection widening. 

94-41 • Stanford should consider market-based measures to manage parking demand, such as 
implementation of parking prices that reflect the costs of both parking capacity and 
traffic congestion. 

94 -42 • Trip generation rates are a critical element of the EIR transportation analysis. A 
discussion should be provided in the EIR of how the composite trip generation count 
is disaggregated to the various categories of trip makers. The EIR should also clearly 
state that the trip generation rates used for the project include the present level of 
transportation demand management (TOM). Additionally, the trip generation of 
visitors and contractors should be included in the analysis. Finally, the off-campus 
housing units that will be vacated when the graduate students living off-campus are 
relocated onto the campus will be occupied by new residents, resulting in continued 
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trip generation from these off-campus units, but with a new trip distribution. These 
backfill trips should be included in the EIR traffic analysis. 

94 -43 • As previously stated, the City staff strongly supports the "no net new commute trips" 
mitigation strategy instead of the Tier 2 intersection improvements described in the 
EIR. !vfany of these improvements are only minimally feasibie from a physical or 
political standpoint and/or have other negative impacts. For all Tier 2 projects, 
conceptual-level cost estimates should be provided, as well as Stanford's fair share 
contribution. 

94-44 • As described in the EIR, a coordinated trip reduction effort for the Stanford Research 
Park was not used as a credit toward "no net new commute trips" because most of the 
Park lies south of Page Mill Road. The boundary of the cooperative trip reduction area 
should be extended south to include all or most of the Research Park. 

City staff supports traffic-calming mitigation measures. However, the EIR should be 
more specific regarding Stanford's responsibility to determine the amount of cut
through traffic generated. Specifically, Stanford should be responsible to pay for and 
conduct a license plate and/or origin-destination survey to determine which vehicles 
are travelling to/from Stanford lands. 

. ..... 

Storm Water Run-Off/Flooding 
94 .;'.(q • The EIR analyzes run-off impacts based upon a 100-year, 24-hour storm event 

instead of the typically used 10-year, 6-hour event. The EIR should be revised to 
include an analysis of the 10-year, 6-hour standard, since mitigation measures 
designed for the 100-year event would not necessarily mean that increased run-off 
would not occur during smaller storm events. 

94 -47 • The EIR cites the use of detention basins as the sole mitigation measure for 
anticipated increases in run-off resulting from new development on the campus. 
While detention basins are an acceptable means of controlling peak run-off, they 
should not be used to the exclusion of alternative features. Therefore, the EIR should 
be revised to include an analysis of more innovative measures (e.g., vegetative 
swales, pervious pavement, reduced building footprints). 

94 -48 • The EIR should include an expanded discussion of water quality impacts. For 
instance, copper is a significant contributor to water quality impacts and much of this 
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is a result of copper's use in brake pads and building materials (i.e .. roofing). Since 
the project would involve both increased vehicle trips (more brake pad wear) and 
new building construction, the EIR should address the potential water quality 
impacts that could occur. 

Biological Resources 

94 -49 • Option 2 regarding the California Tiger Salamander should be incorporated into the 
project since it is superior from an environmental standpoint in that it avoids a 
significant impact to the species and its habitat. Moreover, the EIR should examine a 
"no-build" option on the Lathrop property that could potentially reduce impacts to the 
California Tiger Salamander to an even greater extent. 

94-50 • The EIR should provide an analysis of the habitat value of the Stanford Golf Course. 
Among other things, this analysis should examine impacts to the Western Bluebird 
and other species should the golf course, or portions thereof, be lost to development. 

Implementation and_Monitoring 

94-51 • The EIR includes information on the phasing of development (i.e., proportion of 
residential development that needs to occur in relation to academic development), 
but is silent on how monitoring of development will occur and by whom it will be 
done. 

94 -52 • The existing 1989 GUP includes a provision that annual development reports should 
be prepared documenting the development that has occurred during the year. The 
City supports a continuation of the reporting process under the proposed GUP and 
believes that the EIR should indicate whether the annual reporting process would 
continue under the proposed GUP. 

94 -53 • The EIR identifies construction noise impacts as significant and not able to be 
mitigated to a less than significant level, even though construction would be done in 
accordance with Santa Clara County noise regulations. The EIR should analyze 
construction standards that take into account the nature of adjacent development or 
habitat that is more sensitive to construction noise. The standards would provide 
greater protection for sensitive receptors, such as existing residential areas. For 
instance, the EIR indicates that construction could occur from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm, 
Monday through Saturday. Reduction in construction hours and elimination of 
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Saturday construction may eliminate or lessen significant construction noise impacts 
on adjacent residential areas. 

94 -54 • Given the considerable scale and complex staging of the GUP/Community Plan, the 
EIR should discuss the resources (i.e., staffing) Santa Clara County would have in 
place to adequately monitor and enforce the all of the proposed development. 

Thank you again for providing us with the opportunity to comment on this EIR and we 
look forward to working with you on the finalization of this document in the coming 
months. 

;q4~;d-
L6Js~ 
Mayor 

Attachments: 
Public Works memorandum, dated July 24, 2000 
Transportation Divts-ton memorandum, dated July 24, 2000 
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Public Works Department 
Engineering Division 

lYIEMORA.i~UM 

The Public Works Engineering Division has the following comments on the subject EIR: 

94 -55 1. Arastradero Creek is a tributary of Matadero Creek (confluence is near intersection of 
Arastradero and Page Mill Roads). It is not clear why Arastradero Creek watershed is 
separated out from Matadero Creek in the analyses and tables. Data pertaining to Deer 
Creek, another tributary of Matadero Creek, is included with the Matadero Creek data. 

94 -56 2. The 100-year rainfall total and average intensity appear to be underestimated in the 
hydrology section (Page 4.5-9). Using the Santa Clara County Drainage Manual as a 
reference, the mean annual precipitation for Stanford Uniy~rsity is 16 inches, and the 
runoff for a 100-year, 24-hour storm is 4.68 inches (not 4.32 inches), with an average 
intensity of 0 .19 inches/hour (not 0 .17 inches/hour). 

94 -57 3. It is unusual that the analysis of the impacts of increased runoff resulting from the 
proposed new development is based upon a 100-year, 24-hour storm. The 100-year 
standard is normally used to analyze the capacity of regional facilities such as creeks or 
large flood control facilities. A portion of the developed campus area drains into the city 
of Palo Alto's storm drain system. Storm drain systems are typically designed to convey 
the runoff from shorter, more frequent storm events, such as a 10-year, six-hour storm. 
Impacts of the proposed development on the 10-year storm peak runoff rate are not 
addressed in the EIR.. Increases in the 10-year storm peak runoff will have adverse 
impacts on the City's storm drain system. The fact that project mitigations will ensure that 
there will be no increase in the peak runoff from a 100-year storm does not necessarily 
mean that there will not be an increase in peak runoff during smaller events. Since the 
design details of the proposed detention basins are not discussed, it is not clear what, if 
any, runoff detention will take place during smaller storms. 

The EIR. should be amended to include an analysis of the impacts of the proposed 
development on the peak runoff rate from the 10-year, six-hour storm event. 
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4. Runoff from portions of the developed campus area flows through the City of Palo Alto 
enroute to Matadero Creek, either through the City's storm drain system or through the 
Stanford Channel, a Santa Clara Valley Water District facility. The Stanford Channel has 
less than 100-year flood control capacir-y. It overflows into a natural drainage course and 
storm drain system that traverses the College Terrace neighborhood in Palo Alto when it 
fills beyond its capacity. This overflow has caused flooding in the neighborhood during 
moderate storms (less than 100-year storms) in t..1-ie past .. Any additional runoff may 
exacerbate this flooding threat. Portions of the campus drain into a Caltrans/City storm 
drain that runs south along El Camino Real, east on Page Mill Road, and south along Park 
Boulevard before discharging to Matadero Creek. Additional runoff may result in floodL11g 
of this storm drain system. The EIR does not address the impacts of the proposed 
development on either of these drainage facilities. 

The EIR should be amended to include an analysis of the impacts of the proposed 
development on the City of Palo Alto's storm drain system and the Stanford Channel. As 
discussed under item 3 above, these impacts may occur during storms smaller than the 
100-year, 24-hour storm analyzed in the EIR. 

94 -59 5. Runoff from portions of the developed campus area flow to San Francisquito Creek. The 
creek has less t..lian 100-year flood control capacity. The EIR does not analyze the impacts 
of increased runoff from new development on San Francisquito Creek during storms 
smaller than the 100-year storm event. The fact that project mitigations will ensure that 
there will be no increase in the peak runoff from a 100-year storm does not necessarily 
mean that there will not be an increase in peak runoff during smaller events. 

The EIR should be amended to include an analysis of the impacts of the new development 
on the potential for San Francisquito Creek flooding during events smaller than the 100-
year storm. 

94 -60 6. The EIR cites the use of detention basins as the sole proposed mitigation for expected 
increases in runoff resulting from new development on the campus. While detention basins 
are an acceptable means of controlling peak runoff, there are other drainage features that 
can be incorporated into site designs that will reduce total runoff and improve storm water 
quality, as well as control peak runoff rates. These features will also function to reduce 
runoff during smaller, more frequent storms, when the proposed detention basins may not 
be effective. These design features include the following: 

• Directing roof and parking lot drainage into vegetated swales 
• Elimination of "directly connected impervious areas" by breaking up drainage paths 

with landscaping or other pervious areas 
e Retention of native vegetation and minimization of disturbances to natural terrain 
• Use of pervious pavement materials 
• Use of underground parking and multi-storied buildings to minimize development 

footprints 
• Clustering of development to rni.nirnize land disturbances 
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These and other design techniques are described more fully in a manual entitled Start at 
the Source Design Guidance Manual for Storm Water Quality Protection, published by the 
Bay Area Storm Water Management Agencies Association. 

The EIR should be amended to require drainage design features in addition to retention 
basins as mitigation measures that will control the quantity of storm water runoff. 

7. The EIR sections on groundwater and surface water quality impacts discusses the 
preparation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP) and the use of Best 
Management Practices as a mitigation measure only in the context of compliance with the 
State of California General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with 
Construction Activities. The EIR correctly states that the General Permit applies only to 
projects that disturb five or more acres of land. Water quality impacts, both short-term 
impacts during construction and permanent post-construction impacts, may, however, 
result from projects of any size. In addition, the Municipal Stormwater Permit issued to 
Santa Clara County (as one of 15 co-permittees in the County) requires the County to 
"implement control measures and best management practices to reduce pollutants in storm 
water discharges to the maximum extent practicable" through development and 
implementation of an Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP). One of the required 
components of the URMP is a plan to review and control the water quality impacts of new 
development. 

The EIR discussion and mitigation measures should be clarified to require Stanford to 
prepare a SWPPP and implement BMP's on all new development projects, regardless of 
size. 

94 -62 8. The EIR' s discussion of potential water quality impacts and mitigation measures is rather 
limited and should be expanded to address the full range of issues. There should be more 
discussion of typical Best Management Practices (BMP's) that will be incorporated into the 
proposed development to minimize both construction and post-construction storm water 
quality impacts. 

Potential construction-related water quality impacts include erosion of sediment as well as 
non-storm water discharges resulting from improper material storage, site housekeeping 
practices, and construction vehicle/ equipment maintenance, fueling and cleaning. Certain 
construction operations (e.g. paving, concrete truck washout, pavement sawcutting, 
painting) also have a high potential to release pollutants if not performed properly. 
Typical construction-stage BMP's include stabilized construction entrances, catch basin 
protection, silt fencing, berming around material and equipment storage areas, and 
designated concrete washout areas. 

Potential permanent water quality impacts include increased runoff, and the introduction of 
pollutants including sediments, heavy metals, pesticides, fertilizers, and other chemicals 
from sources such as parking lots and dumpster areas and activities such as landscape 
maintenance, car washing, and tenant use and disposal of cleaning products and other 
household chemicals. Typical permanent RMP's that should be considered include site 
planning concepts such as reduced impervious area, clustering of buildings, .infiltration of 
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storm runoff, and retention of native vegetation. Specific BMP's may include catch basin 
stenciling (No Dumping! Flows to San Francisquito Creek), routing of parking lot and 
building storm runoff to vegetated swales, storm water pollution prevention education for 
eventual building useriresidents, and the use of catch basin filter inserts, covered dumpster 
areas, and pervious paving. Stan at the Source, described in comment 6 above, is an 
excellent guidance document for selecting permanent storm water pollution prevention 
B~v1P's. 

cc: Glenn Roberts 
Kent Steffens 
Jim Harrington 
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TRANSPORTATION DIVISION 
Memorandum 

Date: July 24, 2000 

To: 

From: 

Luke Connolly 

Carl Stoffel G7 

Subject: GUP Mitigations 

The City supports the following transportation mitigations for the GUP: 

94 -63 1. ''No net new commute trips" (DEIR Mitigation TR-SB) and "Cooperative trip 
reduction" (Mitigation TR-SC) should be the primary mitigation measures for 
intersection impacts on major roads. 

94 -64 2. Tier 1 intersection improvements (Mitigation TR-SA) should be implemented. These 
are Arboretum/Palm and Welch/Campus Drive West, both of which are Stanford 
campus intersections (Arboretum/Palm signal is operated and maintained by Palo 
Alto). For each location, we support giving Stanford the option of implementing a 
configuration other than that specified in the DEIR if the alternate improvement is 
equal or better. Specifically, we support the optiori ·--of a modern roundabout at 
Arboretum/Palm, if so desired by Stanford. 

94-65 3. Generally, Palo Alto does not support Tier 2 intersection projects, with the following 
exceptions: 

a. El Camino Real/Churchill (Palo Alto): Tnis project is already in the Palo Alto 
CIP. Stanford's fair share for this location should be given to the City upon 
approval of the GUP, with the proviso that Palo Alto may wish to use the funds 
on an alternative project (refer to discussion below). 

b. We do not support other Tier 2 intersection projects in Palo Alto or Santa Clara 
County for reasons stated elsewhere. 

c. For Menlo Park intersections, Menlo Park should determine whether or not it 
would like to pursue the improvements and, if so, receive Stanford's fair share 
contribution for them. 
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d. Palo Alto supports the "Sand Hill Road Widening as Alternative Mitigation" 
for the certain intersection impacts in Menlo Park and on Stanford campus. 

94 -66 4. Palo Alto supports Stanford participation in future neighborhood traffic studies 

94-67 

initiated by Palo Alto and MerJo Park (Mitigation T-6A). Palo Alto suggests,that 
this mitigation measure be modified to require that Stanford be responsible to pay 
for and conduct a license plate and/or origin-destination survey to determine 
which vehicles are travelling to/from Stanford lands. Furthermore, the proportion 
of through traffic attributable to Stanford should be all traffic generated by the 
campus area, whether or not it is related to the new GUP development. 

5. Palo Alto supports the proposed TDM monitoring program for "no net new commute 
trips" described under Mitigation TR-5B. Palo Alto requests that the following 
requirements for compliance be added to this monitoring program: 

a. Monitoring will be conducted annually. 

b. Stanford's failure to meet the "no net new commute trips" requirement by any 
amount in either the AM or PM peak hour for any two years (i.e., not 
necessarily consecutive) will constitute "triggering" of Stanford's full 
payment of fair share mitigation funds for all Tier 2 intersection 
improvements for which Stanford has not already made payment to the 
respective jurisdictions. 

c. "Fair share" should be based on all Stanford traffic using a particular 
intersection (i.e., existing and new traffic)-not just the project component 
from the new GUP. 

d. If a third year of failure to meet the TDN! requirement occurs, Stanford will 
not be permitted to conduct further development projects permitted under 
the GUP that have not already been approved for construction by the 
County. 

e. Reinstatement of development rights will occur following two consecutive 
years of successfully meeting the "no net new commute trips" requirement. 

f. For Paio Aito and County Tier 2 intersections for which fair share funds are 
1'"Pf"'Pii:rPrl P"''" item(},\ aho''"' P<:1lf'\ Altf'\ h<>s irlPnt;ti1orl tl-."' .fr.llr.nri ..... o- """'SS;},J,,. .1."-""'""'°"l. v '-'U. VJ.. .Lt.. LJ...L \ V j I.I 'f ""''- ..L ~..&.V .l..L'-V J...LU ..LU.~1...L~LJ. \,.rU. J.J..V J.V.1l.V YY 11.10 1:1V lUL'-' 

"alternative mitigations" for which the funds should be spent and/or for 
which Stanford shouid be responsible. This list may be modified by Palo 
Alto or the County. 

·-
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(i) Increased shuttle service in the Stanford Research Park (all-day bi-
directional service between all major Research Park locations and the 
California Avenue Caltrain station). 

(ii) Establishment of a transit center for Stanford and Palo Alto at the 
University Avenue Caltrain station. 

(iii) Bicycle lane projects on Junipero Serra Boulevard between Foothill 
Expressway and Alpine Road and on Deer Creek Road between 
Arastradero Road and Page Mill Expressway. 

(iv) Sidewalk and/or multiuse path along the north side of Stanford Avenue 
between El Camino Real and Escondido Road. 

(v) Planned new pedestrian/bicycle undercrossing of Alma and Caltrain 
tracks at California Avenue. This undercrossing would be part of the 
proposed Stanford/Palo Alto Bay to Foothills trail in which Stanford 
may participate as part of the GUP. 

(vi) Planned new pedestrian/bicycle undercrossing of the Caltrain tracks at 
Homer A venue. This undercrossing would link pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic to the Stanford campus via the existing P AM/ECR traffic signal 
and a potential new pedestrian/bicycle path through the Stanford 
arboretum area to connect to the Medical Center area (see next item). 

(vii) Construction of a pedestrian/bicycle path in the Stanford arboretum area 
between the P AlVIF /ECR traffic signal and the Arboretum/Palm 
intersection. 

(viii) Construction of a pedestrian/bicycle path between the new Cancer Center 
and the new signalized intersection on Sand Hill Road leading to the 
Stanford West apartments and the bike bridge over San Francisquito 
Creek. This would include a crossing of Welch Road, which might be 
signalized. 

(ix) Expansion of the Palo Alto/Stanford shuttle integration project hours of 
operation. 
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(x) Increased Stanford responsibility for traffic calming projects in Palo Alto 
(beyond mitigation measure TR-6A), to include collector streets and 
residential arterials. 

Note: Some of the above alternative mitigations were also listed for the recentiy
approved Cancer Center project. 

6. The impact of the GUP extends beyond the peak hour impacts specifically identified 
in t..i-:ie DEIR. These impacts are increased traffic congestion and impacts during 
the non-peak hours on major streets and, in some cases, on local residential streets. 
As mitigation for these impacts, Stanford should be required to implement an 
"Integrated Transportation Plan" as described in the attachment to this 
memorandum. 

cs 

Attachment: "An Integrated Transportation Plan for Stanford" 

··~ 



GUP Mitigations 
July 24, 2000 
Page 5of6 

ATTACHMENT 
An Integrated Transportation Plan for Stanford 

Letter 94 

Stanford lands are served by a complex, multimodal transportation system. Elements of this 
system are the campus road net, Marguerite shuttle bus routes, bike lanes and paths, sidewalks, 
and a travel demand management program. Stanford's transportation system interconnects with 
the roadway, bus and rail transit, bicycle, and pedestrian networks of the surrounding region. 
Both Stanford's and the region's transportation needs and possibilities are dynamic. Prospective 
changes in the region's transportation system over the next five to ten years include: 

• Doubling of Cal train service 
• Deployment of"articulated" (double capacity) VTA buses to and from the University 

Avenue Caltrain station 
• Creation of a high-speed "baby bullet" passenger train between San Francisco and San Jose 
• Development of a Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Center 
• Construction of a new bicycle/pedestrian undercrossing of Caltrain near Stanford lands at 

Homer Avenue in Palo Alto 
• Creation of an east-west "bicycle boulevard" in Palo Alto 
• Construction of a continuous off-road bicycle path between Churchill and the University 

A venue depot in Palo Alto 
• Improvements to Palo Alto's Shuttle and other local transit service 
• Arterial and local street traffic calming initiatives in Palo Alto 
• Major upgrades to Palo Alto's traffic signal system 
• Successful, citywide travel demand management efforts in Palo Alto 

Potential transportation system changes in the ten- to twenty-year horizon include: 

• Inauguration of high-speed rail passenger service between Los Angeles and San Francisco 
• Creation of commuter rail service parallel to the Dumbarton bridge, with shuttle service from 

an East Palo Alto station to Palo Alto and Stanford 
• Extension of light rail service from Mountain View to Palo Alto 
• Continued improvements in bus transit services, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities in the 

region 

These shorter- and longer-term changes will take place in context of and in response to rising 
travel demand, increased levels of roadway congestion, and heightened concerns about air 
pollution and quality of life for the region. 

An integrated transportation systems or master plan needs to be developed in order for Stanford 
to respond effectively to these concerns and tb.e opportunities. This plan should be integrated in 
two ways: 1.) developed in cooperation with neighboring jurisdictions: Palo Alto, Menlo Park, 
East Palo Alto, and the County of Santa Clara; and 2.) provide for efficient integration and 
optimal use of the various transportation modes, including private vehicles, bus and rail public 
transport, bicycle and pedestrian transportation. The integrated transportation plan should have 
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shorter-term (perhaps one to ten year) and a longer-term (perhaps ten to twenty year) 
components. In addition to addressing each transportation mode, the Plan should include several 
ancillary facilities or functions. Plan elements should comprise the following: 

• Vehicle Circulation and Roadway Network 
• Public Transit 
• Bicycle and Pedestrian 
• Parking 
• Travel Demand Management 
• Transportation System Management (including use of Intelligent Transportation System 

technologies in place of conventional increases in road capacity) 
• Traffic Calming (including use of innovations such as roundabouts in place of conventional 

traffic signals or stop control) elements. 



County of Santa Clara 
Environmental Resources r\gcncy 
Parks and Recreation Department 

:ms Garden Hill Drive 
Los Gatos. California 95032-7669 
(408) 358-3741 F.-\X 358-3245 
Reservrnions (408) 358-375 1 TDD (4081 356-7146 

MEMORANDUM 

~ :-- ~:::: ':''.: D .;, 
I ~- • 

, , .. -: =I~""·~ 
' I· 

;::·, '" I 0 • • 1 "(. .. 

TO: Sarah Jones. Project Planner. County Planning Office 

FROM: Jane Mark. Park Planner. Planning and Development Cf'/>1. 

Letter 95 

CC: Lisa Killough. Deputy Director. Administration; Mark Frederick. Manager. 
Planning and Development; Kathryn Berry. County Counsel; Uzanne 
Reynolds. County Counsel; Parks and Recreation Commission 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

Comments on Draft EIR for the Stanford Community Plan/General Use 
Permit 

August 7. 2000 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the subject Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Stanford Community Plan/General Use Permit (CP/GUP). Overall. 
the Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department agrees with the DEIR's 
conclusion that the Stanford development project will increase demand for recreational 
resources in the project vicinity. Given proposals for over 3.000 new housing units and 
over 2 million square feet of academic and related facilities. the Stanford CP /GUP 
project presents a critical need for the provision of additional recreational amenities and 
services to the campus residents and users. 

The Parks Department considers the proposed trail easement dedications for Matadero 
Creek/Page Mill Trail (Sub-Regional Trail Route Sl) and the San Francisquito/Los Trances 
Creeks Trail (Connector Trail Route Cl) appropriate mitigation measures for the 
population impacts. We believe that the trail dedications would be reasonably 
proportionate to the magnitude and scale of this project. particularly with the additional 
10.435 total estimated student and family population. Furthermore. the trail routes will 
provide a unique opportunity for Stanford to provide vital circulation links and alternative 
transportation modes for all campus users. including students and faculty. residents. 
commercial users. and employees. as mitigation measures to meet the "no net 
commute trips" requirement of the development impacts. 

95 -1 At this time. we have specific comments regarding Mitigation Measure OS-3 
(Improvement of Parks and Dedication of Trails) in the Open Space, Recreation, and 
Visual Resources section of the DEIR. Based on further review of the Stanford CP/GUP 
DEIR and discussions with the staff of Stanford University Planning Office and County 
Planning Office. the Parks Department determined that improvements to trails. as noted 
on page 4.2-22 of the DEIR. require greater clarification. We would like the DEIR to focus 
on more specific aspects of the "trigger mechanisms" that actually initiate the 
implementation of the trail easement dedication in the Stanford development process. 

~ Boar<! oi Supervisors: Donald F Gage. Blanca .-\h:arado. Pete :VlcHugh. James T. Beall Jr.. S. Joseph Simit1<111 ~ 
'flfJl!I Counrv Executive: Rict1ard Wmenberg •·•" 
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Furthermore, we would like aspects of trail construction, maintenance, and operations 
further clarified in the mitigation measure set forth. 

Phased Implementation of Trail Easement Dedication 

The Parks Department would like the DEIR to address the timing of the following 
implementation measures in the trail easement dedication and future Agreements for 
Trail Easement for Matadero Creek/Page Mill Trail (Route S l ), and San Francisquito/Los 
Trances Creeks Trail (Route Cl). 

95 -2 • Since Stanford intends to grant trail easement dedications for the proposed trail 
alignments through the subject property with the present Genera! Use Permit (GUP) 
application, the DEIR should include a recommendation for a designated time 
period, particularly when Stanford intends to execute the Agreements for Trail 
Easement, and a time for completion of the trail construction. 

• Specifically, the County Planning Office should require the applicant to complete 
construction of a specified length of trail easement within one year of issuance of the 
GUP. as a final condition of approval. In addition, the construction of the remaining 
amount of trail easement should be completed when approximately 50% of the 
proposed GUP plan is developed. 

Development and Management of Dedicated Trails on Stanford lands 

95 -3 Given the scale of the development project and increased population of campus 
residents and users, the Parks Department would like to assure the actual development 
and proper management of the designated trails on Stanford lands. To also ensure that 
trails be built for the appropriate access and safety of the public trail users, the Parks 
Department requires the trails to be constructed to comply with trail standards and 
design guidelines set forth in the Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan, 
adopted by the County Board of Supervisors in 1995, and later refined in the Uniform 
lnterjurisdictional Trail Design:-Use, and Management Guidelines in 1999. 

The Parks Department has determined that it would be more advantageous for Stanford 
to assume the responsibilities of maintaining and patrolling the trails once they are 
completed and open for public access, for the following reasons: 

• The Parks Department will only build trail segments through private lands when they 
can provide appropriate public access to the trail through public facilities such as a 
public park or road. Since we do not own any County parkland or facilities located 
in the immediate vicinity of the designated trail easements. we believe that Stanford 
should be responsible for the construction and management of trails located within 
their lands. 

• Since Stanford already invests in maintenance and operation programs for their 
existing hiking and bicycle trails within the campus, they would be incurring a nominal 
cost, compared to the additional costs incurred by the Parks Department, to 
maintain and patrol the additional segments of trails, once constructed, on their 
land. In addition, Stanford would have greater control over the trails to maximize 
ease of management. Patrol of the trails may be performed by any combination of 
Stanford staff, trained volunteers. City of Palo Alto Police Department or the County 
Sheriff, depending on the joint arrangements. 

A: \Stanford CP _GUP DEIR2 8. 700.doc 
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• Should Stanford assume full responsibility over the trails. Stanford should develop a 
trail management plan that will include a patrol and maintenance program and 
performance standards to monitor the condition of the trails before opening any new 
section of trail. 

• At the time of implementation. the Parks Department could assist Stanford in ensuring 
that trails be built in conformance with the trail standards and design guidelines set 
forth in the Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan (1995) and Uniform 
lnterjurisdictional Trail Design, Use, and Management Guidelines ( 1999). 

• Liability issues will need to be addressed regarding indemnification of trail users. 

The Parks Department looks forward to working with the County Planning Office and the 
applicant to implement the trail easements. Please do not hesitate to call if you have 
further questions regarding our comments. You can contact either me at (408) 358-3741. 
extension 152. or via EMAIL at Jane.mark@mail.prk.co.santa-clara.ca.us. 

A:\Stonford CP _GUP DEIR2 8. 7.00.doc 
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August 7, 2000 

Sarah Jones 
County of Santa Clara Planning Office 
Development Review Section 
County Govenunent Center 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110 

-1 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report Prepared for the Proposed Stanford Community 
Plan and General Use Permit 

Thank you for providing the City of Menlo Park with the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Stanford Community Plan and General 
Use Pennit (CP/GUP). The City of Menlo Park held a public meeting with the City Council on 
July 25, 2000, in order to allow the public as well as the Council to conunent on the DEIR. The 
comments received during the.public meeting are being forwarded to the County of Santa Clara 
for inclusion in the comments and responses to the comments that will be prepared as part of the 
Final ElR for the proposal. 

The City Council would first like to acknowledge and thank the County for including a number of 
elements requested by the City in the DEIR. These include the analysis of an alternative roadway 
connecting Campus Drive West and Alpine Road, analysis of the complex intersection of Sand 
Hill/Santa Cruz/Alma/Junipcro Serra as a single intersection, identification of traffic generation 
of GUP uses according to a mapped zone system, and attempting to adjust the traffic model to 
overcome certain artificial rigidities that cause some previous models to under-predict 
movements crossing county lines when large projects are located near county boundaries. 

Because the proposed CP/GUP is the "project" for which the DEIR has been prepared, our letter 
includes comments on both the CP/GUP and the DEIR. Although the City recognizes that CEQA 
only mandates a response to those comments directly on the DE1R, the City would request that 
the comments on the Community Plan and General Use Permit be given equal and serious 
consideration and that appropriate responses be provided. Listed below are the City of Menlo 
Park's comments on both docu.T.ents. 

0 

.--... _ ___, 
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Comments on the Community Plan and General Use Permit 

Land Use 

Letter 96 

96 -1 1. The development levels projected in the CP/GUP appear to be based solely on Stanford's projections 
of its needs, emphasizing Stanford's private institutional goals over the public welfare. As a result, it 
does not seem that anyone has asked the larger question of whether the entirety of the proposal, 
including the two million square feet of commercial development and approximately two million 
square feet of residential development, is sustainable in the region, especially given the growth in the 
surrounding communities. Unfortunately, the many individual elements of the CP can overwhelm the 
discussion of whether or not the proposal provides for a sustainable level of growth. The City 
Council requests that Santa Clara County assess the CP/GUP in terms of sustainability in the broader 
community and re-emphasize the County's responsibility to the public welfare, eliminating wording 
that binds the Cotmty to Stanford's private institutional goals. 

96 -2 2. Continued Stanford growth in the urban core is a matter of County discretion. The Menlo Park City 
Council can support reasonable levels of continued growth in the urban core with the explicit 
understanding that Stanford will provide some amount of true public benefit in exchange for density 
increases. It is important to clearly delineate what public benefits are being provided. 

96 -3 3. It is important to tmderstand that Stanford is a community asset, but that much of the development on 
the campus results in additional burdens on Menlo Park. The CP/GUP should focus on and include 
approaches that will balance these interests. 

96 -4 4. Although the CP includes references to regional land use planning efforts, ~e are general 
statements and do not include specific provisions for continuing public input over the life of the 
Community Plan. The CP should include specific provisions for continuing public input over the life 
cycle of the CP, including the identification of stakeholders and their role in the continuing review 
and mitigation monitoring process. 

96 -5 5. The CP should have a total and permanent limitation, or cap, on building square footage and 
population with the understanding that it does not give Stanford the right to extend the limits beyond 
the cap. 

96 -6 6. The CP/GUP should include specific restraints in order to deal effectively with expected growth 
pressures; The intent of the.proposed AGB is anticipated to provide such a restraint. However, the 
CP allows for review and adjusnnent of the AGB after five and ten years to maintain an adequate 
supply of land for development purposes. The AGB will not effectively deal with growth pressures. 

96 -7 7. The documents contain a lack of specificity or appropriate detail on which to base a meaningful 
review or environmental analysis of the proposal. The Menlo Park City Council believes that the 
CP/GTJP should contain a level of detail and specificity that is consistent with the application of 
zoning to the campus. Traditional zoning has at least three elements, including a defined area, 
permitted and conditional uses and development regulations. The CP/GUP should contain a refmed 
grid of areas, identification of specific permitted and conditional uses for each area, and specific 
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development standards for each area, including Floor Area Ratios (FAR) expressed in numbers or 
percentages. A description of the necessary infrastructure should also be included. 

i>.95 -8 8. The CP should incorporate a comprehensive reporting structure that discloses planning aggregates, 
jobs, housing units, population, parking, etc., for all Stanford lands, not just the campus portion under 
the County's jurisdiction. 

96 °9 · 9. The CP should inciude an independently verified annual monitoring procedure for me levels of 
change in the building square footages, population, and traffic as well as environmental and 
community impacts. 

96 -10 I 0. The CP should be modified to support integration and consistency with the Palo Alto Comprehensive 
Plan. 

96 -11 11. Although the DEIR indicates that Stanford would be responsible for its fair share of costs for. 
mitigation of impacts related to the proposed development, the CP should also establish that Stanford 
is responsible for all fees and costs associated with future development on its lands. 

Open Seace 

96 -12 12. The Menlo Park City Council recognizes that the proposed AGB will not provide for the permanent 
or long-term preservation of the open space area located in the foothills. Stanford's open space is a 
vital part of the mid-peninsula area. The CP/GUP should contain a specific and defined commitment 
to permanent open spa.ce. The City Council favors a more rigorous implementation of open space 
than promises of short-term restraint in the foothiils. Stanford should be made to transfer some of its 
development rights in the foothills for increased development rights in the urban core. Thi~ type of 
an exchange or transfer of development rights should persist as Jong as the development periisis. 

96 -13 13. The land west of Junipero Serra Boulevard should be preserved as it currently exists, with no 
allowances for the development of office within the area. 

96 -14 14. The CP should specify the location and extent of open space and natural resources and include 
provisions for dedicated open space and the long-term protection of natural resources. In particular, 
both the County and the CP should distinguish between as yet undeveloped land and dedicated public 
open space. To help make the distinction, "open space" has no present or future development 
entitlements. 

Housing 

96-15 IS. Although the DEIR includes an analysis of housing needs, the CP does not include an equivalent 
assessment. The CP should identify short-term and long-term housing needs associated with its 
faculty, staff, employees, and students and mechanisrns for addressi..'1g those needs. 

Circulation 

96 -16 16. The City of Menlo Park recognizes that L~e DEIR includes a monitoring program withln Mitigation 
TR-BS for traffic generation. However, as described in Comment #3 I under the discussion of the 
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DEIR, the monitoring program includes several loopholes and would be applicable only to traffic 
generation for the GUP area and not all Stanford lands. Tlris is a significant shortcoming of the 
proposed traffic monitoring system. In addition, the traffic monitoring program is the only type of 
performance standards included in the documents. The Menlo Park City Council requests that the 
CP/GUP include visionary perfonnance standards for minimizing potential impacts to surrounding 
jurisdictions, property owners, and residents. The performance standards should include independent 
monitoring for traffic and other variables. 

96 -17 17. The CP/GUP provides parking at estimated unconstrained demand rates (see DEIR Comment #27). 
Even the par.king mitigation proposal identified in the DEIR continues to provide parking at the 
existing ratio of stalls to campus population. Mitigation Measure TR 5-B identifies the possibility of, 
but does not necessarily recommend, providing new parking only at the existing ratio l .03 stalls per 
student, faculty and staff. This would limit added parking to 2,267 stalls as compared to 2,873 
proposed (or ,2325 without the Perfonning Arts Center). The CP/GUP should consider the potential 
that an increase in parking encourages people to drive to Stanford. The documents should consider 
methods to increase the difficulty of parking in order to discourage people from driving to the 
campus. In addition, using performance standards to regulate parking is easy and effective to monitor 
and should be considered as part of the CP/GUP. This should include the negotiation of joint 
performance standards with Palo Alto to comprehensively manage parking on the majority of 
Stanford lands. 

96 -18 18. The Circulation Element of the CP continues to lack detail. The CP/GUP should include a detailed 
and comprehensive Circulation Element and traffic analysis. Although the DEIR considers the 
project's impacts over a broad area, and although the DEIR proposes granting Stanford mitigation 
credit for participating in "cooperative trip reduction" (participating in multi-jurisdiction ventures that 
reduce traffic in the area surrounding the campus - Mitigation TR-5C), there remains no specific plan 
for regionally sustaining the cumulative traffic generated by the development of the Stanford lands. 
The proposal to extend Campus Drive West is assessed superficially and dismissively (please refer to 
Comment #5 l under the discussion of the DEIR. In addition, the focus of the circulation strategy for 
the CP appears to be to push traffic outward to the fringes of the GUP area (where it is more likely to 
impact neighboring communities) rather than accommodating it within on a hierarchy of streets that 
serves and encapsulates Stanford's traffic intemalJy to the maximum extent practical. 

The Menlo Park City Council supports creation of a detailed and meaningful hierarchy of streets. 
Where possible, the hierarchy should load and encapsulate Stanford traffic onto Stanford roads. 
Campus development should not rely on the infrastructure of adjacent jurisdictions. Specifically, 
campus access to and from Interstate-280 should be directed via Alpine Road and distributed 
internally to the campus using Junipero Serra Boulevard as the backbone and the Campus Drive 
loops. The City Council also supports the expansion of Campus Drive West between Stockfarm 
Road and Jun:ipero Serra Boulevard. Listed below are examples of strategies that could be included 
in the Circulation Element to directly address regional traffic impacts. 

• Circulation design should focus on regional traffic on applicant roads, such as Junipero Serra 
Boulevard and Interstate-280. 

• Circulation design should improve interior circulation by improving the capacity of campus 
arterials, Campus Drive East and Campus Drive West, etc. 

,,.. .. 
I. 
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* Stanford should implement previously identified "triggered" mitigations, including improving the 
intersection of Campus Drive West and Junipero Serra Boulevard. Please refer to Comment #35 
under the DEIR for a discussion of the proposed mitigation at this intersection. 

96 -19 19. The City of Menlo Park had requested that the traffic analysis, including the use of any traffic 
modelers, conducted in association with the CP/GUP and/or environmental review should be 
conducted independent of Stanford University. Menlo Park would note that the traffic a?'.aiysis was 
conducted by traffic consultants directly employed by Santa Clara County and using traffic models 
originated by the County. The analysis did rely upon some data furnished by Stanford University. 

96 -20 20. Given thatthe widening of roadways will result in a loss of the current scale of Stanford, the CP/GUP 
should include methods other than road widening for improving traffic conditions. 

96 -21 21. The CP/GUP should incorporate specific bicycle mitigation, including such items as an increase in 
Caltrain cars that allow bicycles and added bicycle lanes. 

Comments on the Draft EIR 

Land Use 

96 -22 1. The development levels projected in the CP/GUP appear to be based solely on Stanford's 
projections of its needs, emphasizing Stanford's private institutional goals over the public 
welfare. As a result, it does not seem that anyone has asked the larger question of whether 
the entirety of the proposal, including the two million square feet of commercial development 
and approximately two million square feet ofresidential development, is sustainable in the 
region. especially given the growth in the surrounding communities. The City Council 
requests that the DEIR assess the CP/GUP in terms of sustainability in the broader 
community. 

96 -23 2. The DEIR does not contain information on the totals of existing and planned development on all 
Stanford lands located in various jurisdictions. It is essential that Stanford lands be viewed in its 
entirety to understand the magnitude of the proposed change and the potential impacts related to that 
change. The City of Menlo Park requests that the EIR include a listing of all existing levels of 
development and all known or planned developments on all Stanford lands, regardless of jurisdiction. 
This information should include building square footage, parking spaces, jobs, housing units, and 
population. The information is available from the University, and appears in near ready-to-use form 
in Part rv of the 1980 Land Use Plan supplement, pages 33-45. 

96 -24 3. The DEIR should clearly describe the relationship between projects that would fall within the 
parameters of the GUP and those that would require a separate use pennit. It is known that under the 
1989 GUP, certain types of projects or projects ,..,'ithin certain areas require an independent use permit 
and that these square footages are not included in the calculations of maximum square footages 
allowed under the 1989 GUP. Tnis is stated in both the DEIR prepared for the Carnegie Fmmdation 
and the DEIR for the CP\GUP (Section 4.1.A.4). Although a total square footage for academic space 
anticipated to be developed under the 1989 GUP is provided (12,439,061 square feet), no similar 
figure is provided for all Stanford lands under the County's jurisdiction. In addition, the DE1R does 
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not clearly state if this situation would continue under the proposed CP/GUP. The CP/GUP and 
DEIR should identify the maximum amount ofbuilding square footage contained on Stanford lands 
within the County's jurisdiction whether or not a separate use permit would be required. If no such 
maximum is included, what other mechanism is established or would be established to regulate the 
maximum amount of development on all lands under County jurisdiction? 

96 -25 4. The documents contain a lack of specificity or appropriate detail on which to base a meaningful 
review or environmental analysis of the proposal. As.an example, the documents continue to 
emphasize the difficulty of precisely identifying facilities that will be required to support the 
University's teaching and research mission or their exact location. As proposed by Stanford, the 
distribution of academic development within the Development Districts was intended only to be 
illustrative for pwposes of estimating environmental impacts. Development would not be limited to 
the specific distribution proposed in the GUP. 

The Menlo Park City Council believes that the evaluation in the DEIR is inadequate unless it is based 
on a level of detail and specificity that is consistent with the application of zoning to the campus. 
Traditional zoning has at least three elements, including a defmed area, pennitted and conditional 
uses and development regulations. Specifically, detailed development areas are not defined, specific 
lists of pennittcd and conditional uses are not identified, exact locations of proposed development arc 
not identified and development regulations, most notably Floor Area Ratios (FAR) is not provided in 
a number or percentage fonnat. If existing County zoning would apply to these areas, these zoning 
regulations should be called out in the DElR. If this is not the case, the DEIR. should comment on the 
adequacy of the analysis given the flexibility of the proposed development. The CP/GUP should 
contain a refined grid of areas and uses, a map that lists uses and development guidelines for each 
area, another map showing where proposed building intensity will be located, and a description of the 
infrastructure needed. 

·~ 

96 -26 5. Given the proximity of the West Campus District, the City of Menlo Park requests additional detail 
on the proposed development for this District. The DEIR states that between 302 - 570 residential 
units would be built in this district. How will the exact number of units be determined? What will be 
the exact location and orientation of the units? What access wiH be provided to the site? Will the 
actual residential project be subject to additional environmental review? Given the flexibility 
inherent in the CP/GUP, how will this District be pennanently protected from any further 
development? 

96 -27 6. In the Open Space and Academic Reserve land use designation, the CP/GUP allows for the 
development oflow-intcnsity academic uses that are in keeping with the open space character of the 
area. Similarly, limited academic or temporary uses that are in keeping with the open space character 
are allowed in the Campus Open Space land use designation. In both cases, no definition is provided 
for "low-intensity" or "keeping with the open space character". Without an adopted definition for 
these terms, there can be significant subjectivity in deciding if any one project meets the tenns of the 
land use designation. How will these terms be defined for purposes of evaluating future proposals? 
How can the DEIR assess impacts without !mowing what level or type of development would be 
permissible? 

~._. 
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96 -28 7. The DEIR should include a discussion of the use of an independently verified annual monitoring 
procedure for the levels of change in the building square footages, population, and traffic as well as 
environmental and community impacts as mitigation for the impacts associated with the proposal. 

Open Sgace, Recreation and Visual Resources 

96 -29 8. The Menlo Park City Council recognizes that the proposed AGB will not provide for the permanent 
or long-term preservation of the open space area located in the foothills. Sta."'lford 's open space is a 
vital pa.rt of the mid-peninsula area. The CP/GUP should contain a specific and defined commi1ment 
to permanent open space. The City Council favors a more rigorous implementation of open space 
than promises of short-term restraint in the foothills. The City requests that the DEIR analysis the 
benefits and impacts associated with a requirement rhat Stanford transfer some of its development 
rights in the foothills for increased development rights in the urban core. This type of an exchange or 
transfer of development rights should persist as long as the development persists. 

96 -30 9. The DEIR should include a discussion of possible measures, such as a permanent commitment to 
open space and permanent restriction on development of office west of Junipero Serra Boulevard, as 
mitigation for identified significant and unavoidable impacts to open space. 

96 -31 10. Given the CP allowances for development along the Interstate-280 corridor, what mechan1sms are in 
place or would be put in place to protect the scenic views from the roadway? 

Population and Housing 

96 -32 11. The DEIR should identify the net number of new units to clearly document the statement that there 
would be no loss in housing units. 

96 -33 I 2. By using gross new units, as opposed to net units. as the factor in the comparison of new units to 
population increase, the results of the comparisons are skewed to present a best-case scenario. 
Similarly, by using the upper limit of potential new faculty/staff housing, the results are also skewed 
to a best-case scenario. The DEIR should re-evaluate the impact of new housing demand using net 
units and the lower faculty/staff unit count to show a worst-case scenario. The mitigations should 
then be re-evaluated based on this new calculation. Although the proposed mitigation requiring the 
construction of the housing is beneficial, does it fully mitigate the housing demand being generated 
by the proposal? 

96 -34 13. The DEIR comments that under the cuniulative condition, the proposed mitigation would fully 
mitigate Stanford's contribution to the local demand for housing. However, the DEIR has not 
addressed the increased housing needs related to other known Stanford projects, including the cancer 
center proposal, Carnegie Foundation proposal and the Mechanical Engineering Laboratory proposal. 
Please explain how, given the questionable ability of the CP/GUP proposal to meet all of the housing 
needs it is generating, that the proposed mitigation would :fu!ly mitigate Stanford's contribution to the 
local housing demand. 

96 -35 14. The DEIR has described that, with the completion of 480 units of new single graduate housing and 
the 628 units approved with the Sand Hill Road Corridor projects, the University would have the 
potential to provide for 72% of student housing needs and 13 % of faculty/staff housing needs. This 
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would be exclusive of the Medical Center and Stanford Research Park. What mechanisms are 
planned or included in the proposal to address the existing need? 

96 -36 15. The mitigation requiring Stanford to identify additional housing sites may be beneficial, but it does 
not contain any implementation mechanism for the actual construction on the identified housing sites. 
Please explain how this can be an effectively implemented? 

Traffic and Circulation 

96 -37 16. se'ction 4.4.A. l is a discussion of applicable plans and policies affecting transportation of various 
agencies and jurisdictions affecting the study area. The section does not mention the plans and 
policies of the City of Menlo Park Please include Menlo Park's plans and policies in this discussion. 

96 -38 17. The first technical section, 4.4.A.2 discusses methodology. The Santa Clara County Center for Urban 
Analysis (CUA) Travel Forecast Model (TRANPLAN based VTA CMP version) was used for 
forecasts of travel for all activity in the region except for the new trips generated within the GUP area. 
This is a parent model of the Palo Alto Transportation Forecast Model which Menlo Park had 
expected would be used for the analysis. This difference in which model was chosen is not believed 
to be significant. However, there are other nuances of the forecast methodology that may affect the 
reasonableness of the results and adequacy of the analysis. These include: 

• Menlo Park's analyses with its own derivative of the CUA and Palo Alto models disclosed that 
these modeJs contain significant omissions and distortions of the street and highway network in 
southern San Mateo County. The nature of these omissions and distortions has a significant 
effect on the patterns of route choices by which traffic is projected to move to or through the 
Menlo Park and Stanford area. It is not known if these omissions and distortions have been 
corrected in the version of the model used for the cmTent DEIR. Ifnot, the reasonability of the 
traffic forecasts on which the impact analysis is based is in question. Please review details of the 
model network description with Menlo Park staff and consultants. 

• The CUA model does not consider certain long distance regional trips and regional through trips. 
The CUA model also includes a feature to scale back peak period trip-making assigned to streets 
to limit the peak period assigned trips to a level which reflects overall network service capacity. 
(The concept is that the duration of the peak hour would be extended.) Please include an estimate 
of the total long distance intra-regional and regional through trips omitted from the analysis in 
such key corridors as U.S. 101 and I-280. Also, please include an estimate of the duration the 
peak period would be extended as a result of the "scaling-back" procedure both with and without 
the Project. 

• There are differences in projections of traffic, traffic impact and mitigation needs between the 
DEIR and the nearly concurrent Cancer Center EIR which relied upon the Palo Alto model for its 
traffic projections. A subsequent section herein highlights some of the troubling differences in 
findings oflevel of service analysis between this DEIR, the Cancer Center EIR and the earlier 
Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects EIR. The differences between the Cancer Center EIR and this 
DEIR are particularly troubling because the traffic analysis of both documents were prepared by 
the same traffic engineering consultant for the same ultimate project sponsor in an almost 

c 
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completely concurrent time frame. Please explain in detail the differences in the technical 
fmdings between this CP/GUP analysis and the Cancer Center EIR. 

96 -39 18. An important consideration is the way trips from new development -..vithin the GUP area are assigned 
to the street network. Section 4.4.A.2 indicates that these trips are assigned through the TRAFFIX 
software rather than through the CUA model. This may have been done in an attempt to overcome 
certain artificial rigidities in the CUA model regarding trip totals crossing county boundaries that are 
unrealistic when major developments are built very close to the county boundary. The implications 
of t.1..is are as foliows: 

• Routes used by new GUP area traffic are directly specified by the analyst; they are not distributed 
by the forecast model. 

• Routes assigned to other traffic in the CUA model are unaffected by any congestion caused by 
added traffic from the GUP area development. For instance, the model has no opportunity to 
forecast that certain other traffic would divert to, say, Valparaiso Avenue in reaction to added 
GUP traffic-created congestion on Sand Hill Road. For the record, such a diversion would be as 
much an impact of the GUP development as would be the case ifnewly generated GUP area 
traffic used the diversion route. 

• The distribution of other traffic from future development on Stanford lands outside the GUP area 
has still apparently been forecast with the artificial control total on trip exchanges across the 
county line in place. Hence, the overall result tends to understate the impact of GUP and 
cumulative traffic (especially traffic :from new uses on other Stanford lands) on roadways within 
Menlo Park. 

MenloJ'ark is concerned that the above characteristics of the forecast procedure may compromise the 
ability of the analysis to identify the severity of the impacts of the Project on traffic conditions in 
Menlo Park. The validity of this concern is substantiated in a subsequent section by comparison of 
the results of the CP/GUP DEJR findings to those of other relevant EIRs. 

96 -40 19. Section 4.4.B describes the existing transportation setting. The paragraphs on transit service include 
the "Menlo Margurite" (page 4.4.11) but fails to mention that Stanford is actively considering 
withdrawing this service. Figure 4.4-3 illustrating bicycle facilities represents the Alma Bike Bridge 
in a confusing manner, giving the impression that it also provides a grade-separated crossing ofthc 
Caltrain line rather than just San Francisquito Creek Please address these matters. 

96 -41 20. The section on Transportation Demand Management asserts that "the effectiveness ofTDM measures 
improved by 62 percent between 1987 and 1998. However, the text fails to note what is evident in 
the data presented in Table 4.4-4, that most of the success of the program was realized in the first 
three years of the old GUP, between 1989 and 1991 when fully two-thirds of the increase in 1DM 
effectiveness was realized. A comparison of Table 4.4-4 to Table 4.1-6 (which shows a history of 
campus development under the 1989 GUP) leads to the conclusion that since 1991 the mM program 
has not kept pace with development. That is to say, two-thirds of the TDM growth took place in the 
first three years of development under the 1989 GUP when only about 31 percent of development 
took place. From I 991 through 1998, while 69 percent of the GlJP deveiopment to that point 
occurred, the TDM program experienced only one-third of its total growth. These data, which 
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indicate a declining participation in TDM from new development, undennine the DE.IR's 
presumption that in the future the TDM program will account for an equal or increased portion of 
campus generated travel. Stanford University's assertion of meeting its "no net new trips goal" 
reproduced as Table 4.4-5, may include taking credit for Margurite rides internal to Stanford !ands 
and fail to account for peak period trips to/from off-campus sites by individuals housed in new on
campus housing. The Table also fails to indicate that the current formula for computing campus 
population yields a lower total than the fonnula used for the base year of the I 989 GUP EIR. For 
these reasons, the representation in Table 4.4-5 that Stanford has met and exceeded its goal ofno net 
new trips over the lifetime of the 1989 GUP may be incorrect or optimistic. Please address these 
issues. 

96 -42 21. One traffic consequence of the GUP is not evaluated at all. The DEIR trip generation analysis 
considers new traffic generated in the GUP area. However, no account is taken of the incremental 
traffic in surrounding corrimwtities caused by the new occupants of housing vacated by Stanford 
people in favor of on-campus housing. The character of a general population who would replace 
Stanford people in the vacated off-campus housing is one that makes more trips, longer trips and 
more frequently makes trips by auto rather than non-auto modes. Hence, housing on campus, while it 
may reduce traffic counts at a cordon drawn around Stanford lands, would have a detrimental traffic 
impact in surrounding communities. This element is not considered in the trip generation and 
subsequent traffic capacity/level-of-service analysis. Please address this issue_ 

96 -43 22. Another observation on the trip generation analysis is that it presumes what appear to be unreasonably 
low rates of peak travel to/from off-campus sites by campus.resident personnel. As the campus 
develops more varied types of housing, particularly including family housing, a large increase in the 
rate of travel to off-campus sites by spouses and other family members than reflected in Table 4.4.18 
would be expected. Please document the basis for the assumptions regarding this portion of the trip 
generation in the DEIR or revise the assumptio~_to more reasonable levels. 

96 -44 23. Section 4.4.E.5 presents the Year 2010 analysis of the GUP impact on intersections. Since the land 
use plan considered in the analysis is only exemplar (Stanford would have broad discretion as to 
where to locate new development within the GUP area; it is not bound by the locations of new uses 
presumed in the DEIR analysis), the actual traffic experienced in particular areas surrounding the 
campus could be substantially different than projected for the intersection analysis. As a result, 
impacts and mitiga.tion needs could be quite different than forecast in the DEIR. Please address this 
issue. 

96 -45 24. The analysis shows significant project impacts at eight Menlo Park intersections in the pm peak and 
six in the am peak. Affected intersections are El Camino Rea!Nalparaiso, Ravenswood/Middle (pm 
only), Sand Hill Road/Sand Hill Circle, Santa Cruz/Oak, Alpine/Junipero Serra/Santa Cruz, and 
Willow/Middle.field (pm only). The impact at El Camino Real/Middle is particularly noteworthy. 
This intersection is shown operating at LOS D just above the threshold from LOS C in the existing 
condition. As Table4.4-23 shows, it deteriorates to LOS F in the 2010 No Project and Project 
Conditions. 

96 -46 25. A systems analysis is also performed for the Sand Hill/Santa Cruz/Alpine/Junipero Serra 
confluence as an integrated complex. The systems analysis shows the counterintuitive result 
of the complex operating with less delay as a single intersection than if the two parts of the 
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complex were far enough apart to truly operate as independent intersections. In theory, an 
intersection complex could operate at a lower average level of delay when considered as a 
system than if the component intersections are analyzed as isolated intersections. But th:is is 
only true when the intersections are operating at better trum LOS F, the acknowledged 
condition of the subject Sand Hill/Santa Cruz! Alpine/Junipero Serra intersection complex. 
Therefore, it is implausible that the analysis of this complex as a system would show a 
markedly lower level of delay for this site. Menlo Park makes this point to emphasize a 
practical reality that the City has encountered in its attempts to operate this intersection 
complex as efficiently as possible as a system. That practical reality is that the combination 
of intersection spacing and volume and pattern of traffic movements that occur there does not 
lend itself to a systematic operation that is superior to the results that would theoretically 
occur if the intersections are analyzed as independent isolated intersections. Menlo Park's 
practical experience is that the theoretical analysis as isolated intersections defines a "best 
case" level of operation not attained in reality and that the actual system's operation is 
somewhat worse. The concern is that the analysis has not disclosed the full extent of project 
and cumulative traffic impact at this location. A further concern is that the not-fully
disclosed impacts go beyond the mitigation capacity of the intersection mitigations identified 
in the Menlo Park General Plan and that still further mitigation would be required. 

96 -47 26. Another noteworthy observation is the projected change in delay at Sand Hill/Santa Cruz. In the 
existing condition, average delay per vehicle is estimated at about 34 seconds in the am, and 53 
seconds in the pm. In the 2010 No Project condition these delays would increase to about 73 seconds 
in the am and 154 seconds in the pm. The results in Table 4.4-23 illogically show that addition of 
GUP project traffic significantly decreases average delay to about 137 seconds in the pm, a result that 
appears to be in error. Even with proposed mitigation which involves the Sand Hill Road widening 
and additional lanes at the intersection, text on page 4.4- I 00 indicates that delay would be reduced 
only to about 63 seconds in the am, 112 seconds in the pm, both still in the LOS F range. Hence·, the 
DElR, though not making this point, demonstrates that if the traffic impacts at this location of overall 
planned development of the Stanford lands are to be mitigated, something far more than the 
mitigation measures identified in the DEIR must be considered. 

96 -48 27. Section 4.4.E.8 details future parking considerations. The GUP proposes 2,873 new parking stalls, 
2,325 without the Perfonning Arts Center. The DER does identify that providing this supply of 
parking, which is at the demand rates for the various individual uses without considering time-of-day 
occupancy could result in parking surpluses that might undermine trip reduction efforts. The 
possibility of limiting parking totals to the existing ratio of stalls to campus population is identified 
and would result in provision of only 2,267 new stalls. Siting of parking supply as analyzed does not 
unduly weight parking provided toward the Menlo Park side of the campus but could still become a 
concern as Stanford would be free to reallocate locations of uses within the GUP area in the future. 

96-49 28. Section 4.4.F analyzes the proposal to extend Campus Drive West to Alpine Road. Intersection LOS 
analysis shows that the extension would result in dramatic improvement to the AlpineiJunipero 
Serra/Santa Cruz intersection which would be improved from LOS Fin both peaks to LOS B(am) and 
C (pm). However, the assessment is confounded by the apparent error in the 2010 With Project 
computation for Sand Hill/Santa Cruz noted previously (where adding project traffic to the 2010 base 
produces dramatically reduced congestion). The analysis of traffic effects may also not fully reflect 
the benefits of altered routes that the extension would make possible. It is not clear whether 
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assignments with the extension were nm through the CUA model or simply analyst dictated. 
However, the projected traffic volume data presented makes evident that the analysis presumes none 
of the east-west movements projected on Sand Hill Road through the Santa Cruz intersection without 
the extension that would shift to the Campus Drive West/ Alpine corridor if the extension were made. 
This is a completely illogical presumption that invalidates the traffic component of the analysis. It is 
evident that the traffic mitigation benefits of the extension would be considerably greater than 
indicated in the DEIR. 

96 -50 29. Section 4.4.G considers transportation impacts and mitigation. The analysis concludes that the 
impacts on transit, bicyclists and pedestrians, parking and freeways are less than significant without 
mitigation requirements. We note that the freeway impact analysis failed to consider the segments of 
101 between Willow and University and between Willow and Marsh. It is true that the analysis as 
conducted indicated very small increments of project traffic on the segments of 101 that were 
analyzed and this would have probably also been true for the segments of l 0 I north and south of 
Willow had they been examined in the context of the DEIR traffic forecasts as prepared. We doubt 
that even if the distortion of the CUA model network fanher north in San Mateo County (which tends 
to excessively bias some traffic away from 101) were adjusted., that significant freeway impact would 
be found on the unstudied sections. 

96 -51 30. Significant traffic impacts are found at 17 intersections. Eight are in Menlo Park, five in Palo Alto, 
two in Santa Clara County and two within Stanford lands. Menlo Park is obviously the most 
impacted jurisdiction. Intersection mitigations are presented in TR-5D for each impacted intersection 
in Menlo Park (none of the Menlo Park intersections are affected in Mitigation TR-5A which are the 
"easy" to implement measures). The DEIR notes that each mitigation in Menlo Park is within the 
jurisdiction of Menlo Park and that Santa Clara County has no authority to require that the mitigations 
be carried out. It is noteworthy that even after "mitigation", four of the eight impacted intersections 
within Menlo Park would remain at LOS Fin the pm peak and that a fifth, Willow/Middlefield, 
would be within one-tenth second of average delay of remaining at LOS F for the pm peak. The 
mitigations identified purportedly only mitigate the impacts of Stanford's development within the 
GUP area. The DEIR identifies that because Stanford will provide only a fair share portion of 
mitigation funding, because other jurisdictions must consent to implementing the mitigations and 
because the County cannot mandate trip reduction measures, the intersection impacts must be 
classified significant and unavoidable. 

96 -52 31. Mitigation TR-SB, Trip Reduction and Monitoring, is also intended to mitigate intersection traffic 
impacts. It includes continuation of existing Stanford IDM programs and a laundry list of other 
possible programs to be "considered" including Universal Transit Pass, increased Margurite 
frequencies and routes, and other actions. A monitoring program to measure the effectiveness of trip 
reduction will be conducted. The monitoring involves an annual count of traffic crossing a cordon 
around the GUP area, simultaneous counting of through trips crossing the entire cordoned area and 
determining traffic generated by uses in the GUP area by deducting the through traffic from the 
cordon counts. Adjustments will also be made for traffic to the Medical Center uses along Campus 
Drive West and for GUP destined personnel that park in the Quarry lots outside the cordon. This 
approach, measuring Stanford's IDM efforts in relation to ground counts (rather than by a 
hypothetical trip rate applied to a hypothetical campus population as in the past) is responsive to 
Menlo Park's request for such a system. Potential loopholes are the adjustments for parking in the 
Quarry lots and for Medical Center traffic use of West Campus Drive as well as adjustments due to 

........ 
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the changes in cordon station location that result from opening of Stock Farm to Sand Hill and shift of 
other station locations from Pasteur at Sand Hill to Welch west of Pasteur and from Quarry at 
Arboretum to Quarry at Campus Drive West. Jn addition, the monitoring system is limited to traffic 
generation for only the GOP area. There is no overaU monitoring system for the total traffic 
generated by development of Stanford lands overall. This is a significant shortcoming. 

96 -53 32. Mitigation TR-SC involves Cooperative Trip Reduction, crediting Stanford's "no net new trips" 
achievement for participation in programs that reduce trips in the areas su..TTounding the ca."llpus. As a 
hypothetical exampie, if Stanford were to pay fifty percent of the cost of a Dumbarton shuttle that 
serves downtown Palo Alto and Stllllford and the service achieved I 00 riders diverted from driving 
cars, with 99 going to downtown Palo Alto and only 1 going to Stanford, Stanford would still get a 
credit of SO trips toward meeting its trip reduction goal. A potential inequity in this mitigation 
measure that must be monitored would be if the "cooperative reductions" were to be concentrated on 
one side of campus rather than reiarively evenly distributed. 

96 -54 33. Section TR-6 addresses traffiq impact on residential streets. The DEIR makes the following 
assertion: "There is no data showing a relationship between Stanford traffic and cut-through traffic 
on neighborhood streets in Palo Alto and Menlo Park." This statement, which leads the reader to 
draw the inference that Stanford development does not cause cut-through traffic in the neighborhoods 
of surrounding communities, is misleading. The reason there is no data showing such a relationship 
is not because Stanford development does not cause cut-through traffic in neighborhoods; it is 
because the methodology employed in the study assures that there would be no such data. The routes 
of all Stanford traffic generated by development in the GUP area are dictated by the analysts; there 
would be no neighborhood cut-throughs by this traffic unless the E.IR. analysts decided to dictate that 
there would be some1

• Because the GUP traffic is not assigned through the CUA model, the traffic 
assigned by that model has no opportUnity to divert in reaction to the incremental congestion that 
would be created by the GDP traffic. Moreover, since many residential streets that might be 
diversi-;,ri routes are not even represented in the CUA model, the possibility that evidence of cut
through traffic could be created in the methodology employed is still less likely. So the statement that 
there is no evidence of Stanford development's relation to cut through traffic is meaningless. To its 
credit, the DEIR discloses that cut.through traffic still might occur due directly to or in reaction to 
GOP traffic and that its extent cannot be known through the DEIR srudies undertaken. However, it 
concludes that the impacts would be rendered less than significant by Mitigation Measure TR-6A 
which requires Stanford to participate in any studies of and mitigation of neighborhood traffic 
impacts to the extent of Stanford's causation. This mitigation measure and the presumption of 
mitigation of impacts to less than significance are both flawed. First, the measure passes on to the 
local communities the burden of identifying and documenting the extent of Stanford's impacts on cut
through traffic, a burden properly the responsibility of this DEIR. Second, effective consensus 
solutions to cut-through traffic problems are frequently difficult to achieve. There is no guarantee 
that Stanford's participation in a study will result in implementation of an acceptable mitigation 
measure. For these reasons this impact should be categorized as significant and unavoidable. 

96 .55 34. Mitigation Measure TR-6B would require site-specific traffic impact studies for "large" projects 
within the GUP development It is presumed to reduce the impact of individual projects to "less than 

1 In the TR.AFFIX model; the analysts specify what routes all the traffic assigned within TRAFF!X will 
use. 
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significant". No objective definition of"Iarge" is provided although examples of some sample 
projects considered to be "large" are identified. Moreover, nothing in this measure would affect a 
situation where Stanford, implementing projects in small sized increments, might concentrate much 
more of the GUP development in a particular sub-area or adjacent sub-areas than envisioned in the 
DEIR development scenario, resultant in more extensive and concentrated traffic impacts near the 
land use concentrat1on. Hence, the impacts should be regarded as significant and unavoidable. 

96 -56 35. The DEIR recommends adding a second westbound right turn lane at the intersection of 
Campus Drive West/Junipero Serra Boulevard .. The Cancer Center EIR recommended 
adding a southbound left tum lane as the appropriate mitigation. It is unclear how this 
inconsistency in mitigation proposals will be addressed. The intersection would remain at 
LOS F in the am and pm peaks with the mitigation as proposed in the DEIR .. 

96-57 36. Mitigation Measures TR-7A through TR-7H are concerned with construction impacts on 
transportation. The DEIR concludes that these eight mitigation measures reduce construction impacts 
on transportation to less than significant. We note that there is no consideration of the impacts on 
congestion of peak period travel by construction workers. We also note that Figure 4.4-17 shows 
such a limited network of truck routes that a truck from US 101 or east of it could not reach the GUP 
area on a truck route without traveling as far north as Woodside Road or as far south as San Antonio 
Road. Given the extensive out of direction travel required by the very limited truck route network, 
extensive deviation from truck routes is likely. Hence, this impact should be classified as significant 
and unavoidable. 

96-58 37. Section 4.4.H asserts that by analyzing the project in the context of2010 conditions, the DEIR fulfills 
the requirements for cumulative analysis of traffic impacts and mitigation measures. While the 2010 
traffic analysis does evaluate a cumulative condition, the only intersection mitigations considered are 
mitigations solely of GUP project impacts, not mit_igations of the cumulative condition. Fwthennore, 
since a substantial portion of the cumulative intersection traffic impacts and mitigation needs are 
generated by traffic from Stanford's concurrent developments on Stanford lands in the immediate 
vicinity of the GUP area, the DEIR should contain a good faith effort to quantify Stanford's overall 
contribution to cumulative traffic impacts and fair share of responsibility for mitigating the full 
cumulative condition. It docs not do so. Finally, many of the mitigations the DEIR assumes to 
mitigate the GUP project are the same intersection mitigation measures Stanford has relied upon to 
mitigate the impacts of its other concurrent development projects in the general area such as the 
shopping center expansion and housing in the Sand Hill corridor, the Medical Center expansion, 
Cancer Center and other projects. The benefits of a particular mitigation may be of a scale to offset 
the impacts of an individual project taken alone, but is not nearly sufficient to offset the impacts of all 
of the projects taken together. Yet, as the environmental review of each of Stanford's major projects 
has proceeded, each has already claimed the benefit of the same specific intersection mitigation 
improvements as an offset to traffic impacts. The potential mitigative effect of many of the 
intersection mitigations identified in the GUP DEIR has already been used up by other Stanford 
projects, in some cases two or three times already. This multiple counting of the limited mitigative 
capacity of the same intersection improvement as offset to impacts of several projects is not 
consistent with the good faith effort to identify and mitigate impact as demanded by CEQA. For 
these reasons the cumulative analysis is inadequate and critically deficient. All of the foregoing is 
illustrated in attached Tables 1, 2 and 3 which compare the projections of the Sand fiill Corridor 
Projects EIR. the Cancer Center EIR and this CP/GUP DEIR for the intersections of El Camino 
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Real/Ravenswood, El Camino Real/Glenwood/Valparaiso and Sand Hill/Santa Cruz. The progression 
of deterioriative effects of Stanford's projects, despite clai."ll.ed mitigation, is evident and marked. 

96 -59 38. Comparison of these tables also shows tremendous and disturbing inconsistenc]es between the 
projections. For instance, at El Camino Real/Ravenswood (Table 1) the pm peak Year 2000 
projection for Sand Hill Corridor Projects is considerably exceeded by the existing 1999 conditions 
documented by both Cancer Center and CP/GUP. More disturbing is the fact that the 1999 "existing 
conditions" in Cancer Center and CP/GUP are substantially different despite the fact that they were 
compiled by the same consultant for the same ultimate project sponsor within the same time frame. 
Also, the Year 2000 +Project for Cancer Center and the 2000 No Project for CP/GUP should be 
more or less identical yet they are vastly different for both the am and pm peaks. 

96 -60 39. At El Camino Rea!Nalparaiso/Glenwood there are similar significant discrepancies the 1999 existing 
conditions as documented by Cancer Center and CP/GUP and between the 200o+Project for Cancer 
and the 2000 No Project for CP/GUP (which should be very similar if not identical). These 
discrepancies exist in both am and pm peaks. The pattern for the 1999 existing and the 2000 + 
Project for Cancer Center versus the 2000 No Project for CP/CUP at Sand Hill/Santa Cruz for both 
the am and pm peaks shows the same patterns of significant and disturbing discrepancies as at El 
Camino ReaWalparaiso/Glenwood. The seriousness of the inconsistencies calls to question the 
validity of the entire traffic analysis for the CP/GUP. Please address these matters in depth. 

TABLE 1: EL CAMINO REAL/RAVENSWOOD 

Proiect/Condition AM DELAY PM DELAY 
Sand Hill Proiects 

1996 Existin~ na 37 
2000 No Project na 44-· 
2000 +Project na 44 
2000 +Project & Miti2'lltion na 34 

Cancer Center 
1999 Existine: 56.1 50.9 
2003 + Project 62.3 61.5 
2003 +Project & Mitigation 3416 35.4 
2010 +Project 83.7 84.2 
2010 +Project & Mitigation 38.5 60.5 

CP/GUP 
1999 Existing 39 57.4 
2010 No Project 100 176 
2010 Project 114 I 10..,, 

10(.J. .. 
2010 + Proiect & Mittgat1on 40.l 92.7 
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TABLE 2: EL CAMINO REAL/VALPARAISO/GLENWOOD 

Proiect/Condition AM DELAY 
Sand Hill Proiects 

1996 Existing na 
2000 No Project na 
2000 + Project na 
2000 + Proiect & Mitigation na 

Cancer Center 
1999 Existing 33.4 
2003 + Project na 
2003 + Proiect & Mitigation na 
2010 + Project 60.5 
20 l 0 + Proiect & Mitigation 25.5 

CP/GUP 
1999 Existina 26.3 
20 IO No Protect 32.l 
2010 Proiect 42 
2010 + Proiect & Mitiiration 29.9 

TABLE 3: SAND HILL/SANTA CRUZ 

Proiect/Condltion AMDETAY 
Sand Hill Proiects 

1996 Existin2 37 
2000 No Proiect 59 
2000 + Proiect 133 
2000 + Proiect & Miti2ation 49 

Cancer Center 
1999 Exisrine 43.7 
2003 +Project 189.l 
2003 + Proiect & Mitigation 101.6 
20 IO + Proi ect 220.2 
2010 +Project & Mitigation 117.6 

CP/GUP 
1999 Existinp; 33.6 
2010 No Proiect 73.3 
2010 Proiect 76.7 
2010 + Project & Mitil!ation 63.0 
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PM DELAY 

28 
60 
43 
27 

39.0 
na 
na 

159.4 
60.5 

31 
69.3 
77.2 
44.4 

PM DELAY 

61 
134 
92 
56 

51.l 
191.3 
144.6 
313.7 
287.8 

52.7 
154.4 
137.2 
112.0 
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96 -61 40. The DEIR does not consider all potential development under the CP/GlJP, only that development 
proposed in the Academic Campus and Campus Residential designations. The DEIR should reassess 
the evaluation of water hydrology and quality with consideration of the potentially higher levels of 
deve.lopment. This is yet another example of why it is appropriate to have knowledge of the full 
development potential for all Stanford lands. 

96 -62 41. Mitigation HWQ-3c requires that Stanford not engage in new land uses or practices that could pose a 
threat to the groundwater supply. The mitigation also requires that infonnation on the use of 
pesticides be provided to any leaseholders. The mitigation does not clarify how this mitigation would 
be effectively implemented. What specific mechanism would be established to ensure compliance 
with this mitigation? Similarly, all leaseholders should be held equally responsible for 
implementation of the mitigation. 

Hazardous Materials 

96 -63 42. The University' safety programs include many elements to protect workers within specific facilities 
and the general public. However, other than a general description of the University's Emergency 
Preparedness and Response Plan, no reference is made to any programs for notification of accidental 
release to surrounding property owners/residents or other jurisdictions. What procedures are in place 
for notification and to addresses accidental release of hazardous chemicals as it relates to adjacent 
properties and jurisdictions? How are surrounding residents and jurisdictions to be made aware of the 
procedures? 

Biological Resources 

96 -64 43. The Menlo Park City Council supports Option 2 mitigation for Impact #1, loss ofCTS habitat since 
this is the only mitigation that would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 

Air Resources 

96 -65 44. Tables 4.11-1, 4.11-2 and 4. l l -3 provide information on the federal and state ambient air quality 
standards and the Bay Area attainment status by pollutant. However, no specific levels of pollutants 
are provided in Table 4.11-3 that would allow a direct comparison between the Bay Area levels of 
pollutants and state or federal standards. The City requests that this information be provided. 

96 -66 45. The DEIR states that the Bay Area must achieve clean air conditions for three straight years to be able 
to reapply for attainment status. This three year period could be 1999, 2000 and 2001 or 2000, 2001 
and 2002. Were clean air conditions achieved in 1999? 

96 -67 46. Tn regard to the C.AL3QHC dispersion model used to estimate l-hour CO concentrations during peak 
travel periods, it would be important to understand exactly what information was used in the model. 
For example, asswnptions may have been made about stop sign/signal configuration or future 
roadway configurations that are not appropriate. If an assumption was made that Sand Hill Road 
would be widened in Menlo Park's jurisdiction, this could result in inaccurate, and possibly 
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underestimated, air emissions given the fact that idle emissions account for a substantial portion of 
the total emissions at an intersection. What specific assumptions were made in the model, including 
the assumptions on stop sign/signal and roadway configurations'? 

96 -68 47. In reference to the analysis of VOC, NOx, and PM10, why does the model (URBEMlSg) only use 
information based on increase in residential units and students? Why is the increase in non
residential square footage and employees not included and, if included, how would the results of the 
analysis differ from what is presented? 

96 -69 48. In reference to the analysis of Impact #6, exposure to substantial levels of toxic air contaminants, the 
DEIR states that the proposal does not contain any sources that would exceed the BAAQMD 
pennitting threshold. How can this be determined when the CP/GUP does not contain any specific 
projects? What is the basis for this statement in the DEIR? 

96 -70 49. This section briefly mentions Menlo Park's Noise Ordinance, but does not use it as a point of 
discussion assuming that it is less restrictive than Palo Alto's ordinance. In fact, it contains limits on 
construction noise (noisy construction work may be done 8:00 am to 5 :00 pm, Monday through 
Friday only) that are more restrictive than either Palo Alto or the County of Santa Clara and should be 
considered as mitigation to construction noise impacts. 

96 -71 50. The adequacy of the assessment of traffic-related noise is dependent on the adequacy of the traffic 
study. It would be appropriate for this analysis to be reconsidered following any modification of the 
traffic study. In addition, it does not seem appropriate to conclude that the project's impact to the 
cumulative condition is de minimis. This is tantamount to saying that every future project's addition 
to the traffic is de minimis and therefore should not be~ c~nsidered a significant impact, yet it is the 
accwnulation of these projects that creates the future traffic scenario. Please explain the basis for the 
statement that the project's impact to the cumulative condition is de minimis. 

Alternatives 

96 -72 SL The City of Menlo Park's request that an extension of Campus Drive West to Alpine Road be 
considered is incorporated in the altemative components analysis as Component TRAN-B. 
The assessment of this component admits that it could reduce traffic impacts but identifies 
potential adverse impacts involving such matters as water quality impacts due to construction 
of crossings of creeks and roadway runoffs, visual impacts of nighttime roadway lighting of 
ridgelines, extensive grading and related loss of acreage of oak woodland and annual 
grassland and opening the area traversed to additional growth pressure. The evaluation 
ultimately rejects this alternative on the contention that it would have unacceptable impacts 
on open space and biological resources. 

Unfortunately, the DEIR analysis grossly overstates the potential adverse effects of the 
roadway extension component. Figure 7.4 presents the alignment of the roadway extension 
considered. Figure 2.3 provides a topographic view of the area. Comparison of the two 
figures reveals that the alignment considered for the extension is about three times as long as 
the most practical alignment for the extension and traverses more difficult topographic 
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features. If a more practical alignment were considered. it would be expected to cut the 
purported impacts of the component on grading, loss of oak woodland and annual grassland 
by two-thirds or more, and eliminate ridgeline lighting 1mpacts. 1'he purported growth 
inducing pressures in the area traversed by the road is a non-issue that can be dismissed since 
the project applicant controls the entire area and can dedicate this area as Open Space as part 
of the CP/GUP. Potential water quality impacts of construction of creek crossings and 
roadway run-off can be avoided or mitigated by design or construction techniques. The 
evaluation of this component as presented in the DEIR is completely inadequate and 
misleading. It should be re-evaluated on the most practical alignment of minimum length and 
on the assumption of the minimum roadway cross-section necessary to achieve the traffic 
mitigation effects desired. The announcement subsequent to the circulation of the DEIR that 
the Stanford University Athletic Department is considering a major expansion and 
realignment of the Golf Course makes obvious that a roadway alignment near or even across 
the existing Golf Course is reasonably plausible and should he considered. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. We would appreciate written 
responses to all comments submitted on both the CP/GUP and DEIR documents. W c also look 
forward to continuing participation in the review process for the proposed CP/GUP. If you have 
questions related to any of the above noted comments, please feel free to contact me at (650) 858-
3400. 

Sincerely, 

Arlinda Heineck 
Chief Planner 

c: Menlo Parle City Council 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
David Boesch, Menlo Park City Manager 
Kris Schenk, Director of Community Development 
Dan Smith. Menlo Park Transportation Consultant 
Jamal Rahimi, City Transportation Manager 
David Neuman, Staniord University 

. .t\ndy Coe, Stanford University 
Ed Gawf, City of Palo Alto 
Mayor and City Council, TO\vn of Portola Valley 
Mayor and City Council, Town of Woodside 
Board of Supervisors, Cowtty of San Mateo 
Denise Dade, Committee for Green Foothills 

V:\ltnncm\2000\aah\ltr072600- Stanford cp gup DEiR response 
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Betcakekos@aol .c To: sarah.jones@pln .CO. Santa-Clara. CA. US 
om cc: 

08107100 03
:
49 

PM Subject: Keeping the original 18 holes of Stanford Golf Course intact 

August 7, 
2000 
Dear Planner Jones, 

97~1 As I stated in my August 3rd speech to the Santa Clara County Planning 
Commission, I urge you to require the Stanford University to stick with the 
current "OPEN SPACE" zoning for the "GOLF COURSE LANDS" and ask Stanford to 
seek housing sites in the core campus area utilizing the principles of 
"HIGH DENSITY HOUSING." 

Many thanks for the time you have spent on this subject. 

Betty Koski 
Captain of Stanford 18 Hole Women's Section 
Member of the above group for 25 years 

Current resident of Los Altos, CA 

. ..._ 
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Sarah Jones 

Katie Shaven 
781 Frenchman's Road 

Stanford, CA 94305 

Santa Clara County Planning Office 
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing 71

h Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Letter 98 

August 7, 2000 

This letter is in response to Santa Clara County's Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the Stanford Community Plan and General Use Permit (GUP). I will address 
two points: 1. School commute routes for children living on the Stanford Campus; and 2. 
Negative impacts of traffic on the Stanford Campus residential neighborhoods. 

I have lived on the Stanford Campus for the past 17 years. During the past 9 years I have 
been involved in traffic satety issues involving students from the campus destined for 
L.M. Nixon Elementary School. I served terms on Nixon's PTA as chair of the Traffic 
Safety Committee, co-President of the Nixon PTA, member and co-chair of the School 
Site Council, and Nixon's parent delegate to Palo Alto's City-Wide School Commute 
Safety Study. Currently, I am a community member of the Building for Excellence 
Committee at Nixon. I am also a 5-year resident member of Stanford University's 
Junipero Serra Boulevard Task Force and a member of the Stanford Campus Residential 
Leaseholder's (SCRL) Junipero Serra/Stanford Avenue Working Committee. I am also 
familiar with school commute safety issues at Jane Lathrop Stanford Middle School on 
East Meadow in Palo Alto, and at Gunn High School on Arastadero in Palo Alto. 
However, I am writing to you as a Stanford Campus resident and the parent of a school 
aged child. 

1. School commute routes for children living on the Stanford Campus. 

98 -1 Since campus children who attend Palo Alto Unified School District (PAUSD) schools 
must travel on Stanford, Palo Alto and County roads, I would like to see the inclusion of 
a specific articulated plan in the final EIR for school commute traffic safety for our 
children. I wish to note that Stanford's Planning Office and Public Safety Office have 
been quite supportive of efforts to address traffic safety for campus children going to 
Nixon Elementary School. A number of safety problems were improved near Nixon 
School four years ago due to Stanford's assistance to the Nixon PTA and the school 
principal by helping to facilitate communication with County Roads and the CHP. The 
SCRL also provided communication support and they allocated funds to pay for safety 
improvements at the school's alternative drop off locations. To me, it appeared that 
p AUSD viewed Nixon's traffic problems as outside their purview and County Roads 
seemed ill prepared to provide leadership in school zone and neighborhood traffic 
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calming improvements. I hope that County Planning will identify a process in the final 
EIR to ensure that PAUSD, County Roads. and other relevant agencies will provide 
timely support to Stanford in future efforts to solve school commute safety problems as 
they affect the Stanford Campus residential community. 

Children living on campus can travel to their schools either by foot, bicycle or in cars. 
Many parents with school age children have expressed disappointment that the routes to 
schools aren't more pedestrian and bike friendly. The result has been that more parents 
choose to drive their children to school (the exception being those middle school students 
who ride the P AUSD school bus from Nixon to JLS) because of their fear that the streets 
are too llllsafe for their children. More cars and more congestion on and off campus have 
fueled this perception. It should be noted that many campus children must cross or travel 
on high volume (and some high speed) streets (Stanford A venue; Page Mill Road, 
Junipero Serra Boulevard, El Camino Real, Raimundo Way, Peter Coutts, Bowdoin, 
Campus Drive East) as well as find their way through questionably safe intersections on 
or near the aforementioned streets. The DEIR notes some additional turning lanes and 
intersection expansion to accommodate traffic on high profile streets, but it certainly does 
not take school commute route safety into consideration and seems to favor automobile 
traffic over pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Current conditions as well as projected 
demographic shifts on campus that reflect an increased number of school-age children 
point to the importance of traffic calming measures for school commute routes and streets 
in the residential neighborhoods. Trip reduction on and off the Stanford Campus is an 
expressed goal of all stakeholders but steps must be taken to ensure the safety of those 
willing to walk or bike. 

98-2 2. Negative impacts of traffic on the Stanford Campus residential neighborhoods. 

I believe it is important to study current as well as potential increased negative impacts of 
traffic in and around the internal campus residential neighborhoods and I would like to 
see enforceable mitigations included in the EIR. Speeding, cut-through traffic can be 
observed at a number of locations on internal campus residential streets. Because of the 
rural character of much of the residential subdivision, some areas do not have sidewalks 
for pedestrians or bike lanes for bicyclists making it necessary to share street space. The 
intersection ofRaiml.Uldo Way and Stanford Avenue, a high traffic area with documented 
visibility and physical problems, has been caught in a multijurisdictional implementation 
quagmire (P AUSD, Stanford and County Roads) for almost two years despite 
recommendations for improvement contained in the City-Wide School Commute Safety 
Study commissioned and approved by the City of Palo Alto. Residents living on 
Junipero Serra Boulevard are already faced with very unsafe entrance/exit situations to 
their homes. Residents living adjacent to Junipero Serra Boulevard are already subject to 
escalating noise and pollution from cars as well as delivery and construction trucks 
(despite expressed requested mitigations to the 1989 EIR). 

While it is important to consider regional traffic impacts in the DEIR, it is equally 
important to consider impacts to the internal residential campus neighborhoods and to 
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complete the unfinished business from the 1989 EIR. The cumulative effects of projected 
traffic increases incurred under the: new GlJP will make this all the more necessary. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

'1~-~ 
Katie Shoven 

c: Stanford Campus Residential Leaseholders 
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Planning Commission 
Santa Clara County 
San Jose, CA 

Gentlemen: 

2161 Ashton Ave. 
Menlo Park, CA 
94025 
Aug.6,2000 

Letter 99 

: ?m writing .to recapitulate m~ comm~nts on the EIR from the meeting of August 3, 2000. 
First, regarding the transportation portion of the draft EIR, an area close to Stanford whieh is 
~~~~ily i!Tipa~ed by ~tanford traffic,;ia_r:nely the Ala~eda de las ~u!gas ar:d Unive_rsit'/ 
He1anrs,is omitted while other areas ranner '3Y/ay are included. 1 ms 1s a senous omission. i 
encl'osa a copy of a map fiom the ElR with the area in question maiked Oii it. 

Second, regarding housing for students and staff, Stanford is in the position of the 
proverbial brottier-in-law wno blows his paycheck at the race track and then comes for extra 
help. Instead of building retirement housing affordable for professors willing to vacate their 
campus homes( i know such persons), Stanford buiit a complex far too expensive for any 
ietiied pmfessoi : know. Also, as leases expired, lns4u::ad of filllng Oak Creek or other 
properties with studems at affordable rates, t"1e un!versity a!!C'.•.'9d Oak Creek to rer.t at 
market ratas($2.000 for a one bedroom apartment}, built more market rate apartments not 
affordable to students and built huge offices for lawyers. 

Stanford also continues to make it very hard for students ot look for off campus housing. Tne 
housing office requiies inflexible lorig-teiiTl leases with heavy financiai penaffies for leaving if 
the student finds someth!!".g off-campus and !t g?ves poorly timed notice about housing en 
campus, often leaving students an impossibly small time window in which to find a piace. 
The booklet prepared by the graduate students about housing issues gives many 
examples of harsh and unreasonable treatmer.t by the universit'J. They are indeed in a 
difficult position as they are unfortunateiy being used as pawns. This situation is the fauit oi 
the uriiveiSity, not of the community. 

(Parenthetically, I would note here that the graduate students seem also hindered by their 
own expectations. I regularly list rooms for rent at reasonable rates with Stanford housing, 
but have not had a Stanford graduate student ask to rent in years. Both the housing off.ce 
and graduate students to whom ! i".ave spoken tell me they are not wi!ling to rent a room 
wtie.·e the r.ouseholdei is r.ot theii same age and really want their own apartmant :r.staad l 
rent mainly to foreign- born pcstdcct.oral researchers who seem more oper.-minded.) 

Third, as a private property owner, I am subject to detaiied zoning rules. I submit that 
Stanford has has enough use permits exceeding their legal zoning. At present the 
university is effectiveiy a very dense city with poor infrastructure on iand zoned as 
agricultural with no coherent general plan. It is time to bring this situation into a rational shape 
consistent with zoning practices in the surrour!ding communities. 

I would add here in response to remarks made at the meeting that the buiidings that make 
some portions of ~nford I~~ so~th of ~unipero Serra le~ .than 100% piistine wer~. as ! 
understand it, granaratherea 1n 1n pnor zoning. 1 nese are nm 'IO be taken as representing 
what should be there consistent with current zoning. As regards the risad foi academic 

nd for the Car .... egi.cl lnc:titr rte. Sta"'or,.; has la",; c.Jc:igu1nc.ro ht rt l°'Ml"\c:Q~ ti"\ use it for space a! 'ii ·- ,. _ .. ---, '.. - • • ~ ..... _......,"""···a-·-· --· -· -"""'-..... ... _ . 
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other ourooses. An examole oi this is, of course, the extremeiv exoensive retirement 
complex on Sand Hill and.the more iecent Hewlett Foundation'project along Sand Hill near 
Alpine. There is no logical reason for pt.itting tha Carnegie project across Jun!perc Serra. if 
indeed it needs to be at Staniord at aii, when there are other places to put it 

99 -4 A!so, a remark was made that Stanford !i.as been a good steward of its !ands. Aside from its 
actually high urban density, which was addressed by another speaker, and the enormous 
amount of traffiC generated by the medical center and associated research facilities, there is 
the little- known issue of Stanford as a toxic waste site. There a.re n.vc federal superfund 
toxic sites on Sianford lands on Page Mill Road as waii as nine state-supervised toxic 
leach sites at tr.a Hil:-visw-Porter site near Junipe;o Sc.1a. And ti-rat's just tne toxics we know 
abm .. '1:. 

I ur~-e you to: L not approve development across Junipero Serra, 2.require permanent set
aside of open space as a precondition for ar:v further development and 3. approve only 
housing to be developed untii Staniord can cfemcnstrate a vastly improved jobs-housing 
bala.-iee, 4. require a serious general plan ·v11ith zoning regulations that meet community 
st.andards .. 
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240 Fernando Avenue 
Palo Alto, CA 94306 
August 7, 2000 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
Santa Clara County Planning Department 
70 W. Hedding Street, 71to Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 

In Re: DEIR GUP/CP for Stanford University 

Dear Ms. Jones, 

letter100 

Overall, the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Stanford University Community 
Plan (CP) and General Use Permit (GUP) appears to be well researched and thought out. 
However, there are two issues that arose while I reviewed the DEIR that believe should be further 
investigated before the release of the final EIR.. I stated these concerns during the public hearing 
of the Santa Clara County Planning Commission on August 3, 2000, and provide these written 
comments to further document these concerns. 

l) Increased potential for land use conflicts 

In Chapter 4.1, the DEIR. reaches the conclusion that there is "no increased potential for conflict 
as a result of incompatible land uses." In discussing this evaluation criterion as it relates to the 
area referred to the Lathrop Development District (LDD), on Page 4.1-18 -19, the DEIR states: 

"While the GUP only proposes 20,000 square feet of additional development, the CP 
designation would allow consideration of future development that is consistent with the 
Academic Campus designation. [Sentence skipped.] Additional academic development in 
this development district would have the potential to conflict with natural resources 
protection and open space uses that are afforded in the surrounding area. [Sentence skipped.] 
However, it is anticipated that these uses could [italics added] be provided in the development 
district without conflicting with the adjacent non-Stanford Land uses because of existing 
buffers; including portions of the golf course, San Francisquito Creek and Alpine Road." 

I see at least two problems with this analysis. First, in one of the sentences skipped, the DEIR. 
discusses the possibility that future development in the LDD could result in the relocation of the 
golf course. Obviously, the buffer value of the golf course vanishes if and when the golf course 
does. 

More troubling to me is the fact that the golf course, San Francisquito Creek and Alpine Road 
very clearly do not buffer the natural resources and open space uses in the surrounding area, 
despite what is implied by the quoted section. These features provide a buffer to the areas to the 
west of the LDD, which are developed residential areas, but afford no buffer to the natural 
resources and open space uses, wluch are primarily to the west and southwest of the LDD, as can 
be seen in Figure 2-6. 
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It is worth noting that the portion of LOO closest to the proposed Special Conservation area is 
where the existing road system in the LOO occurs. It seems reasonable to suppose that this area 
also contains other infrastructure such as sewer and water Imes, as well. Given that "it is 
reasonably foreseeable that the change in [land use] designation [for the LDD] has been requested 
to allow for a greater degree of future development in that area" (DEIR. page 4.2-27), it is 
likewise reasonable to assume that much of this development will take place along this border 
region. 

From looking at the proposed Academic Growth Boundary (AGB) around the LOO in Figure 2.6 
and my own lmowledge of the area, the AGB does not appear to correspond to any discemable 
natural or man-made barrier or border. Given these facts, it seems to me that there is a 
significantly increased potential for conflicts due to incompatible land uses in this area if the 
proposed redesignation from Academic Reserve and Open Space to Academic Campus is 
approved. This may not be dramatically evident during the period that the GUP is operative, but 
the CP is supposed to be a long-term planning instrument, as stated on page 2-5. Land use 
conflicts in this area is "reasonably foreseeable" and, in my opinion, virtually inevitable if this 
redesignation occurs. 

2) Standards of population density and building intensity 

As stated on page 2-5, "the CP ... is intended to be adopted by the Col.lllty as part of its General 
Plan". As a part of the County's General Plan, the CP should meet state standards of sufficiency 
required of General Plans. California Government Code 65 302 states in part: 

The general plan shall consist of a statement of development policies and shall include a 
diagram or diagrams and text setting forth objectives, principles, standards, and plan 
proposals. The plan shall include the following elements: (a) A land use element which 

.___ ·designates the proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the uses of the 
land for housing, business, industry, open space, including agriculture, natural resources, 
recreation, and enjoyment of scenic beauty, education, public buildings and grotmds, solid 
and liquid waste disposal facilities, and other categories of public and private uses of land. 
The land use element shall include a statement of the standards of population density and 
building intensity recommended for the various districts and other territory covered by the 
plan. 

Definitions for Campus Residential-Low Density and Campus Residential-Moderate Density are 
provided on Page 2-8 (1-8 du/ac and 8-15 du/ac, respectively), but no equiva1ent definitions are 
provided for the Academic Campus land use designation. Instead, as stated on Page 2-6, 
"Allowable uses should be developed to appropriate intensity and density as established through 
the General Use Permit". 

A lack of definition pertains to the proposed Open Space and Academic Reserve land use 
designation on Page 2-8. "Limited low intensity academic use ... may be allowed at intensities 
and densities established by a use permit granted by the County". What might constitute "limited 
low intensity" is left undefined. 

Leaving the allowable intensity and density of these two land use designations proposed in the 
CP, which constitute the great majority of Stanford lands under County jurisdiction, to use 
permits with limited lifetimes seems contrary to both state law and good planning. Use permit 



letter 100 

planning provides no guidelines for the university and the community as to what level of 
development can be anticipated in the mediwn term, after the anticipated end of the proposed 
GUP. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Regards, 

~ 
Jeffrey Segall 

-..._ 
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
POST OFRCE BOX C 
YOUNTVILl.e. CALIFORNIA IUSll 
(707) IN4-S500 
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August 7, 2000 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
County of Santa Clara Planning Office 
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing 7th Floor 
San Jose, California 95110 
Via Fax (408) 288-9198 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Stanford University Draft Conununity Plan 
and General use Permit Application 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Santa Clara County (SCH Number 1999112107) 

Department of Fish and Game personnel have reviewed the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the above-mentioned 
Comm.unity Plan (CP). The intent of the CP is to establish 
policies and land use designations on 4,017 acres of Stanford 
University land located in unincorporated Santa Clara County. As 
described in the DEIR, the location of this acreage includes 
Stanford University lands south of El Camino Real between Sand 
Hill Road/Alpine Road and Page Mill Road/Hillview Avenue. It 
also includes campus acreage north of Junipero ~erra Boulevard 
(JSB) and foothill acreage south of JSB. -

In Section 2, Description of Proposed Project, Figure 2-3 
depicts the 4,017 acres the CP includes. However, the DEIR text 
does not adequately describe the acreage boundary west of 
Highway 280. The CP should include a complete description of the 
location of the entire acreage included in the CP regardless of 
whether any development potentials are proposed in the CP. 

In Section 4.1, Land Use (page 4.1-18), the DEIR states that 
the proposed CP designation for the Lathrop Development District 
is Academic Campus which is a change from the Existing land use 
designation of Academic Reserve and Open Space. While the CP 
only addresses the potential for 20,000 acres to be developed, 
the potential for future development in this area south of JSB is 
significant if the land use designation is changed. Any further 
development, either by campus expansion or road construction has 
significant impacts, including, but not limited to, habitat 
fragmentation and increased edge effects. The Depar~ment 
considers these significant impacts from encroachment into open 
space unacceptable and potentially unmitigatable. The Department 
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recommends adopting alternative Academic Growth Boundary s 
(AGB-B) that would allow existing development to remain south of 
JSB, but would require the 20,000 square feet of development 
proposed in Lathrop to be relocated north of JSB. 

101-3 In Section 4.3, Population and Housing (page 4.2-17i the 
DEIR states "Housing demand is not a physical environmental 
change covered by CEQA per se." Typically, the Department does 
not comment on this either. However, the demand for housing and 
perceived necessity to build it, has the potential to 
significantly impact sensitive species resources, for which the 
Department has concerns. In Table 2-1 (Page 2-13) the potential 
for housing buildout is presented. The range of density of 
buildout in some of the smaller parcels spans from 1 unit per 1.5 
acres to 8 units per 1.5 acres. In several sections of the CP, 
the demand for campus housing is described. Given this demand 
and the proposed placement of some housing in sensitive resource 
areas, the Department strongly recommends the maximum density 
buildout of those areas in the currently proposed East Campus, 
San Juan, and Quarry development areas. Furthermore, the 
Department strongly recommends eliminating the proposed housing 
at the Lower Knoll (Map Code J) and Gerena Triangle (Map Code L), 
and eliminate or significantly reduce proposed housing at the · 
Driving Range (Map Code F) . In addition, the Department supports 
the adoption of Alternative HOUS-A which links housing 
development to academic development. 

101-4 In Section 4.8, Biological Resources, the DEIR describes . 
documented presence of California tiger Salamander (CTS) at Lake 
Lagunita, the Lower Knoll, and Gerena Triangle, all in the 
currently proposed Lagunita development area, the stable site in 
the currently proposed West Campus development area, and the 
Foothills site currently proposed Lathrop development area. 
Coincidently, all of these sites are located in the CTS 
Management Zone, established and defined in the June 1998 
Management Agreement for the California Tiger Salamander at 
Stanford University signed by representatives of the County, 
0. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Stanford University, and the 
Department. 

·101 -5 In Section 4. 8. C, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, (Pages 
4.8-28 to 32) BIO-llal through !el - Ootion 1: CTS Mitigation 
Program Proposed by Stanford is described. The Department 
considers this mitigation program unacceptable for all of the 
reasons detailed in the Department's letter to Mr. Hugh Graham of 
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Ms. Sarah Jones 
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Page Three 

the County, dated June 20, 2000. In summary, this mitigation 
program fails to secure mitigation acreage in perpetuity and 
proposes to change the established Management Zone without the 
consensus of the other signatories to the Management Agreement, 
which was a County condition of approval for the Architectural 
and Site Approval for the Governor's Corner Housing project. 
Given the impermanent and transitory approach to CTS mitigation, 
the Department recommends against this mitigation alternative. 

Furthermore, the Department reconunends adoption of the 
BIO-l(a) through (e) - Option 2: CTS Mitigation Program. [(not 
proposed by the project applicant) (Pages 4.8-32 to 33)) with the 
following modifications: 

1) According to recent research (Trenham, 2000) CTS first breed 
at about four to six years of age. Therefore, due to this 
delayed breeding behavior, successful reproduction of CTS 
should be documented for longer than three years because 
individuals just recruited into the population may not breed 
for six years. The Department recommends a minimum of ten 
years of monitoring with at least seven of those years 
having documented successful breeding and recruitment into 
the population. 

2) The DEIR states (page 4.8-33) that ' ... after successful 
breeding is demonstrated development of the Lower Knoll, 
Gerena Triangle, or Lathrop sites may proceed with the 
dedication of suitable upland mitigation lands contiguous to 
the created ponds." The Department recommends against any 
development of these sites. Permanent mitigation 
conservation easements should be established for Lake 
Lagunita and surrounding undeveloped land in the CTS 
Management Zone. The undeveloped upland habitat north of 
JSB in the CTS Management Zone has significant CTS resources 
that should be included in a permanent conservation easement 
and not be developed. 

101-7 In addition, the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section 
discusses mitigation measures BIO-l(f) through !kl: Rare, 
Threatened, and Endangered Plant Protection Program. The Plant 
Protection Program is not adequate. The plan provides no 
protection for special-status plants once construction is 
finished, and relies exclusively on transplantation where total 
avoidance is not feasible. There are several problem with this 
approach. They are as follows: 
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1) Focused surveys for special-status plants are not 
acceptable. Full floristic surveys as described in the 
Departments's Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of 
Proposed Developments on Rare and Endangered Plants and 
Plant Communities (enclosed for your information) should be 
required prior to any project-level siting of new 
development within undisturbed areas. 

2) A special-status exclusionary buffer of 30 feet is 
insufficient. Typically, buffers are established on a case
by-case basis depending on the species impacted. However, 
the minimum buffer accepted· by the Department is 100 feet. 

3) The Department considers transplantation an experimental 
method of plant establishment. The Department prefers 
translocation (collection of seed and cuttings for broadcast 
and/or propagation) over transplantation. However, the 
Department has also found that translocation is only 
successful in eight percent of the projects in which it is 
employed. Therefore, five year monitoring for translocation 
success is not acceptable because it is insufficient time to 
determine whether or not the translocation was successful. 
Regardless of time, continuing implementation of 
translocation methods and monitoring should occur until the 
success cri teri,.a .. are met. 

4) The CP proposes a 2:1 replacement ratio for impacts to 
special status plant habitat. Replacement ratios for 
special status plant habitat relate more to the rarity of 
the species and potential for success in translocating 
plants. Therefore, replacement ratios should be discussed 
on a case-by-case basis in subsequent project-level CEQA 
documents. 

5) There is no discussion on securing special-status plant 
habitat mitigation acreage in a permanent conservation 
easement. The Department considers translocation of 
sensitive plant species experimental. To assure that 
sensitive plant species are fully mitigated, we recommend 
that, in addition to translaeation, known existing plant 
populations be protected and managed appropriately to assure 
that impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. 
Any mitigation acreage should be subject to a permanent 
'easenient a 
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The Department recommends that these issues be addressed and 
included in the DEIR prior to certification. 

The same section describes BI0-5: Renlacement of Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Oak Woodland. A mitigation ratio of 1.5:5 
is unacceptable for both habitats. Impacts to riparian 
vegetation of any kind are typically mitigated at a 3:1 ratio, to 
account for the physical, as well as temporal, loss of plants and 
stream habitat. Oak woodland mitigation includes both a 3:1 
ratio of protection for established oak woodland habitat and a 
1:1 ratio for replanting oak woodland in such a way that the 
replanted area will have a success criterial that provides a 
similar tree density and species composition of that land which 
was impacted. Both the preserved oak woodland and replanted oak 
woodland sites would require a permanent conservation easement. 
The Department recommends that this be addressed in the DEIR 
prior to certification. 

The Department appreciates the County's close coordination 
with the Department on this plan. If you have any questions, 
please call Ms. Margaret Roper, Fishery Biologist at 
(408) 842-8917; or Mr. Carl Wilcox, Habitat Conservation Manager, 
at (707) 944-5525. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

cc: See next page 
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cc: Ms. Susan Cochrane-Levitsky 
Ms. Gail Presley 
Department of Fish and Game 
Habitat Conservation Planning 
Sacramento, California 94599 

Mr. David Wright 
U. s. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way, W-2605 
Sacramento, California 95825 
Via Fax (916) 414-6713 

Mr. Joe Didonato 
Bioquest 
2624 Eagle Avenue 
Alameda, California 94501 

State Clearinghouse 
Post Off ice Box 3044 
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
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DEVELOPMENTS ON RARE, THREATENED, AND ENDANGERED PLANTS ANO PLANT COMMUNITIES 

The following recommendations are intended to help those who prepare and review environmental documents 
determine when a botanical survey is needed, who should be considered Qualified to conduct such surveys. how 
field surveys should be conducted, and what information should be contained in the survey report. The 
Department may recommend that lead agencies not accept the results of surveys that are not conducted according 
to these guidelines. 

1. Botanical surveys that are conducted to determine the environmental effects of a proposed development 
should be directed to all rare, threatened, and endangered plants and plant communities. Rare, threatened, 
and endangered plants are not necessarily limited to those species which have been "listed" by state and 
federal agencies but should include any species that, based on all available data, can be shown to be rare, 
threatened, and/or endangered under. the following definitions: 

A species, subspecies, or variety of plant is "endangered" when the prospects of its survival and 
reproduction are in immediate jeopardy from one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in 
habitat, over-exploitation, predation, competition. or disease. A plant is "threatened" when it is likely to 
become endangered in the foreseeable future in the absence of protection measures. A plant is "rare" 
when. although not presently threatened with extinction. the species, subspecies, or variety is found in 
such small numbers throughout its range that it may be endangered if its environment worsens. 

Rare plant communities are those communities that are of highly limited distribution. These communities 
may or may not contain rare. threatened; or endangered species. The most current version of the California 
Natural Diversity Data Base's Outline of Terrestrial Communities in California may be used as a guide to the 
names and status of communities. 

2. It is appropriate to conduct a botanical field survey to determine if, or the extent that, rare, threatened, or 
endangered plants will be affected by a proposed project when: 

a. Based on an initial biological assessment, natural vegetation occurs on the site and it is unknown if 
rare, threatened, or endangered plants or habitats occur on the site: or 

b. Rare plants have historically been identified on the project site. but adequate information tor impact 
assessment is lacking. 

3. Botanical consultants should possess the following qualifications: 

a. Experience conducting floristic field surveys; 

b. Knowledge of plant taxonomy and plant ecology: 

c. Familiarity with the plants of the area, including rare, threatened, and endangered species; and 

d. Familiarity with the appropriate state and federal statutes related to plants and plant collecting. 

4. Field surveys should be conducted in a manner that will locate any rare, threatened. or endangered species 
that may be present. Specifically, rare. threatened, or endangered plant surveys should be: 

a. Conducted in the field at the proper time of year when rare, threatened. or endangered species are 
both evident and identifiable. Usually, this is when the plants are flowering. 

Additionally, field surveys should be conducted with sufficient number of visits spaced throughout 
the growing season to accomplish a floristic survey of the site (see 4.b.l. 
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When rare. threatened, or endangered plants are known to occur in the type(s) of habitat present in 
the project area. nearby accessible occurrences of the plants (reference sitesl should be observed to 
determine that the species are identifiable at the time of the survey. 

b. Floristic in nature. A complete species list should be included in every botanical survey report. 

c. Conducted in s manner that is consistent with conservation ethics. Collections of rare. threatened, 
or endangered species. or suspected rare, threatened, or endangered species !voucher specimens) 
shouid be made only when such actions would not jeopardize the continued existence of the 
population and in accordance with applicable state and federal permit requirements. A collecting 
pe;mit from "the Plant Conservation Program of DFG is required for collection of state-listed piant 
species. Voucher specimens should be deposited at recognized public herbaria for future reference. 
Photography should be used to document plant identification and habitat whenever possible, but 
especially when the population cannot withstand collection of voucher specimens. 

d, Conducted using systematic field techniques in ail habitats of the site to ensure a thorough 
coverage of potential impact areas. 

e. Well documented. When a rare, threatened. or endangered plant (or rare plant community) is 
located, a California Native Species (or Community) Field Survey Form or equivalent written form, 
accompanied by a copy of the appropriate portion of a 7 J4 minute topographic map with the 
occurrence mapped, should be completed and submined to the Natural Diversity Data Base. 

5. Reports of botanical field surveys should be included in or with environmental assessments, negative 
declarations and mitigated negative declarations, EIR's, and EIS's, and should contain the following 
information: 

a. Projee"t description, including a detailed map of the project location and study area. 

b. A written description of biological setting referencing the community nomenclature used and a 
vegetation map. 

c. Detai!ed description of survey methodology. 

d. Oates of field surveys and total person-hours spent on field surveys. 

e. Results of field survey (including detailed maps). 

f. An assessment of potential impacts. 

g. Discussion of the importance of rare, threatened. or endangered plant populations with 
consideration of nearby populations and total species distribution. 

h. Recommended measures to avoid impacts. 

i. list of all species occurring on the project site. 

j. Oescripti~:m of reference site(s) visited and phenological development of rare or endangered plantlsl. 

I<. Copies of all California Native Species Field Survey Forms or Natural Community Field Survey 
Forms. 

I. Name of field investigator(s). 

m. References cited, persons contacted, herbaria visited, and disposition of voucher specimens. 

2 

-----· - ,... ..... 
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VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
Associate Planner 
Santa Clara County Planning Office 
70 West Hedding Street, 7th Floor 
San Jose, California 95110 

Comments On Draft EIR for 
Stanford University's Draft Community Plan and General 

Use Permit Application 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Direct: (925) 975-5319 
bschussman@mdbe.com 

Our File No. 04678-163 

These comments are submitted on behalf of Stanford University pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act. Stanford appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the Draft EIR, as well as the obviously large amount oftime and effort spent by the 
County staff and its consultants preparing a comprehensive environmental analysis of the 
impacts of Stanford's proposed academic and housing projects. 

As is inevii.ably the case, t.Iiese comments focus on portions of the EIR that 
Stanford seeks to modify. Ir is important to note that Stanford has no dispute with the 
majority of the analysis in the EIR. 

Stanford's comments, in the order that the relevant topics appear in the EIR, 
are as follow: 

I. Chapter 3 - Plan Consistencv 

Stanford disagrees with the EIR's conclusion that approval of the proposed 
Community Plan and General Use Permit. would be inconsistent with me Santa Clara County 
Trails Master Plan. As stated in the EIR., Stanford's proposed Community Plan identifies the 
two route alignments shown in the County Trails Master Plan. Both trail alignmems are 
located in the foothills district, one near Matadero Creek and the other near San Francisquito 

AT T 0 RN E Y S AT LAW 1333 N. California Blvd .. Suite210 
P.O. Box V 

San Francisco 
Los Angeles 
Walnut Creek 

Palo Alto 
Taipei 

Walnut Creek, CA 94596·1270 
Tel. (925) 937 ·!1000 Fax (925) 975·5390 
www.m c cute hen. com 
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Creek. No development is proposed near these routes. Therefore, approval of the 
Community Plan and build·out of the projects authorized by the GUP will not interfere with 
furure implementation of the County's Trails Master Plan. Furthermore, the proposed 
Community Plan carries out the trails plan by requiring Stanford to work with local agencies 
to define more precise trail alignments for the portions of the trails crossing Stanford lands. 

The EIR appears to conclude, nevertheiess, that to achieve consistency with 
the Countywide Trails Master Plan, Stanford also must dedicate the two trails crossing 
Stanford's lands. This conclusion is in error. The Countywide Trails Master Plan provides: 

Development projects proposed on lands that include a 
trail as shown on the Countywide Trails Master Plan Map 
may be required to dedicate/and or improve such trail to 
the extent there is a bexus between the impacts of the 
proposed developm~nt and the dedication/improvement 
requirement. The dedication/improvement requirement 
shall be roughly proportional to the impacts of the 
proposed development. (Polley PR - TS 3. 7) (emphasis 
added) 

It is clear from the Plan's language that dedication and/or improvement of 
trails is not necessary in order to achieve consistency with this policy: the policy states that 
the County may require dedication in appropriate cases. If the County chooses not to require . '
dedication and/or improvement of the trails crossing Stanford's land as a condition of 
approval of the Community Plan and/or General Use Permit, the County's decision would 
not be inconsistent with the Plan. · 

In this case, dedication of tlle trails is not warranted. No development is 
proposed on land that includes the trails shown in the Trails Master Plan. Further, there is 
not an essential nexus between the proposed dedication condition and the project's impacts. 
Nor is the dedication requirement roughly proportional to the project's impacts. As shown in 
Table 4.2-1 of the Draft EIR, Stanford provides numerous recreational and athletic resources 
to the campus community and to the general public. Tnese facilities have sufficient capacity 
to accommodate the increased demand for recreational opportunities created by the increase 
in campus residential population, as well as the increase in the faculty, staff and student 
population. Existing and proposed campus open space and recreational areas also have 
sufficient capacity to accommodate any increase in demand for such resources caused by the 
proposed infill development of vacant pa..TCels in the faculty subdivision. As U1e BIR 
explains, under the Community Plan's proposed land use designations, Stanford would 
continue to mai"ltain ca.111pUS parks a.11d open space at a rate far exceedi...~g the rr.l3.Ximum 
requirement of 5 acres for 1, 000 population. 
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Stanford remains committed to working with the County and other local 
agencies to study alignments of the trails ~rossing Stanford's lands that are shown on the 
Countywide Trails Master Plan. The goal. of these studies would be to arrive at an alignment 
that would protect sensitive habitat areas, as well as on-going academic, agricultural, and 
residential uses_ However, Stanford opposes a requirement that it dedicate these trails at this 
rime_ 

II. Chapter 4 - Environmental Analysis 

A- Open Soace, Recreation and Visual Resources 

Open Space Resources. The proposed Community Plan and General Use 
Permit will preserve the majority of Stanford's land as open space. No development is 
proposed in the undeveloped portion of the foothills. Furthermore, the Community Plan 
proposes a new campus open space designation that would apply to the Arboretum, Palm 
Drive, the Oval, the Stable area (the Red Sam, Stable, Little Stable and Covered Riding 
Ring), Lagunita reservoir and the surrounping area, and several open areas within the faculty 
subdivision_ 

Only a very small amount (20,000 square feet) of additional development is 
anticipated near the golf course and Cente:r for the Advanced Study for the Behavioral 
Sciences in the Lathrop District Eighty-five percent of this area is developed now. Of the 
additional :anticipated development, at lea.St 5,000 square feet may be used to construct an 
addition to the golf course club house. Stanford does not have any plans for the rest of the 
20,000 square feet, but has requested that the EIR study construction of this amount in the 
event that other small educational, utility or groundskeeping structures are needed in the 
future_ 

The EIR recognizes that construction of 20,000 square feet of academic 
development in the Lathrop district would not affect any formal or informal trails, and would 
not limit or prohibit the use of an open space resource. The EIR also recognizes that this 
amount of development would be very low intensity. The BIR states, however, that the 
distribution of development throughout the Lathrop District could affect the character of the 
area if new buildings were widely scattered, leading to a need for new roads and 
fragmentation of the existjng golf course .. To reduce the likelihood of this occurring, the EIR 
proposes that the 20,000 square feet of development be clustered adjacent to existing 
development (golf course club house or Center for Advanced Study of Behavioral Sciences). 

While Stanford agrees that clustering can be an effective planning tool, 
Stanford asks that the applicable condition be worded to encourage clustering rather than to 
require clustering in all cases. Clustering would be appropriate for development such as 
expansion of the golf course club house. However, Stanford may ask to build other types of 
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structures in this area, such as field research stations or other academic facilities needing a 
remote setting, that would not be amenable to clustering and would not significantly change 
the character of the area. The condition should be flexible enough to allow the County to 
decide on a case-by-case basis whether clustering should be required. 

' 

The ElR also concludes that the proposed Community Plan's "Academic 
Campus" land use designation would allow for greater future deveiopment of the Lathrop 
District in subsequent development proposals. This is not necessarily correct. Stanford 
agrees that the General Use Permit should limit development in the Lathrop District to no 
more than 20,000 square feet. A new or revised use pennit would then be needed in order to 
construct any further projects in this area.: The County would retain the discretion to 
determine how much additional development would be appropriate. 

The County need not reduee the size of the Lathrop District or exclude the golf 
course from the Academic Campus land qse designation or the academic growth area. The 
proposed Community Plan designates the. Lathrop District, including the golf course, 
"Academic Campus" because, from a planning perspective, the existing land uses in this area 
better fit within an "Academic Campus" l!llld use designation than an open space 
designation. The golf course is an athletic field. All campus athletic fields were included in 
the "Academic Campus" land use designation. 1jle research facilities in this area also are 
designated "Academic Campus" because they are used for academic purposes. For the same 
reasons, Stanford placed this area within the proposed academic growth boundary. Stanford 
requests that any.land use designation in this area recognize the continued use of the existing 
research facilities and the golf course, as well as allow a limited amount of additional 
construction consistent with those existing uses. 

Recreation Resources. As explained in the above comments on plan 
consistency, dedication of trails is not necessary to accommodate the demand for recreational 
facilities caused by the projected increase in the campus population. The existing campus 
open space and recreational facilities have sufficient capacity to accommodate the projected 
population increase. Furthermore, Stanford's conservation and access plan for the dish area 
is not part of this project Also please note that while the EIR states that Stanford would 
continue to "dedicate" parks in the faculty subdivision, Stanford understands that the intent 
of this mitigation measure is that Stanford would designate such parks and would continue to 
maintain them as parks. 

B. Population and Housing 

Stanford has applied to construct far more housing th.an is required to 
accommodate the increase in the number of faculty, staff and students projected to occur 
over the next ten years. Due to the current housing shortage in the campus vicinity, Stanford 
intends to build all of its proposed housing and asks that the County approve all of the 
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proposed housing sites. It is imperative that as many sites as possible remain available for 
housing construction. 

Stanford does not agree, h~wever, that CEQA enables the County to require 
Stanford to build l 00% of its proposed housing in order to construct all of the proposed 
academic development Even if increased housing demand were considered to be an 
environmental effect, the EIR's proposed'mitigation measure would be overbroad. 
According to the calculations presented in the EIR, the projected increase in graduate 
students would create a need for 683 ho~ing units, the increase in postgraduates and hospital 
residents would create a need for 374 ho~sing units, and the projected increase in faculty and 
staff would create a need for 640 housing units. The total number of housing units needed to 
accommodate the projected increase in campus population would be 1,697 units. Therefore, 
if the County concludes that housing demand created by the project should be mitigated, the 
mitigation measure should be modified to require Stanford to phase construction of 1,697 of 
the proposed housing units prior to compietion of the proposed 2,035,000 square feet of 
academic development, not 100% of the proposed units. Stanford has numerous incentives 
for building the remaining housing units that it has proposed, but it should not be required to 
do so as mitigation under CEQA. 

rn addition, Stanford should not be held accountable for what it cannot control. 
Stanford cannot guarantee that the maximum amount of the proposed housing will be 
approved by the County, or other relevant agencies. Setbacks for visual purposes, internal 
roadways and driveways, drainage swales and stormwate_r ~etention basins, groundwater 
recharge faciHties and other site requirements may reduce the number of approved and/or 
feasible housing units on a given site. Stanford's application thus proposes density ranges 
rather than a specific number of units on each site. 

It is also possible that the local economy will take a prolonged tum for the 
worse, and housing demand will substantially decrease in the future. Should that happen, 
and should vacancy rates in tbe local area demonstrate that there is a sufficient housing 
supply, Stanford should not be required to build more housing. It is not in the County's or 
the cities' interests to require construction of housing if housing is no longer needed. 

C. Traffic and Circulation 

1. Intersections 

The Draft EIR studies traffic effects of the projected population increases 
during build-out of the GUP and has developed an innovative approach to traffic mitigation. 
Stanford supports the EIR's approach and conclusions. 

The mitigation approach p!1oposed by the EIR encourages Stanford to expand 
its successful TDM programs. While the EIR correctly recognizes that the County cannot 
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require Stanford to implement TDM measures, it provides a method of encouraging TDM 
programs on campus and in the surrounding community as an alternative to intersection 
improvements, as well as a method of monitoring TDM success. Stanford, like the County, 
prefers to concentrate its efforts on expansion of its TDM program over construction of 
intersection improvements. Stanford has been a leader in implementing TDM programs and 
is dedicated to continuing and expanding :these efforts. · 

102 -9 The EIR identifies intersection improvements that could be undertaken to 
reduce congestion in the event Stanford is not fully successful in meeting a "no net new 
commute trips'' standard, If monitoring shows that Stanford has not met the trip reduction 
goa] for a specified period of time, and monitoring shows that the relevant intersections have 
reached unacceptable levels of service, Stanford agrees that the County can require Stanford 
to pay its fair share of the cost of intersection improvements. The fair share associated with 
net new peak hour vehicles added by CP/GUP development would need to be computed 
based on the percentage that those net ne~ trips represent of cumulative traffic growth. The 
number of net new trips may be less than ·the maximum number forecast in the EIR if TDM 
programs are at least partially successful in preventing new trips. Stanford also should not be 
required to contribute additional funds for intersection improvements that Stanford or others 
already have funded, or for intersection unprovements that are alternatives to improvements 
that Stanford already has funded or irrev~cably offered to fund (e.g., the Sand Hill Road 
improvements). ' 

2. Residential Streets 

102 -1 o The EIR recognizes that there is no data showing a relationship between 
Stanford traffic and cut-through traffic on residential streets in Palo Alto and Menlo Park. 
The EIR also recognizes that if the policy of no net new commute trips is realized, no 
increase in peak hour cut-through traffic in residential areas should occur. Accordingly, the 
EIR's requirement that Stanford participate in neighborhood srudies of cut-through traffic 
should be triggered only ifthe no net new commute trips goal is not met. Further, Stanford 
should be required to participate in the study only if the County Planning Office determines 
that there is a reasonable need for the study based upon staff review of a proposal presented 
by a neighborhood group or city, and if the study is directed by the County or the City in 
which the neighborhood is located. In the event that a study is conducted, cut-through traffic 
should only be deemed significant and worthy of mitigation if the increase in net new traffic 
attributed to CP/GUP build-out would "cause a substantial change in the character and/or 
safety of the residential street envi.ronmerit" as measured by overall traffic voiumes and 
percentage change in traffic. (This standard is taken from the Sand Hill Road Ell{_) At the 
~onclusion of the neighborhood traffic study, if this standard has been met, then the agency 
overseeing the srudy (e.go Palo .AJto or MeriJo Park) should be required to sub:mit its study to 
the County Planning Office for independent verification of the study's results and for the 
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The EIR also concludes th4t construction of new housing on Stanford A venue 
could impact circulation in and near the College Terrace neighborhood. The EIR therefore 
requires preparation of a site-specific traffic study for the Stanford A venue housing project 
Consistent with the impact identified in the EIR, that study (and any other site-specific 
studies required by the County) should aqdress access and safety issu~s in the immediate 
vicinity of the project site, identify locati6ns of project-related parking, and evaluate effects 
on established or planned sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle lanes, paths, transit routes, and 
transit stops. All other types of off-campus traffic-related impacts are addressed by the no 
net commute trip monitoring program, the prescribed intersection modifications, and the cut
through traffic mitigation requirements outlined above. 

3. Parking 

Stanford's policy is to manage trips by charging for parking and by offering 
convenient alternatives to driving. Due t9 the variety of activities and events on campus, 
Stanford occasionally needs more parking spaces than required for day-to-day operations. 
For this reason, Stanford does not limit parking supply to manage traffic demand. 
Furthermore, providing a sufficient num~er of parking spaces for events prevents parking 
spillover onto neighboring streets and private parking lots. This is directly addressed in the 
Draft EIR under TR-3. 

Traditionally, special even~ parking at Stanford has occurred in parts of the 
Arboretum and other undeveloped areas of the campus. These areas are being reduced due to 
·infill development and concerns over the health of the trees and landscape. Therefore, 
Stanford is shifting more and more of its event parking from informal, unmarked and 
uncounted parking areas to formal parking lots. 

102-12 The Draft EIR's calculation of a parking space/population ratio on page 4.4-84 
is overly simplistic. Because Stanford wl:ll be adding a substantial amount of housing, the 
parking ratio will need to increase. Housing requires more parking spaces than other 
academic uses, because residents need a place to store their cars whether or not they use 
them to commute. It is more appropriate 'to calculate the non-resident parking 
space/population ratio. The existing ratio is 0.52 spaces per person. Applying this ratio to 
the population increase of 2,201 persons yields a gross 2,010 parking demand of 1145 non
resident spaces. However, this amount needs to be reduced to account for former off-campus 
residents moving onto campus to live in the new housing. This is done in the DEIR (Table 
4.4-26, footnote 7) which shows the reduction of 669 commuter parking spaces. This leaves 
a balance of 476 new non-residential parking spaces to support day-to-day campus 
operations. 
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Stanford has proposed an additional 54 7 parking spaces to support the 
proposed Performing Arts Center. Stanford has calculated the total parking demand for the 
Performing Arts Center as 933 spaces (2,800 seats at 3 persons per car). Existing parking 
between Palm Drive and Frost Amphitheater would be used to provide 3 86 of these spaces, 
leaving a balance of 547 spaces. When there are no events. at the Perfonning Arts Center 
these 547 spaces would be available for other uses. However, they would be part of the 
Stanford parking system that requires weekday users to purchase a permit. 

4. Construction Traffic 

Stanford requests the folloWing modifications to the mitigation measures for 
construction-related traffic: 

TR-7B: Maintenance of Pe¢estrian Access/TR-7C: Maintenance of Bicycle 
Access 

Stanford should be able to limit pedestrian and bicycle access in areas within 
its own campus. Any closures of public paths at the perimeter of the campus should be 
reviewed by the County Planning office .. Covered walkways will not always be feasible or 
necessary at all sites (e.g., covered walkways would not be needed for ground level 
construction or projects where the structure would be built far from the construction fence 
and sidewalk). 

TR•7D: Restriction on Co:Qstrucrion Hours 

Stanford can limit construction deliveries during the specified hours, however, 
limitations on workers arriving or departing the construction sites between 4:30 and 6:00 
p.m may not be feasible in all cases. Thip measure should be modified to require such 
limitations only where feasible. · 

TR-7F: Protection of Publit Roadways During Construction 

The main construction access routes to the Stanford campus will be Page Mill 
Road and El Camino Real. These are traffic routes used by thousands of vehicles each day. 
Many construction vehicles and large trucks unrelated to Stanford use these roads. Before 
and after surveys will not demonstrate whether Stanford-related construction vehicles caused 
damage to the roadways that may occur during the construction period. Instead, this measure 
should apply only to streets used for immediate access, within one or two blocks of campus 
const:n1ction sites. 
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The Draft EIR identifies potentially significant impacts to the California tiger 
salamander, a species that Stanford's biologists have been studying for many years. The 
CTS was first observed to breed in the Lagunita reservoir in 1941. From 1991 to the present, 
Stanford biologists at the Center for Co~ation Biology have intensively studied the CTS 
in order to provide informati~n necessary; for conservation planning. 

In I 998, Stanford University, Santa Clara County, the California Department 
of Fish and Game, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service entered into a 
Management Agreement for the California Tiger Salamander at Stanford University. The 
results of Stanford's research on the CTS: are summarized in the Management Agreement. 

Consistent with the Agreement, Stanford has taken several steps to actively 
manage its resources for the benefit of the CTS: . 

• Of primary importance~ Stanford manages water levels and water quality at 
Lagunita reservoir to provide optimum conditions for the CTS. Stanford 
also has voluntarily suspended the annual bonfire at Lagunita reservoir. 

• Stanford has constructed and is managing several new research ponds in 
the foothills. Ponds for CTS breeding in the foothills may reduce the need 
for the salamanders to dross roads to-i;each Lagunita reservoir. which could 
reduce CTS mortality as well as increase the overall population of CTS. 
Before entering into tho CTS Management Agreement, biologists at 
Stanford's Center for Conservation Biology had directed construction of 
one research pond in the foothills. Through the Management Agreement, 
the University committed to construct two more ponds. Subsequently, the 
University chose to construct a total of five ponds (two ponds beyond the 
required three)_ · 

• Stanford's biologists regularly check utility structures to ensure that they 
have been retrofitted an4 maintained in a manner that prevents CTS from 
entering and. being trapped. Curbs and gutters have been designed to 
ensure that CTS continue to have access to Lagunita reservoir. Weed 
control is limited and performed in a manner designed to be least harmful 
to the CTS. In· addition, Stanford does not conduct rodent control in open 
areas so that burrows and underground retreats used by the CTS will 
continue to be present. , 



102-14 
(cont.) 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
August 7, 2000 
Pagel 0 

Letter102 

• Stanford's biologists are actively working to decrease mortality for CTS 
crossing JSB and Campus Drive West. Stanford installed a system of drift 
fences aiong important ·crossing areas to reduce traffic mortality. As part 
of salamander monitoring on rainy nights, Stanford biologists provide safe 
passage for salamanders across these roads. Stanford also will build an 
experimental tunnel under JSB. 

Stanford has demonstrated.its commitment to the long-tenn preservation of the 
CTS population at Stanford and will con~nue to do so in the future. 

The housing proposed in the CTS Management Area would not conflict with 
the strategies outlined in the CTS Management Agreement. The Management Agreement 
specifies that it is not intended to preclude future activities within the CTS Management 
Zone that are beyond the scope of the Agreement. However, for activities within the CTS 
Management Zone that are beyond the scope of the Agreement, additional mitigation 
measures may be required in the approval process to mitigate the impacts of those activities. 
The proposed housing projects in the CTS Management Zone are beyond the scope of the 
Agreement, and therefore additional mitigation is appropriate. 

The mitigation measures that the County requires should be the same type of 
measures as were detennined to be appropriate by the County, USFWS and CDFG for 
mitigation of similar types of impacts when the agencies entered into the CTS Management 
Agreement. Regulatory and physical conditions have not changed since the Agreement was ·~ 
executed. On the regulatory side, the CTS remains a federal candidate for listing, but the 
public review and comment process regarding listing eligibility has not commenced and no 
detennination has been made as to whether the CTS will be listed as threatened or 
endangered. Physically, Stanford has implemented the management strategies in the 
Agreement, which are designed to improve conditions for the CTS population at Stanford. 
Stanford continues to actjvely engage in research and conservation efforts to benefit the CTS. 

The following mitigation measures, therefore, would be appropriate and would 
mitigate the impacts to a less than significant level: 

1. Driving Range Housing 
I 

As the EIR demonstrates, development of the housing proposed at the Driving 
Ran~e site will not result in a loss of CTS habitat because the Drivin2" Ran0cre is not suitable 

~ ~ 

for CTS use. Therefore, implementation of mitigation measures BIO l(b)-(e) requiring 
construction precautions, drift fences, utility box design, and land.scape elements to direct 
salamanders away from building, roadway and parking areas, will sufficiently minimize the 
potential for impacts to CTS at this site. ; 
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Development of the housirig proposed at the Stable site will involve 
construction on land that is within the crs Management Zone, but that does not provide 
good CTS habitat. As the habit assessment previously submitted by Thomas Reid Associates 
demonstrates, CTS access from the Stable site to the breeding area at Lagunita reservoir is 
severely limited due to the existing tennis couns, golf course, and Governors Corner housing 
and parking lots. The Management Agreement similarly explains that prior to development 
of the adjacent Governors Comer housing and parking Jots, the CTS population at that site 
was threatened due to the presence of busy roadways and other inhospitable habitat located 
between it and Lagunita reservoir. The S~able site is even more distant from Lagunita 
reservoir than the Governor's Comer housing and parking lots. 

Impacts to the CTS from development of the housing proposed at the Stable 
site can be mitigated by the same types of measures as were specified in the CTS 
Management Agreement for development of the Governors Comer housing project. The 
mitigation measures in BIO l(b)-(e) are similar to the measures required to mitigate the 
housing and parking lot construction at Governors Comer_ These measures will minimize 
the risk of loss of individual salamanders~ In addition, Stanford has proposed that the 
Management Zone be expanded by an amount of acreage equal to the Stable site acreage, and 
that the expanded acreage be managed for the benefit of the CTS. 

Mitigation measure BIO-l(a) (Opt1on 2) would require Stanford to provide 
long-tenn protection and management, through easements or another equally protective 
mechanism, of an amount of land equal to three times the acreage of the CTS habitat that 
would be lost at the Stable site. Stanford:objects to this measure to the extent that it would 
require dedication of an easement, and Stanford also objects to preservation ofland at a 3: 1 
ratio to mitigate impacts at the Stable site. 

Dedication of an easement was not required in the CTS Management 
Agreement of the Governor's Corner project and is not warranted for mitigation of the Stable 
site housing development. In many cases, a public agency will ask a developer to convey an 
easement because the developer plans to sell the land to various owners and would not retain 
responsibility for management of the habitat and compliance with mitigation measures in the 
long-term. That is not the case with Stanford. Stanford will not sell the land to someone 
else. Further, Stanford will continue to manage the habitat area and will report on mitigation 
compliance. The County will be able to continue to regulate Stanford's use of the land 
through conditions on the GUP, Community Plan provisions, and other land use regulations
Tbere is no need for an easement. 
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The County also should not require dedication of an easement because the EIR 
does not demonstrate that such a requirement, together with the other CTS mitigation 
measures, is roughly proportional to the impact to the CTS population from development of 
the housing proposed at the Stable site. To pass constitutional muster, a dedication 
requirement must be related both in nature and extent to the impact of the proposed 
development. An agency must quantify its findings in support of the dedication requirement 
beyond merely conclusory statements that it will nijtigate or offset some ~'lticipated burden 
created by the project. In this case, loss of potential 1 ow quality CTS habitat at the Stable site 
does not justify imposition of an easement at a 3 :1 ratio or at any ratio. ·As demonstrated by 
the findings that the County made when it approved the Governor's Comer housing and 
parking lot project, the impact from loss cif poor quality habitat can be mitigated to a less 
than significant level by active management ofland for the benefit of the CTS, and by site 
planning and construction measures designed to minimize impacts to the CTS population in 
this area. · 

3. lower Knoll Housing 
I 

Development of the housing proposed at the Lower Knoll would involve 
construction on land that is within the CTS Management Zone and, in contrast to the Driving 
Range and the Stable sites, provides good quality CTS habitat Thus, in addition to 
mitigation measures BI0-1 (b) through ( e ), which would minimize impacts to the CTS 
population from construction and use of the site, Stanford has proposed to expand the area 
subject to ~he requirements of the Manag~ment Agreement by three times the acreage of this 
site and that Stanford would create new CTS breeding ponds in the foothills. The 
combination of new breeding ponds and expansion of the area managed for the benefit of the 
CTS would offset the loss of habitat at th~ Lower Knoll. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-l(a)(Option 2) would require Stanford to provide for 
the long-term protection and management, through easements or another equally protective 
mechanism, of an amount of land equal to three tjmes the acreage of the CTS habitat that 
would be lost at the Lower Knoll, and would also require Stanford to construct and 
demonstrate success at three new breeding ponds within the foothills area prior to 
construction of housing at the Lower Knoll. Again, Stanford objects to this measure to t.i.e 
extent that it would require dedication of an easement. The County can regulate Stanford's 
use of the land in the CTS Management Zone through conditions on the GlJP, Community 
Plan provisions, and other land use regulations. There is no need for the County to require 
dedication of ai1 easement. 

Stanford does not object to the requirement that it construct three new 
breeding ponds in addition to the ponds Stanford already has constructed in the foothills. 
Nor does Stanford object to a requireme:qt that it demonstrate success at t.~e breeding ponds 
in the foothills. Stanford is committed td expanding the CTS population and to creating 
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productive breeding sites. In addition to constructing three new ponds in the foothills, 
Stanford also intends to reconstruct the existing ponds in order to make them successful. 
Stanford asks, therefore, that the measure be modified so that should Stanford reconstruct the 
existing ponds. in the foothills, in additiorl to constructing three more ponds, success could be 
demonstrated at any of the ponds in the f9othil1s, not just the new ponds. Regardless of 
where new breeding habitat is established, its creation will more than offset impacts from 
development of upland habitat at the Lower Knoll or elsewhere. Stanford also asks that the 
County's success criteria take into account an exception for drought years, so that the three
year success requirement need not start anew due to conditions unrelated to pond viability 
and design. 

4. Lathrop Disrrict Development 

Because the location and type of development that would be constructed in the 
Lathrop District is not yet known. it is not clear that the development would significantly 
affect the CTS population. Large portions of the Lathrop District are already developed and 
would not constitute occupied CTS habitat. Furthermore, part of the Lathrop Dis1rict is 
outside of the CTS Management Zone. : 

To the extent that development occurs on good CTS habitat in the Lathrop 
District, the measures requiring Stanford to construct new breeding ponds, demonstrate 
success at the ponds in the foothills (as described above). and implement the measures 
designed to minimize loss of CTS due to project construction and use, would mitigate 
impacts from the limited amount of proposed develOpment to a less than significant level. 

5. Gerona Triangle Development 

Stanford has no plans to construct structures in the Gerona Triangle. 
Therefore, long-term impacts to the CTS .population in this area are not likely to occur. As 
described in Stanford's application for th~ General Use Permit, Stanford is evaluating the 
possibility of relocating a portion of Campus Drive East. Campus Drive East would be 
moved farther from Lagunita in order to remove an obstacle to CTS migration between the 
Gerona Triangle grasslands and Lagunit3;. Stanford is continuing to study this potential 
project If it is proposed, impacts to the CTS population would be further evaluated at that 
time. Stanford anticipates that the overall effect on the CTS population and habitat would be 
highly beneficial and mitigation would not be required. 

E. Historic and Archaeological Resources 

As the EIR recognizes, S~ford has demonstrated an exemplary commitment 
to historical resources preservation and r~storation, as well as to archeological resources 
preservation and study. In 1999, Stanford received the Governor's Award for Excellence in 
Historic Preservation, and has received many national awards for individual restoration 
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projects. Stanford faculty and staff have conducted archaeological digs on campus since the 
1920's, and since 1986 have been system~tically investigating all of Stanford's lands. 

102 -i 5 In light of the demonstrated strength of Stanford's archaeology program, and 
Stanford's core missions of teaching and research, Stanford asks that Mitigation HA-2b be 
modified to stat~ that if the County deems it appropriate, the County may hire an independent 
archaeologist to review t11e finds, proposed treatment plans, and reports prepared by the 
Campus Archaeologjst. The County should not require private consulting archaeologists to 
conduct excavations at Stanford, which ~ould take academic opportunities from Stanford 
faculty, staff and students. 

102 -16 Stanford also requests that the Mitigation P...A-2c be modified to state that once 

102-17 

Stanford has notified the County Coroner, no further disturbance of a site containing Native 
American human skeletal remains may be made except in compliance with all applicable 
laws regarding Native American burials and artifacts. Stanford agrees that it can be required 
to notify the County Planning Office that: burials/artifacts have been discovered and that the 
County Coroner has been notified, and to report on compliance with applicable laws; 
however the County Planning Office is not the agency that makes determinations regarding 
compliance with laws regarding Native American burials and artifacts under the applicable 
state laws. 

F. Public Services and Utilities 

The Draft EIR states that fire protection and emergency services at Stanfo~cr --
are provided by the Palo Alto Fire Department. The EIR should recognize that provision of 
these services, as well as police services, are by a negotiated contract and Stanford pays for 
all services provided to it. The mitigation measures in the EIR should not require Stanford to 
pay more than the amount it negotiates as long as service is provided at an adequate level. 
Further, the EIR should not specify who the service prov]der will be. At times, Stanford has 
contracted with Menlo Park rather than P:alo Alto for provision of services. 

***** 

Again, Stanford appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. If 
you have any questions about these comments or need additional information from Stanford, 
please contact me, Catherine Palter at the Stanford Planning Office, or any other Stanford 
representative. 
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STANFORD OPEN SPACE ALLIANCE 
P.O. Box 197112 •Stanford, CA 911309 • (650) 223-3331 • www.sos-alllance.org • lnfo@sos-alllance.org 

August 7, 2000 

Sarah Jones, County Planner 
Santa Oara County Planning Dept 
70 W. Hedding St., 7th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 
Fax: (408) 288-9198 

Dear Ms. Jones, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for Stanford's General Use 
Permit and Comm.unity Plan. · 

As you are aware, the Stanford Open Space Alliance (SOSA) is a network of students, faculty, 
staff, alumni and neighbors of Stanford University that is dedicated to the permanent 
protection of the Stanford Foothills southwest of Junipero Serra Blvd. To date, we have 
collected more than 10,000 signatures in support of our position. 

Please consider the following suggestions for inclusion in the Final EIR for Stanford's CUP 
and Community Plan. 

Open Space 

103-1 On January 25, 2000 Supervisor Joe Simitian stated: 

"I would specifically ask our EIR consultants and our planning staff to consider the full 
range of possibilities available to our Board for protecting those 2,000 acres - consistent, of 
course, with the University's legal rights as a property owner. In addition to the use of an 
academic growth boundary and/ or general plan and zoning designations, I think it 
would be helpful to consider the potential for open space dedication, the granting of 
conservation easements, the transfer of development rights, the use of a development 
agreement, clustered development, or some combination of those tools, to protect the 
foothills." 

These potential tools for protecting the Stanford Foothills should be thoroughly studied in 
theFEIR. 

103-2 The FEIR also should study a fourth option for the Academic Growth Boundary (AGB) that 
would maintain the existing boundary between Stanford's Academic Campus and Academic 
Reserve and Open Space (see Figure 42-1 in the DEIR). This line is roughly the same as Palo 
Alto's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and Urban Services Boundary (USB). A map of Palo 
Alto's UGB and USB should be included in the FEIR, and an explanation of the differences 
betwee~ these two boundaries should be provided. 
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103-3 In addition to the California tiger salamander, the FEIR should study the long-term 
protection and habitat enhancement of other threatened and special status species on 
Stanford lands; such as t.he California red-legged frog, steelhead trout and western 
pond turtle, as part of the Community Plan. 

103 -4 The Felt Lake area should be studied as a possible site for habitat restoration and 
introduction of threatened species and candidates for the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA), including the red-iegged frog, the tiger salamander and the western pond turtle. 

103 -5 The FEIR should explore prohibiting development within the California Tiger 
Salamander I\lfanagement Zone. The FEIR also should include a biological assessment 
of the golf course, and should consider extending the CTS Management Zone to include 
the entire golf course. 

103 -6 Findings in the EIR should be based on independent verification from a qualified 
biologist. It is against County policy to use verification from Stanford's own 
faculty I staff. 

Maximum Build·Out Plan 

103 -7 The FEIR should include an analysis of a maximum build-out plan for Stanford 
University. Stanford's current development strategy appears to be aimed at extending 
and building out the corners of its academic campus, and then focusing on infill at a 
later date. Therefore, the FEIR for the Community Plan should define the long-term 
developable areas of the campus so that Stanford can plan accordingly with higher 
density on the core campus. 

103-8 To help detennine the extent of Stanford's rights as a property owner, the FE1R should 
include daytime population figures for both Stanford and Palo Alto. 

Reduced Project 

103 -9 The FEIR should study two additional Reduced Project Alternatives. One should 
consider allowing Stanford to build half of the proposed 3,018 housing units and no 
academic development This would meet Stanford's current shortfall in housing 
(approximately 1,400 units) without adding more people to its daytime population and 
thus increasing the demand for housing. 

The second alternative should study allowing construction of all 3,018 units of housing 
proposed by Stanford, but only 1 million square feet of academic development. 

2 
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Housing 

103 -1 O The FEIR should study the following options regarding housing: 

1) Housing should be.restricted to the existing core campus as defined by the County's 
designated A-1 zoning and Palo Alto's Urban Growth Boundary, and should include 
higher-density housing as much as possible. 

2) The FEIR should study the possibility of converting some of Stanford's existing 170 
acres of parking lots into multi-story parking structures to free up other parking areas 
for housing. A map of Stanford's existing parking lots should be included in the FEIR 
along with an analysis of which sites would be appropriate for parking structures, and 
which would be appropriate for housing. 

3) The FEIR should examine restricting all new housing to areas outside of the Tiger 
Salamander Management Zone. 

4) There are many under-utilized sites on the Stanford campus that would be 
appx-opriate for higher density housing, allowing Stanford to meet its needs for housing 
while limiting the envirorunental impacts. The FEIR should study the following 
potential housing locations on Stanford's core campus: 

a) West Campus District: the portion within the urban growth boundary and 
consistent with Palo Alto's agreement with Stanford for Special Area B. 

b) DAPER/ Administrative District: redevelopment for student housing tied to the area 
ne~ Escondido Village. 

-. ·--· 

c) Carnegie Institution Site: 7.5 acres located just east of the Searsville block. 

d) Searsville Block: higher density than the proposed 250 units. 

e) Escondido Village: higher density than that proposed by Stanford. 

f) Wilbur Hall modules: redevelop for higher density. 

5) The FEIR should consider off campus housing sites, including: 

a) Old Mayfield School site in Palo Alto (near El Camino and Page Mill Road). 

b) The Stanford Research Park. Many sites within the research park are adjacent to 
single-family neighborhoods and zoned for housing. Stanford policy permits 
housing to be built there. 

c) El Camino Park in Palo Alto. 
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6) The FEIR should study the impacts of requiring Stanford to make more existing units 
of housing in Palo Alto's jurisdiction available and affordable to faculty, staff, students 
and other Stanford-affiliated individuals. Sites that should be studied include: 

a) Stanford West Apartments. 

b) Oak Creek Apartments. 

c) Stanford Senior Housing. 

We appreciate you taking these comments into consideration and ensuring that 
sustainable development is an inherent part of our County's planning process and 
implementation. 

Sincerely, 

Peter Drekmeier 
Executive Director 

·--

4 
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Tina Minell 
<minell@aerother 
m.com> 

08107100 12:33 PM 

To: sarah.jones@pln. CO. Santa-Clara. CA. US 
cc: 

Subject Stanford construction 

letter 105 

Regarding the General Use Permit, more provision needs to be made to 
provide open space for nearby residents who will be adversely affected by 
Stanford's proposed construction, and that that includes those responsible 
owners of dogs. Do not punish the responsible owners for the sins of the 
few unresponsible owners. The open land in this valley is shrinking and 
outdoor activities for dogs are becoming inhibited. 

Thank you for your attention. 
Christina Minell 
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Harold Boyd 
<hboyd@leland.St 
anford.EDU> 

08107100 12:33 PM 

Dear Sarah Jones: 

To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
cc: 

Subject: Propose change to Stanford Golf Course 

As a member of the Stanford Golf Course and a retired Stanford 
employee, 
my interest in University plans and activities remains strong. On Tuesday, 
July 25, 2000, a meeting was held at the Golf Course that focused on the 
need for faculty/student housing and land use. To the former issue, there 
is no debate; but land use, there is much debate. As an example, Larry 
Horton's presentation was more of a fait accompli without respect to 
alternative measures suitable for University housing. Having said that, I 
would like the City to encourage Stanford to increase the density of it's 
current and planned housing to accommodate more people on less land. We 
don't need more sprawl. The University owns hundreds of acres that are 
closer to the center of campus, not as environmentally and aesthetically 
sensitive as the golf course, and are better suited to urban development 
than the Golf Course. 

I am confident that your review of this issue will be more 
protective of 
an architectural jewel, while making sure that more suitable land is used 
to accommodate faculty/student housing. 

-~ 
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Herb Borock 
P. 0. Box 632 
Palo Alto, CA 94302 

August 7, 2000 

Ms. Sarah Jones, Associate Elanner 
Santa Clara County Planning Office 
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 7th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Letter107 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY DRAFT COMMUNITY PLAN AND GENERAL USE PERMIT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE # 
1999112107 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY FILE # 7165;07-81-99GP-99P-99EIR 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

This letter provides additional comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Stanford University 
Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit (GUP). 

Previous comments were provided in my oral testimony to the Santa 
Clara County Planning Commission at their meeting in Palo Alto on 
August 3, 2000, and in my letter of that date addressed to the 
Planning Commission that I entered into the administrative record 
at the meeting. 

The issues in today's letter must be properly addressed before 
the Board of Supervisors can certify the Final EIR as complete 
and adequate. 

HOUSING UNITS, POPULATION, AND GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE 

The information requested below on housing and population, and on 
gross square footage of academic space and housing must be 
provided in the EIR to allow a meaningful evaluation, analysis, 
and comparison of the proposed project with the alternatives to 
the proposed project. 

The additional alternative to the proposed project described 
below must be evaluated in the EIR, because it could avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of 
the proposed project. 

GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE OF ACADEMIC BUILDINGS AND HOUSING 
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Table 2-2 on DEIR Page 2-14 needs to be expanded to: 

1. Show comparable data for existing and proposed gross square 
footage (GSF) of Academic Space. 

2. Show comparable data for existing and proposed GSF of all 
Housing except single family ho mes. 

3. Include all GSF for the entire 2,100,300 GSF entitlement of 
the 1989 GOP. 

The column "Existing GSF" in Table 2-2 includes "programmed 
development ... allowable under the 1989 [GOP]". 

Does the Total Existing GSF include all 2,100,300 GSF allowable 
under the 1989 GOP? 

If not, how much of the 2,100,300 does the Total Existing GSF 
include? 

How much of the 1989 GOP allowable GSF shown in Table 2-2 is 
"Academic Space" not including Housing, and how much of it is 
Housing? 

If the Total Existing GSF includes less than the 2,100,300 GSF 
allowable under the 1989 GOP, what is the applicant's best 
estimate of how much of the balance will be "Academic Space" not 
including Housing, and how much will be Housing? 

T~ble 2-2 must be revised to add two new columns, so that the 
table contains separate columns for: 

1. Existing Academic Space GSF, including the estimate of 
Academic Space to be built using the balance of the 1989 GOP 
entitlement. 

2. Existing Housing GSF (except single family homes), including 
Housing built and/or approved before the 1989 GOP, and including 
the estimate of Housing to be built using the balance of the 1989 
GOP entitlement. 

3. Additional Academic Space GSF for the proposed project. 

4. Additional Housing GSF (except single family homes) for the 
proposed project. 

The EIR must show how the Housing GSF was calculated by showing 
the product of "number of units" by "GSF per unit" for each 
category of housing (except single family housing). 

Where ~ecessary, the housing categories identified by the 
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applicant must be divided into more categories to perform the 
calculation of Housing GSF. 

For example, the document Summary and Explanation, Stanford 
University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit 
Application, submitted to Santa Clara County November 15, 1999, 
at page 7, states that the project includes housing for "l,900 
single graduate students to be housed in apartments or group h 
ousing", that "Graduate student apartments will also be suitable 
for single postgraduate fellows", that the apartments for 
hospital residents and postgraduate fellows can be used by "young 
faculty", and that the faculty and staff housing is "A mixture of 
detached single-family homes, townhouses, condominiums, duplexes, 
and apartments." 

To calculate the Additional Housing GSF it will be necessary to 
use at least two different sizes of graduate student housing, and 
it will be necessary to use many different sizes of faculty and 
staff housing. 

The EIR must distinguish when the calculation of a component of 
Additional Housing GSF is using the size of a group housing unit 
occupied by more than one student, resident, or fellow, and must 
reconcile the number of units with the number of the population 
category occupying the units. 

The EIR must also include a table that compares the Existing GSF 
(including the balance of th~_~llowable GSF in the 1989 GUP) and 
the Additional GSF for attached fa culty and staff housing that 
includes all attached housing that is consistent with the 
definition of single family homes that Stanford used to exclude 
Ryan Court housing from being charged against the allowable GSF 
in the 1989 GUP. 

The revised Table 2-2 and the second table would then contain all 
existing and proposed faculty and staff housing except single 
family detached homes. 

The EIR must also include a table that compares the number of 
Existing and Additional single family detached faculty and staff 
homes. 

107-9 Figure 2-5 on Page 2-11 of the DEIR must be corrected to show 
that housing sites H and I can be used by young faculty, and that 
some graduate student housing at sites B, C, D, F, G, and J can 
be used by postgraduate fellows. 

107-10 All of this housing that can be used by more than one group is 
apartment housing, rather than group housing, and Figure 2-5 must 
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be changed to designate sites H, I, and the relevant portions of 
sites B, C, D, F, G, and J the same color as Faculty/St aff 
(Moderate Density) . 

107-11 The EIR must have separate land use designations for apartment 
housing and group housing. 

PROVIDE CONSISTENT DATA FOR POPULATION AND HOUSING UNITS 

107-12 Table 4.3-7 on DEIR Page 4.3-8 must be expanded, must use 
internally consistent data, must be consistent with the text in 
housing subsection "Affordability and Availability of Housing'' on 
DEIR Pages 4.3-10 through 4.3-12, must use the most current data, 
and must be consistent with the data in Stanford University's 
Santa Clara County General Use Permit Annual Report # 11. 

107-13 The most complete and detailed population and housing figures are 
those contained in GUP Annual Report # 11. 

107 -14 

The 1989 GUP set limits on total Stanford population, regardless 
of which jurisdiction had that population. 

Thus, The 1989 GUP population limit includes S.L.A.C. population 
in San Mateo County and Medical Center population in Palo Alto. 

The EIR must consistently refer to all populat ion using the same 
standards that are used in the 1989 GUP. 

Faculty population must include all faculty at the Gen-eral 
Campus, Medical Center, and S.L.A.C. 

Student population must include all students at the General 
Campus, Medical Center, and S.L.A.C. 

Staff population must include all staff at the General Campus, 
Medical Center, and S.L.A.C. 

107-15 The number of 1990 and 1999 Housing Units for Stanford in Table 
4.3-7 is taken from GUP Annual Report # 11, but the numbers for 
1990 are inconsistent. 

107-16 Table 4 on page 11 of the Annual Report uses academic years, and 
Table 4.3-7 of the EIR should also use academic years. 

107-17 The EIR must replace 1999 with 1998-99, unless data are available 
for 1999-2000, which should be used instead. 

107-18 The number of student housing units for 1999 in the EIR is the 
same as the number shown on Annual Report page 10, but the number 
of graduate students in Table 4 on Page 11 is a different number 
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than the nu~ber on page 10 and would yield a d ifferent total for 
students housed if used. 

i07-19 The number of faculty housing units for 1990 in EIR Table 4.3-7 
is the same as Annual Report Table 4 for 1989-90, but the number 
of student housing units for 1990 is the same as 1990-91. 

107-20 The academic year 1989-90 must be used consistently. 

107-21 Table 4.3-7 must be broken into two tables: one table for housing 
units for faculty and staff eligible to live on campus, and one 
or more tables for other categories of population. 

107-22 The categories of "Hospital Residents" and Postgraduate Fellows" 
must be shown separately and must be cross-referenced to the 
appropriate line item or items in Table 1 on page 3 of GUP Annual 
Report # 11. 

ELIGIBLE FACULTY/STAFF HOUSING TABLE 

107-23 The table for eligible faculty and staff must show for each year: 

1. The total eligible population. 

2. The total units on campus. 

3. The total units without an eligible person (for example, units 
with widows or emeriti faculty and staff). 

4. The difference between number 2 and number 3 above. 
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5. The number, based on substantial evidence, of non-resident 
eligible faculty and staff who want to move on campus to occupy 
the existing or proposed units (that is, the housing deficit). 

107-24 The EIR must all include an estimate for the year 2010 of the 
number of units without an eligible person. 

OTHER POPULATION CATEGORIES 

107-25 The table or tables for other population categories must provide 
the following information for each of the categories of 
undergraduate students, graduate students, postgraduate fellows, 
hospital residents, and all other staff: 

1. The total population. 

2. The total units (or beds for grou~ housing) on campus. 

3. The number, based on substantial evidence, of non-residents in 
the population category who want to move on campus to occupy the 
existing or proposed units (that is, the housing deficit). 

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENC E 

107-26 The numbers in the EIR for the housing deficit for each 
population category must be based on substantial evidence, that 
is, facts, reasonable assumptions based on fact, or expert 
opinion based on fact. 

For example, the document "Summary and Explanation" at page 9 
states that the on-campus housing for undergraduates is "full 
demand", because "a small percentage chooses to live of campus" 
and, therefore, the deficit for undergraduate housing is zero. 

At the County Planning Commission meeting of August 3, 2000, 
there was testimony from members of the Stanford Graduate Student 
Council that the graduate student housing deficit was less than 
1,000 units, although the project plans to build 1,900 to 2,000 
units. 

Mary-Lee Kimber testified that 985 graduate students who applied 
for on-campus housing were not assigned to housing units, because 
there were not enough units. 

Paul Hartke testified that Stanford is subsidizing the rent in 
off-campus apartments for 840 grad uate students. 

Similar substantial evidence needs to be provided for the deficit 
shown in the EIR for the other population categories. 
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OFF-CAMPUS HOUSING 

107-27 The GUP Annual Reports give Stanford credit for housing its 
population in off-campus housing at 1100 Welch Road in Palo Alto, 
which affects the calculation of the "no net new cormnute trips" 
traffic mitigation, although the 1989 GUP makes no provision for 
using off-campus housing for this purpose. 

The EIR must evaluate mechanisms to guarantee that any off-campus 
housing used to satisfy mitigations for numbers of housing units, 
or for other purposes, is permanently reserved for use by 
Stanford students, faculty, and staff. 

For example, if Stanford wants the 628 apartments at Stanford 
West to count against any housing deficit, then the EIR must 
contain a condition that Stanford be required to fill all 628 
apartments with students, faculty, and staff before building 
other housing. 

BUILD HOUSING WITHOUT INCREASING POPULATION 

107-28 The EIR must evaluate an alternative that builds the amount of 
housing units required to eliminate the housing deficit, without 
adding to the population of students, faculty, and staff. 

This alternative is needed to enable readers of the EIR to 
understand the environmental·-e.ffects of having the right amount 
of housing to serve students and eligible faculty and staff who 
want to live on campus, without there being either a deficit or 
surplus of on-campus housing units. 

FIXED AND VARIABLE ADDITIONAL ACADEMIC GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE 

107-29 Some of the proposed additional academic gross square footage 
(GSF) is independent of population growth of students, faculty, 
and staff, and some of the additional academic GSF is related to 
the project's proposed growth in population. 

The EIR must identify which projects and how much additional 
academic GSF would be built if no increase is allowed in the 
number of students , faculty and staff. 

The EIR must evaluate an alternative that is composed of this 
fixed additional academic GSF, no population growth, and the
housing units required to eliminate the housing deficit. 

ALTERNATIVE HOUSING LOCATIONS 
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107-30 The proposed housing sites D and I, and part of E are outside of 
Palo Alto's Urban Service Area in violation of Palo Alto 
Comprehensive Plan Policy L-1 and Map L-2. 

The EIR must evaluate strategies for alternatives to these 
housing sites, including alternative locations for the housing, 
and requiring Stanford to occupy housing at other sites before 
building on sites D, I, and E. 

107-31 The proposed redevelopment of Escondido Village at site C is 
based on replacing one-story wood frame buildings with two-story 
wood frame buildings. 

The EIR must evaluate the alternative of building four-story wood 
frame buildings at housing si~e C to accommodate the housing 
proposed for the El Camino Real frontage. 

107-32 If the EIR demon strates that housing outside Palo Alto's Urban 
Service Area is unavoidable, then the EIR must evaluate the 
alternative of building housing in the interior of campus, 
instead of on the edge of campus in the open space area along El 
Camino Real that serves as a buffer between urban Palo Alto and 
urban Stanford development. 

Stanford University's Land Use Plan -- 1980 in the map of the 
"Central Campus Land Use Plan 1980-2010" at page 29 designated 
the area bounded by Arboretum Road, Galvez Street, Campus Drive, 
and Quarry Road as "Academic Reserve and Open Space·~ '"'t-0 

distinguish it from the area along El Camino Real and Stanford 
Avenue that was designated Special Reserve and Open Space. 

The 1980 Plan at page 27 states, "The southerly portion of the 
Arboretum is shown as 'Academic Reserve and Open Space' to 
indicate its future availability as an alternative to expansion 
in the foothills if further demand should occur." 
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107-33 The EIR should evaluate the alternative of building housing in 
the area bounded by Arboretum, Galvez, Campus Drive, and Quarry, 
instead of building on sites 0, I, and E. 

The EIR should evaluate the mitigation of requiring Stanford to 
build on all other housing sites before building on sites D, I, 
and E. 

The EIR should evaluate the mitigation of requiring Stanford to 
use all 628 apartments at Stanford West in Palo Alto for faculty, 
students, and staff before building on sites 0, I, and E. 

GOLF LANE 

107-34 My August 3, 2000, letter to the County Planning Commission 
requested that the alternative golf course locations identified 
in the 1971 Stanford University Land Use Policy/Plan be 
evaluated for a relocated or second golf course. 

The secondary effects of moving current uses on those sites must 
be included in the evaluations of those alternatives. 

In addition, the EIR must provide the legislative record from the 
County or, if necessary, the record from Stanford University that 
explains the curious coincidence that the alternative golf course 
location Interdale between Los Trancos Creek, Interstate 280, and 
Felt Lake, is accessed from Alpine Road via a road named Golf 
Lane. 

The EIR must document when Golf Lane was named and must document 
why it has that name. 

Thank you for providing complete and adequate responses to all of 
the issues raised in this letter. 

Sincerely, 

Herb Borock 

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at htto://www.hormail.com 



Herb Borock 
P. 0. Box 632 
Palo Alto, CA 94302 

August 7, 2000 (Second Letter this date) 

Ms. Sarah Jones, Associate elanner 
Santa Clara County Planning Off ice 
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 7th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Letter108 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY DRAFT COMMUNITY PLAN AND GENERAL USE PERMIT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE # 
1999112107 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY FILE # 7165-07-81-99GP-99P-99EIR 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

108-1 This letter clarifies and corrects one of the issues I discussed 
in my earlier letter of this date that needs to be answered 
completely and adequately in the EIR for this project. 

In the section "Alternative Housing Locations" of that letter, 
the third and fourth paragraphs (the paragraphs about Escondido 
Village) should read: 

The proposed r~development of Escondido Village at site C is 
based on replacfng two-story wood frame buildings with four-story 
wood frame buildings. 

The EIR must evaluate the alternative of building taller than 
four stories at housing site C to accommodate the housing 
proposed for the El Camino Real frontage, even if this requires 
replacing wood frame construction with steel frame construction. 

Thank you for including this clarification and correction with my 
previous letter. 

Sincerely, 

Herb Borock 

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http://www.hotmail.com 
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Susan Cole To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
<Susanc@rahul.ne cc: susanc@rahul.net. mforster@slip.net 
t > Subject: comment on Stanford's Draft EiR 

08107100 04:49 PM 

Dear Planning Commission, 

I'm writing with regard to Stanford's request for a General Use Permit 
and their Draft EIR. As a resident of Stanford Avenue itself, I have 
been and will be affected during the coming years by the increased 
traffic, noise, and other effects of Stanford's ongoing building push. 
I am one of many, many Palo Altans who are unhappy with the provisions 
that the University has made for open space and accommodation of nearby 
communities. 

109-1 I am particularly unhappy with the abrupt policy changes regarding use 
of the "Dish" area. Many of us who have walked dogs in this area for 
years are very upset that the university has abruptly decided to 
withdraw its permission to do this, at the same time that it will burden 
us with the effects of its construction projects. This ban on dogs 
will effectively ban hundreds of community members from hiking in this 
area. 

109-2 Further, it appears that the university has declared parts of this 
foothills area to be "conservation areas• only to further its own goals 
to build. It is moving the endangered tiger salamander from land on 
which it wants to build housing, to man-made ponds which are it is 
expected to use as breeding grounds. There university is eager to have 

-~~his action approved without any proof that the relocation will succeed 
and that the salamander will survive. Yet it claims that concern for 
the species motivate it to declare that dogs cannot be walked on leash 
even hundreds of feet from the breeding ponds. This despite the fact 
that dogs are allowed in many areas of the Don Edwards National Wildlife 
Refuge with no harm to wildlife. 

Please require the university to show more accommodation to its 
neighbors before considering granting it a General Use Permit. 

Sincerely, 
Susan Cole 
susanc@rahul.net 
650-321-9447 

420 Stanford Avenue 
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Sarah, 

"Eric Fertig" 
<efertig@hotmail. 
com> 

08107100 02:09 PM 

To: sarah.jones@pln.CO.Santa-Clara.CA.US 
cc: 

Subject: Comments on the Stanford GUP/CP DEIR 

Letter110 

I delivered two letters to the SCC Planning desk this morning. I signed the 
letter, but didn't include my return address on the letterhead. The 

subjects are: 

"Stanford CP/GUP Draft Environmental Impact Report" and "SCC Failure to 
Address Stanford Wildlife Refuge in Environmental Documents." 

I have attached copies of the letters to this message. Please include these 
with public comments on the DEIR. 

Thanks, 

Eric Fertig 
275 Hawthorne Avenue #205 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http://www.hotmail.com 

o~ -Stanford refuge.doc Oi:l -final letter to COUnty final.doc 
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Sarah Jones, ace county planner for Stanford stuff: 

This is a comment on the DEIR for the proposed Stanford University Community 
Plan and General Use Permit. 

I have two main suggestions: 
1) Add CP policies regarding baseline data, data validation, thresholds of 
inaccurate data provided, and remedial action when thresholds are exceeded. 
Modify the EIR and the GUP appropriately. 

2) Remove from the Program EIR the hydrology section, and any other parts 
that are similarly inadequate, so that planners are not deceived. A 
subsequent program EIR can be performed. 

HOW THE DEIR ANALYZES COMMUNITY PLAN POLICIES 
Here is a serious, basic problem. How does a DEIR analyze Community Plan 
policies? This DEIR does not address the individual, enumerated CP 
policies. Shouldn't the analysis of the CP consider whether the policies 
proposed are sufficient to provide accurate, verifiable data regarding 
environmental variables? Without such analysis, it would be okay to use 
arbitrary data for establishing baseline conditions, and the EIR would allow 
continued use (with impunity) of information from a demonstrated unreliable 
source. What will be the county policy on verification of data? I would 
suggest policies that at least verify some of the baseline data has so far 
been accepted in the annual reports. 

If threshold policies were contained in the CP, then multiple instances of 
inaccurate information would trigger responses from the county. Would not 
the CP be the proper place to include policies setting up the framework for 

. '-,._ 

handling these problems, and should not the EIR analyze this? The MMRP and 
other conditions are important. However, examination of the CP shows that 
there is a need for policies that will provide balance to the broad, vague 
language giving "flexibility" to Stanford development. An example is CP 
policy SCP-LU 6 is: 
"Assist Stanford in responding to land use implications arising from the 
changing Silicon Valley environment." 
Is the "Silicon Valley enviror..ment" defined anywhere? 

Is there an implicit policy that makes information provided by Stanford more 
believable than information from other sources? How will county policies 
deal with conflicting information? My May 7, 1999 comment to the county 
Architectural and Site Approval Committee re: 7236-08-81-98EA , ASA of 
Stanford Escondido Village housing application is another example. I wrote: 
"It is not accurate to say that runoff from Escondido Village drains into 
the drainage ditch (a surface waterway) along Serra Street. The topography 
is such that runoff flows toward the intersection of El Camino and Stanford 
Avenue and away from the Serra Street drainage ditch ... it is evident that 
the Serra Street drainage ditch is elevated above the street and is up to 
ten feet higher than the Escondido Village land acros~ Serra Street." 
Well, Stanford said one thing, and I gave conflicting information. Did the 
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county determine who was correct? No. 

Mitigation and monitoring should not be left without consideration in CP 
policies. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (SECTION 4.5) 
The hydrologic NOP scope of work is listed on pp. 12-13 in Appendix A of the 
DEIR. Should the scope of work be examined for completeness in a DEIR? 
This DEIR shows, but does not mention that virtually none of the hydrologic 
scope of wor~ was properly completed. Perhaps the DEIR just omitted the 
details for public benefit. The NOP scope of work and the responses from 
SCVWD and others were a good start; I don't know what happened to cause the 
analysis to go bad, almost as if the people gave up and decided not to do 
the work. This section covers the incomplete work specified in the NOP as 
well as other problems. This section of the DEIR should not be represented 
as informational to planners; it should be removed from the Project EIR and 
analyzed and again presented for public comment in a future EIR. Just use 
common sense and hear this: 
Today, August 7, 2000, at approximately 2 P.M., I used a ruler and measured 
10 inches of standing water in a storm drainage surface "ditch" (unpaved at 
the location) along Serra near the recycling station. This is a channel for 
storm drainage and there is 10 inches of water in it. Oops, I forgot to 
measure how deep the channel was, but it was about 3 feet deep. Is there 
another channel with standing water this deep in the region? No. It hasn't 
rained recently. Think about it. 

111 -8 Before I continue, I have to say that the DEIR does find that any increase 
in storm water runoff flow rate would be a significant environmental impact. 

The trouble is that the mitigation is just to require Stanford to prevent 
any additional runoff in construction a few million square feet of whatever. 

Great. Detention facilities are the answer, but there is no analysis of 
them. Common sense says that this will not work, but I say that through 
very, very thorough analysis, design, etc. it can work. Dig a deeper ditch 
without other environmental consequences. 

111-9 The definition and the maps of areas subject to flooding are not based on 
the "East Campus Storm Drainage Study". The NOP specifies that this study 
be used. The study is also referenced in the "Stanford University Escondido 
Village Graduate Student Housing" project Initial Study (April, 1999) on p. 
39: 
" ... East Campus Drainage Study to assess storm drainage capacity and flood 
hazards in the East Campus area. That report, expected to be completed in 
mid-1999 ... " 
This study is not mentioned in the DEIR outside of the NOP. ~his is a 
serious omission. This is a study that was to have been completed a year 
ago. What happened? Remove the hydrology section until the study is 
completed. Water detention areas need analysis, especially when the storm 
drain surface conduits are darn close to retention areas. 



Letter 111 

111 -10 The CP does show an applicable map of flooding areas, but it is based on 
"Federal Emergency Management Agency - Flood Insurance Rate Map - 1996". 
The flood in 1998 changed all prior information. The flood is not mentioned 
in the hydrology section, the map is outdated. 

111 -11 The DEIR contains only a very general description of Stanford storm drainage 
system. The surface conduits are mostly unpaved ditches and they are not 
described or mapped. The most obvious conclusion is that there is no way to 
show that significant impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant 
level because the system is a mess. 

But wait, there is more ... 

111 -12 The DEIR established that between 1980 and 1992 about 14 inches of rain per 
year was measured at the baylands. Not that it has much to do with Stanford 
precipitation figures. The number is possibly used in the model cited. It 
is difficult to ascertain because the modeling parameters are not presented 
for public comment. They should be included in the DEIR and I request that 
it is included and that the public have opportunity to comment. 

111 -13 The area is divided into 14 sub-watersheds (not clear if the entire San 
Francisquito Creek watershed is modeled, or the entire Matadero/Adobe). You 
are thrilled to know this. Technical Release 55 (TR-55) is the program used 
to model this hydrologic system. Wrong program to use as the following 
comments show. 

"TR-55 was designed primarily as a set of manual worksheets." 
"While the TR-55 manual remains a most useful reference (it contains 
complete curve number tables and rainfall maps, among other things) most 
engineers·"'have sought out more advanced or more accurate hydrology 
software." 
"Limits: NRCS type distributions, 24-hour duration rainfall, 10 
subwatersheds, minimum 0 .1 hour and maximun1 10-hour time of concentration." 

TR-55 analysis of detention areas require that the areas dry out completely 
before the next rainfall. The situation of more than 24 hours of rainfall 
(over many days) causing saturated soil conditions is not in the capability 
of the model. The model's limit of only 10 subwatersheds while the DEIR 
uses 14 is an issue that is another can of worms. 

More appropriate models are available and should be evaluated: 
"The United States Environmental Protection Agencies (USEPA's) Storm Water 
Management Model (SWMM) is a comprehensive computer model for analysis of 
quantity and quality problems associated with urban runoff. Both 
single-event and continuous simulation can be performed on catchments having 
storm sewers, or combined sewers and natural drainage, for prediction of 
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flows, stages and pollutant concentrations. Extran Block solves complete 

dynamic flow routing equations (St. Venant equations) for accurate 

simulation of backwater, looped connections, surcharging, and pressure flow. 

Modeler can simulate all aspects of the urban hydrologic and quality cycles, 

including rainfall, snowmelt, surface and subsurface runoff, flow routing 

through drainage network, storage and treatment. Statistical analyses can be 
performed on long-term precipitation data and on output from continuous 

simulation. SWMM can be used for planning and design. Planning mode is used 
for an overall assessment of urban runoff problem or proposed abatement 
options." 

"Imperviousness is probably a significant parameter affecting the mismatch 
of a hydrograph's recession limb. This statement is based on my experience 
that the mismatch is more pronounced in urban (high % imp) watersheds. Rural 
(low % imp) watershed hydrographs are much better. Also, another 
rainfall-runoff model PSRM (Penn State Runoff Model) that I have used in the 
past, did not have this problem." 

The question raised in the above quote is how well the model used in the 
DEIR analysis has been validated. If it doesn't add up, it doesn't work. 

111 -14 Water quality. The region is not in compliance, discharge of copper into 
the bay in our locale (from the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control 
Plant): 
"The RWQCP still exceeded the 4.9 ppb limit by a factor of more than 1.8 in 
1997" 

The The DEIR indicates 5 sampling points used for water quality analysis. 
dates of the samples are said to be som~where between 1993 and 1999; no raw 

None of the sample points were in the San Francisquito data is provided. 
Creek watershed. Invalid analysis. 

111 -15 The review of historic stream flow and stream gauging data is not in the 
DEIR, though it is available to a certain extent. More data can be inferred 
using computer models that have been validated and the available 
measurements. 

111 -16 And the identification of BMPs seems confined to letting someone else do it 
or having parking lots include grassy swales or vegetated filter strips. 
Good job if your not looking at Stanford (maybe). 

111 -17 What I would like to say is get real. There was a flood in February of 1998 
that severely affected Stanford and Palo Alto, including College Terrace. 
Does the county wish to accept liability in the event of more flooding and 
use this EIR as a defense? 

Other quick items: 
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Open Space and Academic Reserve (E-SA) 
"The use of these areas is limited to conservation activities, field 
environmental studies, 
preexisting academic activities, and agriculture.• 
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There is no way of examining this without a list of what activities are 
currencly occurring in these areas. I do not consider growing plants in 
boxes on impermeable surfaces , or stables for horses used in recreational 
riding as agricultural use, but that is just my opinion. I asked county 
planning (email to Sar.ah Jones -- July 20 and Aug. 1, 2000) about the use of 
a certain E-SA parcel and did not receive an answer. The DEIR does not 
provide enough detail to allow analysis of this land use category. I 
request that reasonable opportunity be given for public comment. 

111 -19 SCP-HS 1 
Support efforts to reduce particulate matter pollution originating from road 
and building 
construction. 

"The U.S. EPA is under court order to complete a review of the PMlO 
standards by January 1997. A recently released EPA staff report is 
recommending new standards for fine particulate matter (PM2.5) based on the 
latest health data. The SCAQMD will strive to develop a control strategy 
that is consistent with strategies needed to attain a PM2.5 standard in the 
future." 

References available on request, because I am supposed to have finished this 
and emailed it by 5pm. 

Sincerely, 

John Baca 
P.O. Box 18527, Stanford, CA 94309 650/473-0996 

verdosa@hotmail.com 

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http://www.hotmail.com 
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To: sarah.jones@pln.co.scl.ca.us, joe.simitian@bos.co.santa-clara.ca.us, 
hennessy @stanford.edu, save-stanford-goif-course@mail.com 

Letter 112 

From: Ann Norton Porter and Richard P. Porter, Golf Cub Members 902 Peninsula 
Ave. #305, San Mateo CA 94401 Phone 650 342 1771 

Subject: Save the Stanford Golf Course in its entirety including the Stable 
Site (Code 0). 

Reference: Summary and Explanation, Stanford University Draft Community Plan 
and General Use Permit Application (Submitted to Santa Clara County 
·11/15/1999 

We agree that the housing problem must be solved in order to maintain and 
improve Stanford's high academic standards, but feel there are other housing 
options available. These options include attractive parking structures like 
those already on campus to free up space for housing, semi high rise 
structures such as those in Escondido Village, a minimum amount of the open 
space near El Cameo Real and lands in San Mateo County. We are sure there are 
many other solutions that will be forthcoming. 

Private and public golf courses in Northern Santa Clara and all of San Mateo 
Counties are few in number when compared with the dense population of these 
areas. Even though the Stanford Golf Course is considered private, it is far 
from that description. Stanford Students, Stanford Alumni, Stanford Faculty 
and all Staff including those connected with the Stanford Medical Facility. 
SLAC and SRI are eligible to play golf. The number of rounds of golf played 
per year rank near or above the number of rounds played at most public 
courses. There are no tennis courts, swimming pools, adequate club house 
facilities or a futu~e practice driving range (Code Fl available compared 
with private golf clubs, yet yearly family dues are comparable. Starting 
times are procured four days in advance by checking in at the course at 4:30 
AM or by phoning at 6:15 AM then waiting for the call to be completed to make 
your starting request. When you consider seventy years of alumni and their 
friends you have a golf eligibility list that compares with most public golf 
communities. The Stanford Course is a real treasure and most likely can never 
be rebuilt in this area and in this era of restricted land use. 

This golf course and equestrian compound both have a significantly rich 
history. The course was designed by a famous golf architect, Mr. George 
Thomas and is ranked as one of the top hundred courses in the USA. Each hole 
is a signature hole and to lose any hole takes away from its overall beauty 
and continuity. There are high school student golf athletes who dream of 
acceptance at Stanford not only for the degree but to become part of its golf 
history made by former student-athletes such as Lawson Little, Bob Rosburg, 
Mickey Wright, Tom Watson, Notah Begay, Casey Martin and Tiger 'floods. 

The Equestrian Stables history, of course, goes back co Leland Stanford where 
proof was made that a galloping horse has all four legs airborne. This early 
research set the stage for a great research university. We wonder about the 
noise impact of trucking horse feed and its odorous byproduct so near to any 
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housing, assuming that some stables will be left adjacent to the Red Barn 

historical site. 

Very few universities in the USA can offer golf as well as equestrian 
recreation and competition to their student bodies, faculty, staff and 
alumni. Please save these treasures as open space and preserve their present 
use because they can probably never be duplicated. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Ann Norton Porter and Richard Porter 
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Dear Ms. Jones, 

I am writing in opposition to the Stanford University Community Plan/General 

Use Permit. Specificaly, I am opposed to the portion of the plan that 

re-zones part of the golf course for development. This portion of the plan 

is unnecessary, incompletely, and ill-conceived. The County should not 
grant Stanford its request to re-zone the golf course from open space to 

developable land. 

First, it is not necessary to develop on the golf course to meet the housing 
and academic needs of the University. In fact, Stanford is choosing to 
develop on some of the most utilized space on campus while preserving some 

of the least utilized space on campus. The same Plan that proposes to 
destroy a highly-regarded, historic, 70 year-old golf course sets aside the 
area between the Football Stadium and Stanford Shopping Center as Campus 
Open Space. This land, bounded by El Camino Real, Galvez, Quarry, and 
Campus Drive is among the most und~rutilized land on the campus. It is also 
closer to the central campus, public transportation, and Palo Alto. From 

both a current utilization and a proximity standpoint, Stanford is making a 
mistake by not developing there first. Please recommend that this area, 
with the exception of the Stanford family mausoleum, be developed first. 

Second, the development plan is incomplete with respect to the golf course. 
It provides absolutely no specifics about how it will replace the first 
hole, much less any of the other holes on which Stanford will be able to 
develop under the proposed plan. In fact, the plan's summary document 
explicity admits this. Conveniently this allows the plan to avoid having 
the impact of highly disruptive and environmentally disturbing golf course 
construction in the Environmental Impact Report. Additionally, in order to 
replace the holes it destroys St~~ford will have to have a second 
development plan approved once the specifics are determined. Can the 
University guarantee approval of .such a plan? The University should be 
required to provide just as specific plans for replacing these holes as it 
does for destroying them. Please recommend that the plan be amended to 
include these plans so that the County can have the whole truth. 

Finally, development on the golf course is ill-conceived. The golf course 
is a major recreational resource to the Stanford community. It is also an 
historic treasure and an environmental haven, particularly the "lower seven" 
holes that run along the San Francisquito Creek on which development is 
possible under the new plan. I am sure many others have commented to the 
County on the value of the golf course to the community and as an historic 
treasure. In the interests of brevity I will only echo those sentiments. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Winthrop S. Reis 
276 37th A.ve. 

San Mateo, CA 94403 
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Stanford alumnus and friend of Stanford Golf 

- ,__ 
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Letter 114 

To: Ms. Sara Jones 
Santa Clara County 

I understand that in the course of the next several weeks various hearings 
will be. held on the question of Stanford University's plan to reclassify the 
golf course lands so that they can be used for additional housing and other 
non-open space use. I would like to give you some input prior to those 
meetings. I am a Stanford alumnus, a member of the golf course, and a 
resident of Santa Clara county for 30 years. 

I find the University's proposal to rezone the first 7 holes on the golf 
course from open space to academic use to be extremely unwise for a number 
of reasons. I would hope that the County would consider them in its 
evaluation. 

1) The University golf course is a "historic" landmark that has been around 
since the early 1900's. It has been listed as one of the top 100 golf 
courses in the country. It was designed by a world renowned architect -
George Thomas. It has been the home of numerous championships, and is used 
by many, many charitable organizations for golf outings that draw 
particiapants from all over the Bay Area. The golf course simultaneously 
serves functions of open space, landscape design, environmental protection, 
general recreation, and athletic competition. It serves not only Stanford 
University, but the mid-Peninsula area, Northern California, and the world 
of golf. It has helped attract such world renowned golfers as Tom Watson, 
Tiger Woods, Nota Begay, and Casey Martin to the University. 

2) The University surely has many alternatives for housing including lands 
adjacent to the golf course that are being used for landfill, occasional 
equestrian events, and the like. Land near the intersection of Junipero 
Serra and Page Mill, on the Palo Alto side of the #2 golf hole, and the 
north side of intersection of Junipero Serra and Campus Drive are all 
rerasonable sites that would create no more environmental impact, or traffic 
congestion than what is being proposed by removing holes #1 - #7 of the 
existing golf course. 

3) Before any decision is made with respect to approving the University's 
request for rezoning the "open space" lands, it would seem to me that the 
alternatives of higher density housing in the inner campus should be 
considered before simply grabbing the golf course land. This type of 
compact inner campus development would certainly have far fewer 
environmental impact problems than if open space was developed. 

4)The changes in the open space designation affect not only Santa Clara 
County, but San Mateo County, as well. I believe that many of the holes on 
the golf course are located in San Mateo County - and certainly the 
environmental impact of any shift in the layout of the golf course, or any 
changes in open space that would impact traffic in and around Sand Hill Road 
should be brought before the San Mateo County Planning Commission. 

I am sure there are many more points that are extremly relevanc to 



Stanford's rezoning proposal, and I am sure they will be brought out by 

others at the public hearings and in the months to come. 

Letter114...,.... 

Thank you for giving consideration to all aspects of Stanford's request. 

This is certainly not a request which should be treated in a routine manner. 
I trust you will take the necessary time, and require the necessary studies, 

before any decision is made. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Krepick 

1458 Meadow Lane 
Mountain View, CA 
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Ms. Sarah Jones 
Santa Clara County Associate Planner 

Subject: Stanford University's proposed changes to the Stanford Golf Course 
and driving range. 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

I am submitting this letter to register my opposition to any of Stanford 
University's proposed options that may result in the alteration of the 
existing Stanford University Golf Course or golf driving range. I have read 
pertinent portions of the GUP application and understand that the University 
would like to use the Golf Course and driving range for academic buildings 
and housing should their first options not be permitted. 

115-1 Stanford Golf Course should not be tampered with any more. The course is a 
masterpiece of golf course architecture and, although slightly altered some 
25 years ago, still remains one of America's classic courses. It is over 70 
years old and has provided important environmental habitat, recreational open 
space, and a buffer on both sides of a significant stretch of San 
Francisquito creek for all of those years. 

115-2 

One of the options that Stanford is considering would put buildings on the 
first hoie. Once this step is taken, it would not take too much more for the 
University to then proceed to put buildings on each of the next six holes, 
thereby eliminating essential qualities of the Course. The Course straddles 
both sides of San Francisquito Creek, which gives it unique playing features 
and environmental qualities that would be impossible to recreate in other 
sites on Stanford land. The land that is proposed for replacing the first 
seven holes is hilly and dry, and could never replicate the relatively flat 
(but still very interesting, challenging, and visually striking!) nature of 
the original holes. 

A golf course cannot be considered as a collection of isolated and 
independent holes, nor should it be dismembered hole-by-hole. The first hole 
at Stanford, like at many other great courses around the world, provides what 
some golfers refer to as a "handshake"-- that is, an easy introductory hole. 
Following that hole, various challenges are encountered on the ensuing six 
holes, including shots over the creek as well as shots requiring skill to 
avoid numerous hundred-year-old oak trees dotting the Course. If the first 
hole is taken for housing, and the next six holes are eventually consumed for 
building development, these essential features of the course would be 
eliminated. Consequently it would completely destroy what is already a 
complete golf course, in terms of both golf course architecture as well as 
environmental habitat 

The golf driving range is also an essential fresh-air recreational facility 
for Stanford students, faculty and staff, as well as the general public. It 
is easy to drive by and see that this facility is always busy and provides 
close-in recreation for Stanford and the surrounding communities. Its 
proximity to the Stanford Golf Course is also an essential attribute that 
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Letter115 

should not be disturbed. 

I was born and raised in Palo Alto, and I am an avid golfer who has played 
many rounds at Stanford. Professionally I am a research physicist who is 
keenly aware of Stanford's needs for more academic buildings and housing. 
For the above-stated reasons, I urge that the Golf Course and driving range 
not be altered. The University should pursue alternatives, including 
redeveloping other areas within the campus, near the campus, and along other 
undeveloped corridors near Junipero Serra Blvd. (JSB) and Willow Road. 

Sincerely yours, 

Kenneth R. Stalder, Ph.D. 

515 King St. 
Redwood City, CA 94062 
650-367-1359 
krstalder@aol.com 
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Ms. Jones, 

I will be out of town the day of this Thursday's Santa Clara County Planning 
Commission hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Stanford's 
General Use Permit and Community Plan. However I would like to forward my 
comments. I have several concerns. 

116 -1 First, I live in Palo Alto, and have for the last 35 years. I am concerned that the added 
car trips generated by Stanford's planned development will send our city streets into 
gridlock. It is already impossible to get to my doctors office, near Stanford Hospital, in 
anything like a timely manner. The elementary public schools, on Stanford avenue, and 
the high school, on Arastradero are similarly affected by traffic on the west side of 
campus. Previous GUP projections of traffic growth have underestimated the number of 
added trips, on Stanford Avenue by over a thousand daily trips. I do not think it is 
appropriate to add more development, especially on that west side. 

116 -2 Second there are not enough guarantees that the Stanford mitigation planned to create 
habitat for the California tiger salamander, is going to work. Stanford seems to be 
operating under the theory that "If we build it, they will come." And if they do not start to 
breed in the new habitat, Stanford could already have built on the Lagunitas area under 
the current GUP. As the old saying goes, "Extinct is forever," and I do not think it is 
appropriate to take that kind of risk with an active colony of one of our native species. 

116-3 Thirdly, I think that approval of the environmental impact of the Carnegie Foundation 
project and of Stanford's 
proposed new use permit be considered together. Considering them separately is 
disingenuous. They affect the same environment, let Stanford put all of it's cards on the 
table, and allow the process to consider the combined impact of it's development plans. 

116 -4 Fourthly, Stanford needs to at least entertain the idea of providing support for a middle 
school. All they have done with previous offers is deliberately offer a location that would 
pit environmentalists against school supporters. If they build the housing that they truly 
need, a school will be even more necessary.than it is now. 

116-5 Finally, this area needs open space, and that need should be considered on a par with 
Stanford's need to hold these glorious hills hostage as "academic reserve." Enough of 
our valley has been lost to unbridled prioritization of economic needs. Let us look at the 
true value of open space, not just it's monetary value. I strongly believe that the area 
west of Junipero Serra should be permanently protected as open space. 

To conclude, I would ask that you look at the big picture of what this county needs; it's 
traffic needs, it's environmental needs and it's need for both it's cities and academic 
entities to work together in creating a long-term plan that will meet those needs. This is 
not a game of poker that Stanford can win if it bluffs us out. We all need to partner in 
creating a plan that will create viable, livable communities ten years from now, when we 
next consider the Stanford GUP .. Does the this GUP and it's draft EIR meet those 
requirements? I do not believe they do in their current form. 

Thank you for your time and attention in reading these comments. I know they were 
long. 

Kirsten Flynn Kir@declan.com (650)855-9464 

"We hope that the world will not narrow into a neighborhood before it has broadened 
into a brotherhood." 
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Lyndon Baines Johnson 1908-1973 
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Dear President-Elect Hennessy, 

This letter is about the proposal to build faculty and student housing on what is now the first hole 
of the University's golf course (where, in the interest of full disclosure, my wife and I regularly 
play). We applaud the University's intention to provide more faculty and student housing. We 
realize that a number of constraints affect the selection of sites for additional housing. We 
recognize that the interests of Stanford golfers must compete with other University interests. If 
the need for new housing is best met by taking the first hole of the course, we must lose it. 

At a meeting with concerned golfers at the clubhouse a week ago Larry Horton and three others 
(the Chairman of the faculty committee, a gentleman from your office and a gentleman from 
what used to be called the planning office) gave a clear and well-organized presentation. Mr. 
Horton and the others responded courteously to questions and statements of concern and kept 
their cool when temperatures rose. 

On examination, however. the presentation was unconvincing. As I reconstruct it, the argument 
proceeded by elimination. Using charts of Stanford's lands, we were first shown which large 
areas were committed by the existing gene~al plan to other uses. Then we were told why specific 
apparently suitable alternative sites within the appropriate campus area were unavailable for 
additional housing. Some of the reasons given during this part of the presentation seemed, with 
respect, to be the kind of partial truths that, taken alone, cannot be dismissed but, when 
combined, can lead to absurdity. At the end of the presentation, voila! all that remained for 
additional housing was the first hole (plus the driving range and an area north of the first hole). 
In short, we were asked to accept that the first hole was the only available site, rather than a 
choice among alternatives, and we were unconvinced. 

We believe that the selection of sites for additional housing on campus is, as it should be, a 
process of choice among alternatives, and we believe that the first hole is a poor choice. The 
argument depends in large part on the value one assigns to the golf course and to the first hole as 
part of it. I will here briefly state things you already kB.ow but that others who may see this letter 
may not understand or appreciate. The Stanford golf course is considered by knowledgeable 
people to be. along_with Yale's, one of the two or three finest college courses in America. It 
frequently appears ofi"lists of the [some number between 25 and 100] best golf courses in 
California and the USA. Its beauty provides significant amenity for Stanford and neighboring 
residents and for people driving, cycling and running on Junipero Serra and Alpine Road. It is in 
fact a treasure among golf courses.and a valuable University asset. The first hole is spectacular, 
one of the most dramatic holes on the course, and its removal would significantly diminish the 
quality and the beauty of the course. 

117 -1 If the forces of darkness prevail and the first hole is indeed to be sacrificed, it will have to be 
replaced. Although we heard some vague talk, we have not been shown plans for a proposed 
replacement for the first hole. Nor were we informed of any concrete steps to begin planning and 
designing a replacement hole and reconfiguring the course. We believe that such planning 
should be approached through engagement of a leading golf course designer, with the intention to 
provide a new hole and a reconfigured course of equivalent excellence. 

But we would strongly prefer that the first hole be retained and that the resources that would be 
used in reconfiguring the course and designing and building a new hole be instead spent in 
developing new housing at a more appropriate site. 

Collegially yours. John 
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> Dear Joe and Sarah, 

> 

118-1 >I feel very strongly that Stanford open space remains "open". If they 
> need to continue to expand then they as a university need to look at what 
> they should specialize in and use their space for that specialty. 
> Stanford has an unique challenge due to their geographic location. They 
> should investigate alternatives, like creating satellite location where 
> they can then be located in area that does not have huge environmental 
> issues related to growth. Here on the Peninsula we are very concerned 
> with overcrowding and how all of this growth is going to impact on our 
> environment. I believe that: 
> * Stanford's development proposal would result in huge 
environmental 
> impacts on surrounding communities. These impacts should be fully 
>mitigated, and if they can't be, then the project should be reduced in 
> scale or/and the University should review what can be accomplished outside 
> of their existing campus. 

118-2 > * The Academic Growth Boundary should be consistent with Palo 
Alto's 
> Urban Service Boundary (along Junipero Serra Blvd. and excluding the golf) 
> and should be made permanent. 

118-3 > * The area outside of the Academic Growth Boundary should be 
changed 
> from "Academic Reserve and Open Space" to "Open Space and Field Research" 
> as recommended by County staff. 

118-4 > * Stanford should be required to continue its current policy of "no 
>net new commute ~rips." Stanford has already been given adequate 
> development right-;--because its daytime population in unincorporated Santa 
> Clara County (the area covered by the General Use Permit) is already 40% 
> denser than Palo Alto's daytime population. Why do they get to expand the 
> campus by more than 4 million square feet over the next ten years, a 35% 
> expansion. 
> 

> Thank you for your time. 
> 

> Sincerely, 
> Amy Larson, PA Resident 
> alarson@teachtci.com 
> 615 COllege Ave 
> Plao Alto 
> 
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Dear Ms. Jones: 

I am very disturbed about Stanford's plans to build on the Golf Course for 
two reasons: 

-There is more suitable land closer to the core of the Campus and 
-Building on all or part of the existing course is a wasteful and 
environmentally destructive move. 

119=1 Although Stanford claims there isn't any other suitable land on which to 
build housing, there truly are other options. Stanford could replace acres 
and acres of parking lots with multi-story parking structures. This would 
put the cars near where they're needed and free up land for housing. The 
other great universities in the east have done this successfully. Stanford 
could build up instead of out. This would avoid the sprawl that would 
result by following Stanford's past development approach. We no longer have 
the 
luxury of building low intensity structures on land that is farther and 
farther away form the central campus. 

119-2 Building on the Golf Course is one of the worst ideas I've ever heard of. 
In the Golf Course, you have ll valuable open space that's a buffer between 
the campus and the foothills, 2) a wildlife habitat that is home to close to 
a hundred different species, including one endangered specie, 3) a 
recreational resource in an area that seems to have fewer and fewer such 
resources (even though the course is not open to the general public, many 
people get to play it as guests, participants in charity tournaments, and as 
the 30,000 students, faculty and staff of Stanford), and 4) a classic golf 
course designed 70 years ago by one of the great American golf course 

---architects. 

The ludicrous short term plan to build replacement hole northeast of the 2nd 
hole would result in a rinky-dink course where people would pollute the area 
more by having to drive their cars between the existing 18th green and the 
proposed new first hole, nearly a half-mile away. 

The County of Santa Clara should not approve a plan that promotes urban 
sprawl and destroys valuable existing natural resources. It should approve 
a plan that concentrates the development in the core of the campus. To this 
end, please work to designate the Golf Course as permanent open space. 
Thank you. 

Richard Stultz, Stanford MBA '69 
Palo Alto, CA 
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Dear Ms. Jones: 

I am writing to you with regard to the Stanford Golf Course. As a 
graduate of Stanford University and a former NCAA All-American golfer 
while at Stanford, I urge you to recommend that the golf course be 

preserved in its present state, untouched and retained as the treasure 
that it is to the Stanford com.Ttunity-_. I recommend this not: only with 
golf in mind but also for the sheer beauty to the eye that the Stanford 
Golf Course displays. 

120-i The Stanford Golf Course is a treasure for several reasons. First, it 
is valuable historically as the course itself dates back to the 1920's 
and was designed utilizing the natural flow of the land that exists in 
that area - a rarity today. 

120-2 Secondly, the game golf is not stricly an athletic endeavor. The golf 
course has value that far exceeds the physical playing of the game. It 
is a serene place of beauty where friendships are formed, renewed, and 
strengthened. Golf gives people, young and old alike, an opportunity to 
exercise the body and the mind, and to take in all of nature's wonders 
not only visually, but also auditorily and olfactorily. It is an 
activity unlike any other and I can't think of a better venue to enjoy 
the wonders of golf than the Stanfo~d Golf Course. 

Finally, let it be known that the Stanford Golf Course is 
architecturally and visually one of the finest and most beautiful golf 
courses in the world a Picasso to the golf world to remain intact 
and unchanged except by mother nature's whims, not by man's. 

It is with a sense of.!:::rgency that I beg University officials to come 
up with a different plani 

Ms. Jones, thank you for considering this letter. 

Respectfully and sincerely, 

Kay Cornelius Jeanquartier 
LPGA Teaching Professional 
Ocotillo Golf Club 
3751 S. Clubhouse Dr. 
Chandler, AZ 85248 

Partial Golf Bio: 
1981 US Girls' Junior Champion 
1984-88 Stanford University Golf Team 
1988 NCAA All-American 
Ladies European Tour Member '89-'95 
Ladies Asia Golf Circuit '89~'94 

Kay Jeanquartier 
alainkay@webtv.net 
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Letter 121 

Dear Ms. Jones, 

Thank you for your recent consideration 
Stanford's proposed CP/GUP application. 
Stanford's draft EIR in relation to the 

to examine various alternatives to 
The concerns I have about 

CP/GUP application to the County 
parallel many of those you heard at the Planning 
Commission meeting recently. 

I am concerned about allowing development outside the City and County's 
urban growth 
boundary and A-1 zoning designation, the imbalance of proposed job creation 
vs adequate and affordable housing, the high level of impact the growth will 
have on traffic congestion on 17 major intersections and surrounding 
residential neighborhoods, as well as decreased air quality, other 
infrastructure pressures, the impact on several threatened species, and the 
potential loss of one of the most beautiful areas left of open space on our 
Peninsula. 

This is not a sustainable way to develop and use our economic and natural 
resources, and I would surmise that your staff could come up with some other 
much more 
sustainable, creative, and responsible ways for the County to consider. 

121-2 As a participant in the Stanford Open Space Alliance and a long-time open 
space proponent and conservationist, I have collected signatures over the 
past several months near the "Dish" for permanent protection of this open 
space. I have spoken with several hundred people who enjoy these foothills, 
including Stanford students, their parents, faculty, staff, and community 
members primarily from the County and all around the area. 

Most of them are unaware that the foothills in that area are currently not 
protected, and over and over again have expressed to me that they need 
this precious place to come to relieve the stress from demanding 
academic/work/family lives, and having this area to come to regularly is an 
integral part of their quality of life (in fact, most say it's right at the 
top of their 
list). 

121-3 As a long-time County resident, I would thoroughly agree and express my 
thanks to you for doing whatever is within your power to recommend to the 
Planning Commission and County Board of Supervisors further study and much 
more stringent mitigation measures or alternatives in the final EIR (or if 
none can be found, simply scale back the project to a more reasonable 
level)--and to consider permanent protection of the Stanford Foothills west 
of Junipero Serra Blvd. 

Sincerely, 

Deborah Clark 
457-10 Sierra Vista Ave. 
Mountain View, CA 94043 
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Dear Ms. Jones, 

122-1 I am redirecting an email that was written to you by our Vice President of the 
Downtown North Neighborhood Association, Sally-Ann Rudd. I live around the 
corner from her home and strongly support her assessment of the traffic 
situation in our community. Ours is not a community of huge homes on very 
large lots, rather my living is only 6 yards from the street. When I am 
speaking on the telephone, my friends have asked if I am in a public phone 
because they can hear the heavy traffic that passes by. Besides the high 
volume-of cars which commute down my street on their way to work, there is 
also the danger of the speed of the cars. Animals have been hit, vehicle 
accidents are frequent, and it is only a matter of time until a child or adult 
will be hurt or worse. We have been working towards traffic calming of the 
present situation, but I am very much afraid that with the continued extensive 
development of Stanford University, the situation will degrade even further. 
Please consider the ignored impact on our homes and families when you are 
looking at Stanford's request for further development. 

Please do not further the present attitude of "Power and Money can get 
whatever it wants." 

Thank you 
Katherine Abu-Romia 
525 Hawthorne Ave. 
Palo Alto CA, 94301 
>Dear Sarah, Members of the Santa Clara County Planning Commission, 

> 

>Re: Draft EIR/ Stanford University GUP, Section iv, Traffic and Circulation 
> 

>I am a res·ident of Palo Alto at 204 Cowper Street, which is on the north 
>side of University Avenue, in the neighborhood referred to as "Downtown 
North". 
> 

>We have noticed a marked increase in cut-through traffic in our 
>neighborhood, a phenomenon borne out by a Traffic Study which was recently 
>completed by the City of Palo Alto Traffic Division. This Traffic Study, 
>carried out by a firm on independent traffic consultants, concluded that 
>up to 70% of trips on neighborhood streets during commute hours were from 
>cars cutting through our neighborhood, using it as a short cut between 
>Middlefield Road and Alma Street, Palo Alto. 

> 

>The volumes of cars comprising cut-through traffic were also considerable. 
>As a result of this traffic, one of our neighborhood, residential streets 
>was described as having "the second-highest volume of traffic of any 
>neighborhood street in Palo Alto". Cut-through traffic involves physical 
>danger to residents (and their children and pets) by virtue of the speed 
>of these cars, as well as the annoyances caused by ai~ pollution, noise, etc. 

> 

>Although it is outside the scope of our Downtown North traffic study, I 
>believe that the reason most people are cutting through our neighborhood 
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>is because people who use Highway 101 are seeking out the best way to get 

>to Stanford University and their jobs in the Stanford Research Park. These 
>cars originate either in the East Bay, or close to 101, exit 101 at Willow 
>Road and cut through Palo Alto's residential streets to reach Alma. This 
>is self-evident to anyone trying that same route at commute hours. 
> 

>There is no discussion in the EIR of the specific effects on Palo Alto's 
>residential neighborhoods (specifically Downtown North) in the EIR, as a 
>result of Stanford's development plans. There are vague statements such as 
>there will be an increase in residential cut-through traffic. There is no 
>consideration of how people who use 101 will reach the Stanford campus 
>area to get to their jobs. 
> 

>Let me fill in the gap: they will be cutting through our neighborhood 
>because the residential arterial streets in Palo Alto are already at 
capacity! 
> 

>A discussion of commute routes from 101 to the Stanford Campus is a 
>glaring omission from the EIR. 
> 

>Another glaring omission is any mechanism for compensating such 
>neighborhoods for the damage caused by all this extra commute traffic. In 
>the case of Downtown North, we think that Stanford University should pay 
>for traffic calming or other mitigations since they are undoubtedly the 
>major cause of traffic increases. 
> 

>Please consider these omissions when deciding to ratify the EIR. I think 
>it is very detailed on 280 I Stanford Campus commute routes, but extremely 
>thin when considering 101/ Stanford campus commute routes, which is where 
>Downtown North is directly affected. 
> 

> 

>Sincerely, 
> 

>Sally-Ann Rudd 
>Vice President, Downtown North Neighborhood Association 
>204 Cowper Street 
>Palo Alto CA 94301-1205 

> 

>650 323-5920 
> 

>sarudd@best.com 
> 

> 
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Letter123 

Dear Ms. Jones, 

I would like to thank you and the rest of the County staff for 

the 
opportunity to comment on the DEIR for Stanford's GUP/CP application. Let 

me begin by saying that I am quite glad that the County is recognizing the 

importance of the housing component of this project. Although the housing 
shortage in this area is by no means all Stanford's responsibility, 

Stanford is planning an aggressive campaign to help address it, especially 
for its own people. The County's support in this campaign is, of course, 
absolutely necessary. 

DEIR. 
Below, I have outlined a number of comments and concerns with the 

I will begin with a few of very technical points. 

My first technical point is in reference to the cordon line 
discussed in traffic mitigation TR-SB (pp. 4.4-93 - 4.4-97 and Figure 
4.4-16). Specifically, cordon intersection number 12 has been placed on 
Escondido Road, just north of Stanford Avenue. This placement will mean 

counting a significant number of trips that are generated by Escondido 
Elementary School and day care facilities on Escondido Road. Escondido 
Road is blocked off just north of Escondido Elementary School, and, thus, 
the only campus access is along Olmstead Road. If the cordon is moved to 
Olmstead Road, just east of Escondido Road, all of the campus trips will 
continue to be counted, but the trips from the elementary school and day 
care facilities will not be counted. 

The second technical point that I would like to bring up is that, 
in Figure 7.2, many of the proposed changes are mislabeled on the map. For 
instance, the proposed chang@.of the Foothills District to Open Space and 
Field Research comes from alternative LU-C, rather than LU-A. This is 
only one of the areas mislabeled on this map. 

Finally, on the technical aspects, the evaluation of the 
reduction 
in traffic due to moving 1200 graduate students on campus seems to be 
questionable. The net reduction in peak-hour trips found by moving 1200 
graduate students onto campus was only 65 peak-hour trips per day. This 
seems to make the assu..mption that graduate students do not commute to 
campus during the peak times, yet that they make local runs during peak 
times. If the assumption is going to be made that graduate students avoid 
commute times for getting to campus, it would seem reasonable that the 
same assumption be made about their local trips. 

In addition to these technical points, I do have a n1imber of more 
general comments on the DEIR. Most of these relate to the housing 
component of the DEIR. First, I am concerned that, of the graduate 
housing sites listed, the DEIR recommends that one (the Lower Knoll area, 
housing site J) be eliminated from consideration because of concerns about 
/ 
California Tiger Salamander habitat. This is a loss of a site for 200 
graduate housing spaces. In addition to the Lower Knoll site, two of the 
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component alternatives discuss not allowing housing on the El Camino 

frontage of Escondido Village (housing site D). I am concerned that, 

although the impacts of building on housing site D can be mitigated (as 

per mitigation OS-4), this site may have some opposition to it from the 

local community. Given the loss of one housing site already, it will be 

very difficult for Stanford to build all 1900 graduate student units if 

more sites are taken off the table. I would strongly encourage the County 
to find that housing site D, with the proposed mitigation, is an 

appropriate site for graduate housing. Along the same lines, housing site 
I, as mitigated, should be recognized as an appropriate site for medical 
resident and post-doctorate housing. 

123-5 The remainder of my comments will be on the housing mitigation 

123-6 

123-7 

PH-3 and the other references to these housing triggers. As the triggers 
are currently worded, there are a number of problems with them. First of 
all, the triggers, especially for the faculty/staff housing, are based on 
the absolutely most ambitious end of the spectrum that Stanford has 
proposed. It is not clear that all of this housing will be able to be 
built, especially given the objections to certain housing sites and the 
densities at other sites. Even the number of faculty/staff units that 
would be required within 6 years is larger than the low-end range that 
Stanford proposed. The triggers on the faculty/staff housing must be 
looked at very carefully, so that they are not unrealistic, given 
Stanford's proposal. 

A second problem with the triggers as they are currently worded 
is 
that they assume that every housing site that is proposed will be 

available. In light of the concerns about CTS habitat on ~~e Stable Site, 
as well as other housing sites, this assumption is probably not 
valid. Some consideration must be given to the very likely case that some 
of these sites will become unavailable, either in the EIR process or 

later. 

The final problem with the triggers as they are currently worded 
is that they will actually encourage people to oppose housing projects, 
either through the County's appeal process, through lawsuits, or 
both. Because the triggers hold Stanford responsible that the 
construction of the housing be completed for the academic space to be 
allowed, if a member of the community can hold up a housing project, they 
will be able to hold up a considerable amount of academic space, as 
well. For instance, if a lawsuit over a graduate housing project of 500 
units is held up, roughly 500,000 square feet of academic space will have 
to be put on hold until the lawsuit is resolved. This would give the 
community an enormous lever to stop academic development, and it will make 
members of the community actually more likely to hold up the housing 
projects. 

The solution for this problem lies in holding Stanford 

accountable 
for what Stanford has control over and not holding Stanford accountable for 
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things that Stanford cannot control. Stanford certainly can control their 
application for the project, and it can control the funding for 
projects. It can also, to some extent, control the construction 
time-line. Stanford cannot control some types of construction delays, 
such as weather delays and the like. Stanford also cannot control either 
the County's approval process or any lawsuits that might be filed against 
Stanford. As long as Stanford is acting in good faith in their 
applications, construction of academic space should not be delayed because 
of housing delays outside of Stanford's control. 

123-8 One way to do this would be to require Stanford to apply for the 
housing and to show that it has the funding for the housing. Delays 
caused by lawsuits or appeals in the housing application should not cause 
the triggers to hold up academic space, however, unless the Board of 
Supervisors (or whatever agency would be most appropriate) rules that 
Stanford is at fault for the delays. Construction delays could be treated 
similarly. If the construction falls off schedule because of something 
outside of Stanford's control, the triggers should not take effect. If 
the delays are under Stanford's control, then the triggers should be able 
to take effect. By holding Stanford accountable only for what Stanford 
can control, the incentive for members of the community to hold up housing 
in order to delay academic construction would be removed. 

Triggers such as these are an essentially untried method for 
assuring that Stanford will construct these housing units. If the County 
is going to use this method, both for Stanford and for other entities in 
the future, it must make sure that the triggers will not have any unintended 
consequences. Making these proposed changes to the triggers will go a 
long way to accomplishing this goal. 

I would again like to thank you for this opportunity to address 
these issues, and I look forward to the response in the final EIR. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Stromberg 
Graduate Student 
Stanford University 
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State of Califomta 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Project Coordinator 
Resources Agency 

Ms. Sarah Jones, Associate P1anner 
Santa Clara county Planning Office 
70 West Hedding Street. East Wing, 
San Jose. CA 95110 

From: Department of Conservation 

TEL:SIO 835 4855 
AUQ·14-CO 10:30AMi 

. l_)a~: August_ 7, 2Cl,OQ .. 

Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations. 

Subject: Draft EnVironmantal Impact Report (OEIR) for the Community Plan and 
General Uae Permit Application, Stanford University Campus, Palo Alto. 
Santa Clara County- SCH #999112107 

letter124 

The Califomia Department of Conservation's OIVisiOn of Mines and Gectogy 
{Division) has reviewed the geology and seismology isaue& Of the DEIR far Draft 
Community Plan. The Clvision studies and prepares maps and reports fer land use 
planners on geologic hazards in California. We offer the following comments on 
Section 4.6 of the DEIR with respect to the geologic hazards of liquefaction and strong 
earthquake ground motion. 

124 -1 1. Section 4.6 does not state what the earthquake ground motion for the plan area is 
predicted to be. The document does include a description of the Modified Mercalli 
Scale (Table 4.6-2), but the Mercalli Scale is not a factor for the engineering 
calculations required in the Uniform Building Code and otherwise has no value for 
structural design. We therefore recommend that it be replaced with specifically 
calculated ground motion. 

The ground motion for the Design Basis Earthquake (DBE) (which we estimate to be 
Peak Ground Acceleration of PGA015 • 0.79g) can be roughly correlated with the 
descriptive shaking terms of the Modlted Mercalll Scale. This can be done using the 
formula published in the August 1999 issue of EERI Earthquake Spectra (v. 15, no. 
3. by Wald, Ouitoriano, Heaton. and Kanamori). In general, PGA$ in the realm of 
0.65g to 1.16g are correlated with a Modified Mercam Index of MMI - IX. (Note that 
the CEIR reports a MMI of vm. We believe that this shou\d be corrected to a MMI of 
1X.) . 

124 -2 2. The earthquake ground motion for th• Stanford campus is high because of the 
active faUR& on both aidea of the San Fnanclscc Peninsula. About 6.7 km southwest 
is the San Andreas Fauit, with maximum moment magnitude Mmax;: 7.2 Mw and a 
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slip-rate of 11±4 mm/year (Reference: Worl<ing Group on California Earthquake 
Probabilities, 1999, Earthquake Probabitities in the San Francisco Bay Region: 
20D0..2D30, U.S. Geotogical Survey (USGS) Open-File Report 99·517, 36 pages). 
This segment of the San Andreas Fault is a 1997 USC Type "A" seismagenic source 
(refer to Table 16-U of 1997 UBC), and has a 21 percent chance of an earthquake 
befare the year 2030. 

124 -3 3. For seismically induced liquefaction and strong ground motion, it is suggested that 
the Stanford University Community Plan refer to the Oivision's Special 
Publication 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in 
California, 7 4 pages, 1997. This document can be downloaded from our website at 
www.consN.ca.gov/ctmg. 

124-4 4. The Stanford campus is subjed to high earthquake ground motion at the following 
two levels: 

As. noted above, Peak Ground Acceleration, PGA = 0.79g for the DBE, 10 percent 
chance of exceedance in 50 years, with a statistical retum period of 475 years. This 
applies to private residences and commercial buildings. The term is from Chapter 
16 of the 1997 Uniform Building Code, Sections 1627, 1629.1and1631.2. 

Peak Ground Acceleration, PGA = 1.02g for the Upper-Bound Earthquake (U13E), 
10 percent chance of exceedance in 100 years, with a statistical retum period of 949 
years. This applies to public schools, hospitals (notably the Stanford Hospital), and 
essential services buildings. The tenn is from California Code of Regulations, Title 
24. 1998 California Building Code, Section 1631.2.6. 

The draft text cloes not use the correct terminology from building code regarding 
levels of eartnqualce ground motion. The UBE ground motion applies to the 
Stanford Hospital because it Is under permit from OSHPO, not Santa Clara County. 
The Hospital is required to meet the same design requirements for earthquake 
ground motion, as are public schools of the Penlnsula. Therefore, the DEIR should 
be clear (relying on proper code citations) that PGA 1.02g, not PGA 0.79g wit! be 
used for design of the Hospital. 

124-5 5. Please note that the CEIR uses antiquated seismological terms (example: 
maximum "cred!b!e'' earthquake}. Pleau refer to the Uniform Building Cade for the 
correct terminology to be used in the final ElR. 

124 -6 6. The problem of liquefactton on the Stanford campus needs to be adequately 
qu_.ntifleci. Campuii buik:Ungs will suffer vertie3! settlements (total anct differential) 
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during a seismically-induced event that includes liquefaction. We refer you to 
cnapter 5 of the Division's Special Publication 117 with respect to liquefaction 
assessments. 

124-7 In summary. we disagree with the conclusions of Section 4.SC, Impacts and 
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Mitigation Measures; i.e. that the ground motiOn and liquefaction impacts of thi& project 
are reduced" to .. less than significant'" levels. The structural impacts from the 1989 Loma 
Prieta earthquake on Stanford campus buildings were significant. Yet the campus will 
be subjected to double or triple the 1989 ground motion when the earthquake is 
centered an the nearby San Andreas Fault. We recommend that the seismic impacts of 
this project be identified as "potentially significant unless mitigation incorporated." 
Earthquake ground motion and seismically-induced liquefaction are serious geologic 
hazards fOr the Stanford campus and should be addressed as such in the final EIR and 
the Community Plan. 

Thank you far the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR. If you have 
questions on our ccmments, or required technical aasistance or information on geologic 
hazards, please contact Diviaion Senior Engineering Geologist Robert H. Sydnor:at 
(916) 3234~99. You may also call me at (916) 445-8733. 

Attachment 

cc: Robert H. Sydnor 

I ,, rLti-
~ason Marshall 

Assistant Director 
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August 5, 2000 

Ms. Sarah Jones, Planner 
County .of Santa Clara Planning Office 
70 W Hedding St. E. Wing 7m Floor 
San Jose, CA 951 l 0 

:~i=:!:tf','C-:~ 
-;"":"' _. l. '•.' ·. l ·• ---·.--=-...... -:-. """ -

RE: Stanford CommunitY. Plan, General Use Per-m.it and Draft EIR 

Dear Ms. Jones, 
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Due to the significant environmental impacts identified in the draft Environmental Impact Report 
for Stanford University's General Use Permit app.lication'I believe the County should exercise 
their full authority in regulating the proposed developments. 

-
Specifically the County should: 

~· Reduce the total square footage of development allowed under this permit. 

2 .. Require long-term (25 year minimum) or pennanent dedication or'open space. 

3 ~ Withhold determination on the Carneige Institute application until the GUP/CP are completed . 

4. Require dedication of public trail easements through the Stanford foothills, connecting the core 
campus to the Arastradero Preserve. These trail corridors would serve both recreational and 
commute purposes, possible serving as mitigation for the unavoidable traffic impacts. 

, . 

5. Ensure that the housing components include affordable (as distinct from below market rate) 
units made avaifa.ble to Stanford and other local service employees(tea~hers, fire fighters, non
profit em_ployees, etc.) 

· 6. Require-specific traffic demand management r)rograms, including no net new trips, intersection 
mitigation money, residential impact study and avoidance plans, improvements to regional bicycle 
comm.ut,e corridors including #4 above. ' 

125-7 · · 7. Change underlying zoning of all County controlled land from agriculture.to more carefully 
defined zoning designations that accurately reflect current land use and proposed land use 
changes. This should include a legally binding Open Space, Research and Academic reserve 
zoning designation. 

125-8 

125-9 

8. Not permit development in the Foothills area, nor permit re-designation of the Lathrop district 
to core campus. Specifically, the Counry is legally bound to respect the City of Palo Alto's urban 
growth boundary in this area. 

9 Require full compliance with Federal and State laws protecting species such as the Tiger 
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Salamander and Red-legged frog. Current plans to replace Tiger Salamander habitat need to be 
carefully evaluated, and should include a component to require successful relocation prior to 
removing habitat at Lake Lagunita 

125-10 10. Extend the open space mitigation aspects to include all Stanford foothills property, including 
current agriculture and grazing leases. · 

125 -11 1 i . Require the University ro engage in a foothills master planning process prior to changes in 
policies regarding public access. The master plan should include inventory and analysis of all 
biological resources, traUs and public access issues. 

125 -12 Over the past several decades the County has 9ot done a sufficient job requiring mitigation for the 
growth of Stanford University. As an alumni, and land manager on adjacent property, I belleve the 
University should be held to the same standards as any County applicant. The significant impacts 
of the proposed general use permit, and the long-term impacts of Stanford growth on surrounding 
communities must be taken into consideration during review of this draft EIR. The County should 
be aware that they can say no to this permit and require a more thoroughly mitigated proposal to 
be put forth. Alternatively the County can work with the University to ensure that the mitigations 
for the current proposal adequately address community concerns and protect the integrity of our 
local ect>systems and ensure a high quality of life for current and future generations-. 

s;n~~zs.~· 
David T. Smernoff, Ph.D. 
Project Director 
Class of 1993 
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Envi-..ronmental Services Agency Board of Supervisors 
Rose .Jacoos &Cs.on 
Richatd S. Goroan 

127 -1 

Sarah Jones 

Planning and Building Division 

County of San Mateo 
t-.~ati Drop PLi~122 - 455 Count,- Center· 2nd F!cor · Red~1cod City 
Caiifom!a 9406.:3 # T ciephone 6501363-~; 61 · Fax 650/3€3-4849 

San~a Ciara i:ounty Planning Dcpartn1~rrr 
7() \i.iest Hedding Strct:i 
East \~ling_ 7th Fiuur 
Sa11 Jose. C .. 4. 95; i 0 

f)ear s~rah: 

r..,iar:v Gritfin 
Jerry Hi!! 
t'./hct1~c.., D. 1 .. ~evt~-1 

?huming Administrator 
Terry L" Bur~es 

i apoiogize fi1r r:ot responding souner concerning !he !Jraft FIR t~:;r lhe StantDrd (::.;mmunity Plan. The 
curnuiath.:e impacr .analysis :rails tc~ ilCl:Ounl for t\VO prD_jeCt.5 in s~;1Il f¥1atc-o County that might be 
re1.eva111: 

s~nd HiH R_oad and Sania c:ruz .A.venue. The Planning (~OITHnission recently appruved. 3 use permit 

~nvoives a gen;;:-ra! p!an and 7.f-snin_g amenchnent fi·an1 residctu.iat !o office commercl.at \·i·.lc rcc.ent~y 
circutatc<l a negative decfar.aI1fln fOr rcviei..\.'. Th~ 1Uiu:r~ vf this proposal is less (:~rtai.n~ as it rcqu~r~~..; 
hearings and approva!s b::-.. the Planning Cornrni~~~-?inn HrHi Board of Super-.dsors and there s~en-is to 
be c:nnsiderah!e op~:1sition. 

at 650-363- f837. 

5 .. -.=~?'" ,f7 __ ..-- /£ 
,...,,. -----~---------i ~-----------

// ~~~~i;~~~~!k~aror 
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PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRIC-T.. · · !~· 
25 Churchill Avenue • Palo Alto, CA 94306 
Telephone: (650) 329-3737 • FAX: (650) 321-381 O 

OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 

September 15, 2000 

Santa Clara County Department of 
Planning and Development 

70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110 

RE: Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit 
Application Draft Environmental Impact Report 
State Clearing Housing Number 1999112107 

Dear Ladies & Gentlemen: 

On August 7, 2000, the Palo Alto Unified School District submitted to you a letter 
commenting on the above-referenced EIR. PAUSD and Stanford University have reached an 
agreement that mitigates in full the impacts of the General Use Permit on PAUSD. Therefore, 
P AUSD withdraws the August 7m letter. 

PAUSD proposes the following corrections to the DEIR: 

1. Correct the information in Table 4.10-1 per the August 7, 2000 letter to reflect that it is 
year 2003 projections. 

2. Correct the date of the Lapkoff and Gobalet study on page 4.10-16 to September 28, 
1999. 

3. Correct the last partial paragraph on page 4.10-17 as noted below: 

Projected enrollment through 2010 under the District's Medium forecast is 
5,082 for elementary schools, 2,680 for middle schools, and 4,202 for high 
schools, or 11,985 students total. (delete next sentence in original test: "Total 
enrollment in 2010 is projected to be about the same as total enrollment in the 
1999-2000 academic year, but with fewer elementary and middle school 
children and more high school children.") Enrollments are expected to peak 
between 2010 and 2011. The addition of 239 to 584 students from planned 
University housing will increase total enrollment by 2.0 to 4.9 percent by 2010. 
Enrollment projections ... 

4. Correct the statement that the Stanford/PAUSD agreement will replace school impact 
fees to be paid by Stanford. The agreement with Stanford provides that it will pay school 
impact fees. 
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Thank you for your consideration of these matters. 

Regards, 
/] J/i &j0A 

{//11 rl. /I "-.5~ 

Donald A. Phillips, Ed.D. 
Superintendent of Schools 

DAP/ldw 

cc: PAUSD Board of Education 
Larry Horton, Stanford University 

letter 128 



September 27. 2000 

Sarah Jones 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY 
tlNlVER.SITY AR.CH!TECT I Pl.ANNING OfPIQ 

Santa Clara County Department of Planning & Development 
County Government Center, East Wing 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110 

Subject: Possible golf course reconfiguration 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Letter 129 

The purpose of this letter is to describe how we intend to conduct reconfiguration of the 
golf course. You have received a map showing a possible configuration, but you should 
also know the following: 

1) The concrete inst:ream crossing wiJl be removed during the dry season only, so as 
to not affect the steelhead or i'ed-legged frog during the rainy season. 

2) Stanford will retain a qualified biologist to conduct focused surveys for special
status plants in the proposed construction zone. 

3) The project will be designed to provide, to the extent feasible, an exclusiona.cy 
buffer zone from any special-status plant resources that are discovered (a minimum 
30-feet buffer}. 

4) If any special-status plants cannot be avoided, Stanford will submit a site-specific 
mitigation and compensation program for the affected resources, in consultation 
with CDFG and/or USFWS. 

5) Any special-status plants within the construction zone will be transplanted on 
Stanford lands in consultation with the CDFG and USFWS. Lost plant habitat will 
be replaced. at a ratio of 2 acres of replacement habitat for each acre of special-status 
plant habitat lost. 

6) If mitigation sites are developed, Stanford will provide funding for the County to 
retain a qualified biologist to monitor the sites for 5 years, using success criteria 
developed in coordination with the CDFG and USFWS. The success of the 
transplantation program will be considered to have been achieved if 80% or more of 
the transplanted plants have survived 5 years after transplantation. 

7) Stanford will provide funding for the County to retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct pre-construction surveys for breedini raptors and migratory birds to 
determine the location of active nest sites. If active nest sites are located, Stanford 
will consult with the CDFO to determine appropriate construction setbacks from the 
nest sites. No construction activities will occur within the construction setback 
during the nesting season of the affected species. 

65.S SERRA STREET• STAN.FORD. CALIPORNJA 94305-6115 • flSSOJ "?23·7773 PAX (650) 72S-8S9B 
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8) Stanford will compensate for the net loss of oak woodland and riparian oak 
woodland habitat through the creation or restµration and long-term preservation of 
comparable habitat. Restoration of oak woodland habitat will be conducted at a 
ratio of at least 1.5: 1. A restoration plan will be prepared and implemented if the 
project would result in a loss of oak woodland or riparian oak woodland habitat. 
Restoration design, compensation ratios, and monitoring requirement will be 
determined in consultation with CDFG to ensure that comparable habitat values am 
attained in the replacement habitat. 

9) The golf course reconfiguration project will be sited and designed to minimize the 
Joss of trees protected by the Santa Clara tree preservation ordinance. 

10) If protected trees wm be removed or impacted by project activities, Sta."lford will 
implement the construction management practices and tree replacement requiretrumts 
set forth in the County's tree ordinance. The replacement ratio wiJI be 3:1 for oaks 
and 1; l for other protected trees, or 

11) Stanford may submit a Vegetation Management Plan to the County Planning Office 
for acceptance, which provides the same or greater level of tree replacement as that 
required by the County's.tree ordinance. 

12) Prior to application for the golf course reconfiguration project, Stanford will retain a 
qualified biologist to conduct a delineation of potential jurisdictional wetlands and 
other waters of the U.S. present on the site. 

13) The project will be sited and designed to minimize impacts to jurisdictional wetlands 
and other waters of the U.S. 

14) If jurisdictional wetlands.· or other waters of the U.S. will be unavoidably lost as a 
result of project activities, Stanford will obtain appropriate authorization from the 
U.S. Army Co.rps of Engineers under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. In 
coordination with the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers, any wetlands or other waters 
of the U.S. that are lost as a result of the golf course reconfiguration project will oe 
replaced through the creation, preservation, or restoration of wetlands or other 
waters of the U.S. of equal function and value to those that are lost. 

Please call me if you have any questions . 

.. -:ii. ·ncerclv, d - r·· ;1 . ~,' 
· .' .. ~- ft ;J. rJ a~ . ..,. · · "" ... . ;,.,." ~ ·~ 

David J. Neuman 
University Architect and 
Associate Vice Provost for P1Mning 

cc: Ted Leland 
Jeff Wachtel 
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RECONVENE 

The meeting was called to order by Secretary Lopez at 6:45 P.M. in the City of Palo Alto 

Council Chambers, 250 Hamilton A venue, Palo Alto. 

ATTENDANCE 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT 

ACTING DIRECTOR, ERA 

PLANNING DIRECTOR 

PLANNING SECRETARY 

RECORDING SECRETARY 

ADVISORY STAFF 

TRUMBULL, PETERSON, BOHAN, BARKE, VOSS 

PAUL ROMERO 

ANNDRAPER 

MICHAEL M.LOPEZ 

BARBARA V. LASKIN 

HUGH GRAHAM, PRINCIPAL PLANNER 
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5. 7165-07-81-99EIR-99GP-99P - STANFORD UNIVERSITY 

Public hearing to accept comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 

Stanford University Community Plan and General Use Permit. Location: Stanford 

University Lands in unincorporated Santa Clara County. Zoning: Al, Al-20s and RlE-

10. Supervisorial District: 5. 

Secretary Lopez introduced the item and turned the meeting over to Chairman Bohan. Chairman 

Bohan announced that the purpose of the meeting was to discuss comments on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the Stanford University Community Plan and General 

Use Permit. He requested that testimony be limited to comments on the DEIR only and that 

there would be no discussion about the project itself. Due to the large number of people who 

wished to speak, Chairman Bohan announced that groups would be limited to five minutes and 

individuals to three minutes of time. He also asked everyone to respect the time limit. He said 

that group representatives would speak first. Chairman Bohan welcomed everyone and stated he 



was pleased to see such a good turnout. He reiterated that comments should be limited to the 

DEIR itself and that comments on the project would be heard September 7, 2000. Chairman 

Bohan then acknowledged the presence of Kristina Loquist, chief of staff for Supervisor 

Simitian, and representatives of Stanford University. 

Sarah Jones, the project planner, gave a brief presentation regarding the draft report and some of 

the issues. She said the purpose of this meeting was to take testimony on the draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Ms. Jones said this General Use Permit was submitted in 

November 1999, and that this was the first of several hearings set to culminate in October this 

year. Ms. Jones stated that written comments on the report would be received and noted until 

5:00 P.M. August 7 and that the final EIR would address those issues. 

She said she wanted to clarify the issue about the golf course. The proposed project, she said, 

includes housing on the existing Hole One of the golf course. Ms. Jones stated that the draft EIR 

included an alternative in response to concerns about other housing sites which involved housing 

development on the golf course holes two through seven; however, this alternative was found to 

not be desirable. She said she could answer any questions anyone might have or move to 

testimony. 

Chairman· Bohan opened the public hearing at 6:50 P.M. 

Secretary Lopez indicated that he would be announcing prospective speakers who had completed 

speaker cards. He repeated the time limitations established by Chairman Bohan and reminded 

speakers that testimony should focus on the draft EIR. Testimony by speakers proceeded as 

follows: 

Walter Hays, Peninsula Conservation Center Foundation, was concerned about the following: 

1. open space - he agreed with the report stating that academic growth boundary should be 

modified; 

2. Transportation - traffic impacts. He felt there should be no net increase in commuter 
trips; 

3. Housing - He addressed the amount of housing for faculty and students and the new jobs 

Laura Stuchinsk.y, Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group and the Housing Action Coalition, said 

she supported higher density housing on campus because more campus housing wiU reduce 

traffic. 



Mark Sabin, Palo Alto Chamber of Commerce and the Government Action Council, expressed 

his concern about the conservation of sensitive biological resources and the impact of diminished 

public service to people in the community. 

Roger Smith, President, Men's Section, Stanford Golf Club, commented that there is no 

indication in the study of other alternatives particularly with respect to high density housing. Mr. 

Smith stated that the Men's Club wanted to keep the course in its present status and 

configuration, designated as an open space. 

Tom Jordan, Committee for Green Foothills, said that (1) the population cap on Stanford is 

between 34,000 to 36, 000, and that the General Plan must indicate the population density; (2) 

the zoning is not sufficient and does not indicate where the density will be; (3) academic growth 

boundary is A-1 and A-120 zone and that is the line that should have been studied. Stanford did 

not indicate why it was not included; ( 4) the General Plan does not define open space or space 

for research; (5) alternative project insufficient; (6) doesn't mitigate school development. 

Mary-Lee Kimber, Stanford Graduate Student Council, stated their concern was more affordable 

housing. She said there was a personal side regarding the quality of life for graduate students 

and where they will spend their life. 

Pria Graves, College Terrace Residents Association, stated she lived in an area most impacted by 

the Stanford development and the traffic was not accurately predicted, particularly parking and 

circulation. She was also concerned about the loss of wildlife and flooding. 

Peter Drekmeier, Stanford Open Space Alliance, expressed concern about the red legged frog, 

the tiger salamander and wildlife habitat. He stated that Stanford should concentrate on higher 

density with new development later on. Mr. Drekmeier added that the golf course should be 

protected in perpetuity and that housing should be affordable for Stanford staff and students. 

Sally Probst, League of Women Voters of Palo Alto, stated the concern should be affordable 

housing, reduction of traffic congestion and on-campus childcare. She said she supported 

dialogue between the University and the Palo Alto School District. 

Betty Koski, Stanford Women's Golf Club, said the University should stay with the current plan 

utilizing the principle of high-density housing within the core campus. 

Gerry Plunkett, Stanford Women's Golf Club, stated she neither supported the proposal from 

open space to academic campus nor did she support housing on Hole One. 

she said this area is unique and should not be altered in any way. 



Jan LaFetra, Stanford Women's Golf Club, said Hole One should be not redesigned and that 

housing will introduce more litter and traffic. 

Diana Sworalcowski, Stanford Women's Golf Club, stated that the golf course was an example of 

a work of art and that removal of the first hole would remove the integrity of the other holes. 

She suggested the University consider other alternatives and a more intensive use of present 

facilities. 

Mary Shaw, Stanford Women's Golf Club, asked that the golf course not be destroyed because it 

is a treasure for students, alumni and the community. 

Louis Spain, Stanford Women's Golf Club, did not appear when called. 

Hank Lawrence stated that Stanford is a city that has not created an infrastructure with enough 

roads. He said the university will continue to grow and it must have a balanced infrastructure. 

Archie Robinson, Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course, said while he was sympathetic to the 

university, the question was whether or not the DEIR betrayed modem urban principles and that 

the golf course should not be treated lightly because of its historical significance. 

Eric Jones, Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course, commented on the historical significance 

of the course. He said it was the creative work of a unique individual and moving Hole One 

would destroy the habitat for the tiger salamander. 

Dr. Lyman Van Slyke, Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course, said he supported much of the 

plan except for moving Hole One of the golf course. Dr. Van Slyke stated that ( l) the golf 

course preserves two endangered species, the tiger salamander and the red legged frog; (2) the 

DEIR does not fully realize the environmental damage that will occur to the site. 

Mark Harrison, Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course, asked the Commission to make the 

right choice. He said removal of Hole One will require reworking the other holes and, there are 

heritage oak trees, so there could be a loss of trees. 

Walter Stewart, Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course, said that growth should not be at the 

expense of the golf course .. He said the University could not continue spiraling growth and that it 

should make better use of the land by proposing fixed deveiopment within a core area. 



Robert Hoover, East Palo Alto Junior Golf Program, said the Stanford course was a 

championship golf course and it was a wonderful opportunity for young people to play on a 

course of this kind. This program accelerated their progress to compete because it emphasized 

personal development. 

Rick Stultz, Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course, yielded to the followiµg speaker. 

Rich Berra, Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course, yielded to the next speaker. 

Rich Harris, Committee to Save Stanford Golf Course, stated that the university is badly served 

by its planners who should know the difference between its shrine and its parking lots. He said it 

was the job of the community to help Stanford focus on infill development on the transportation 

corridors. 

Larry Taylor resident of Palo Alto, stated that the DEIR addresses the negative impact of housing 

while it ignores putting residents where they work. 

Stan Christensen, said that the County has the negotiating ability for permanent open space. He 

said the alternatives presented were lacking. 

Edward Roger Holland stated that uncontrolled growth causes problems and that transportation 

to the campus is needed. 

Gordon Newell, stated he supported research and education and cautioned about losing the 

opportunity to bring in younger faculty members and graduate students. 

Ken Imatani, did not speak, but submitted written comments stating his disappointment that the 

Stanford plan called for building housing on the golf course rather than other sites. 

Jeffrey Segall expressed concern about graduate student housing. He said the EIR states there 

are no significant impacts on adjacent lands but that golf course could not serve as a buffer if it is 

relocated. 

Paul Lomio stated the university generated 50% of the traffic in College Terrace and this would 

increase. He requested a traffic study of the impact on their neighborhood. 

Kathy Durham expressed her concern about increased traffic between the College Terrace 

neighborhood and the Stanford campus. She said the report did not include monitoring speed. 

Ms. Durham said there has been increased traffic volumes not included in the DEIR . She stated 



it was important the County address the specific mitigation of no net increase in commute trips. 

Ms. Durham said she would submit written comments. 

Paul Hartke, a graduate student, commented that there were no easy answers to a complex issue. 

His concern was housing for graduate students. 

Lynn Orr, Dean of the School of Earth Science, stated that the DEIR deals with complex issues 

and mitigations for housing should reflect any restrictions placed on the sites. She said there are 

no restrictions to prevent Stanford from completing the plan. 

Neil Struthers, the Santa Clara and San Benito County Building and Construction Trades 

Building Council, said he believed Stanford has addressed community concerns in that the 

academic growth boundary goes above and beyond. 

Dennis Reinhardt, Sand Hill Enterprises, stated he sought a solution, a win-win alternative. He 

suggested considering the arboretum and that was only one possible infill opportunity. 

Mary Davey spoke both as an individual and as a member of the Mid Peninsula Regional Open 

Space District. She said it was important that the County adhere to the Palo Alto urban service 

boundary along Junipero Serra and that there should be no development beyond this boundary, 

particularly on the golf course. Ms. Davey stated that the foothills should be a prominent 

regional asset for the community, that new housing should be built within the core campus with 

the village concept in mind. She added that there should be no net new commute trips and that 

housing should come before anything else. 

Edie Keating said that Stanford should be given the opportunity to be creative in order to protect 

the community from too much development. In addition, she said: 

1. There should be no net commute trips 

2. Stanford should reduce new parking, no surface parking but parking structures 

3. Stanford should reduce the project 

4. Stanford should preserve habitat on the core campus 

5. Stanford should respect Palo Alto's urban growth boundary 

6~ Sta..91ford should look to options that protect the footl'Jlls permanently 

Stanley Peters, resident of Menlo Park and a member of the Stanford faculty, stated that the 

inevitable impacts were modest and the social cost was small. He thought the plan should be 

emulated and that the County should accept the DEIR and the Stanford Community Plan. 



Kathleen Much said that Stanford has been responsible in its planning more than any other 

employer. She said that housing is in the central campus in an infill area in response to graduate 

and faculty needs and that development will not destroy the foothills. 

Robert Augsburger said that there should be linkage with respect to housing and that the 

mitigation in the DEIR is inadequate because more housing is needed. 

Christopher Stromberg, a graduate student, stated that the County should be careful regarding the 

required housing. He said the requirements must be workable because tying academic building 

to housing could cause difficulty. Ms. Stromberg added that the chosen sites are critical but that 

alternative sites should be considered. 

Jack Bunzel did not respond when his name was called. 

Herb Borock expressed concern about the location of the golf course and protection of the open 

space. 

Tom Wyman commented there were serious energy shortages, such as water from the Hetch 

Hetche, and that further development will drain those resources. 

Nick Spaeth stated his support of the plan. He said Stanford has done what no one else has done 

and that everyone should appreciate the needs of the university. 

Matthew Lacey, graduate student, stated that the golf course provided solace on the campus, it 

was a place to bring friends and meet new people where you could learn a new game that will 

last a lifetime. 

Gail Sredanovic commented on transportation and housing, saying there was no place for retired 

professors to live, and that the Use Permit should be consistent with community standards. 

Jill Clay did not speak, however, she did submit written comments expressing her sympathy with 

graduate students need for housing and noted that it was irresponsible of a university to accept 

money from students it could not house. 

Cal Lindell was not present when his name was called. 

Jeannie Siegman, a campus resident, stated that it was good that the stakeholders were trying to 

find solutions to the traffic problems. 



Hunter Tart stated that he supported student-housing alternatives because construction will affect 

lines of sight and will displace some species. He favored all six sites of proposed graduate 

housing. 

Noting that there were no more speakers, Chairman Boha..11 thanked everyone for their 
participation and reminded everyone present that comments could be submitted in writing until 

5:00 PM. August 7, 2000. The meeting was adjourned at 9:40 P.M. 


