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Introduction 
 
This scoping report summarizes the public scoping meeting and comments received for the 
environmental document being prepared in connection with Stanford University’s anticipated 
application for an incidental take permit under Section 10(a) of the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA).  The environmental document will consider potential impacts of implementing Stanford’s 
Habitat Conservation Plan and issuance of an incidental take permit by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.  The report is organized 
in the following sections: 
 

• Introduction 
• Background 
• Action and Environmental Document 
• Scoping Process 
• Comments Received 
• Summary of Scoping Comments 
• List of Agencies or Individuals to Add to Mailing List 
• Attachment 1: Meeting Advertisements and Notifications 

o Notice of Intent 
o Agency Notification Email/Letter Text 
o Palo Alto Weekly Advertisement 

• Attachment 2: Scoping Meeting Presentation 
• Attachment 3: Scoping Meeting Attendance Record 
• Attachment 4: Scoping Letters 

 
Background 
 
Stanford is in the process of developing a conservation strategy for various aquatic and riparian 
species occurring on approximately 8,100 acres of Stanford land in Santa Clara and San Mateo 
Counties.  As required by the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), Stanford is preparing a 
Habitat Conservation Plan (Plan) in connection with its anticipated permit applications.  Stanford 
expects to apply for an incidental take permit pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA from 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service for 
steelhead (Onchorhynchus mykiss) and from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for California 
red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) and California tiger salamander (Ambystoma 
californiense).  There is also one unlisted species proposed for coverage; the western pond turtle 
(Clemmys marmorata).  Species may be added or deleted during the course of the Plan 
development based on further analysis. 
 
The draft Plan to be prepared by Stanford in support of the permit applications will describe the 
impacts of take on proposed covered species, and will propose a conservation strategy to 
minimize and mitigate those impacts on each covered species to the maximum extent practicable.   
 

 January 19, 2007 

Appendix A. Scoping Report Page A-2



Stanford University Incidental Take NEPA Scoping Report  Page 3

Action and the Environmental Document 
 
The incidental take permit will allow activities proposed by the Stanford Habitat Conservation 
Plan, called “Covered Activities”.  These Covered Activities are related to water management, 
academic uses, maintenance and construction of new urban infrastructure, recreational and 
athletic uses, activities carried out by Stanford’s tenants and future development. 
Issuance of the permits under the ESA is a federal action, and therefore is subject to 
environmental review in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  
Therefore an environmental document (either an Environmental Assessment or an 
Environmental Impact Statement) will be prepared to examine potential significant 
environmental effects of the Services’ approval of the permits, as well as the potential significant 
environmental impacts of the alternatives to the project.   
 
Scoping Process 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service (Services) and 
Stanford held a public meeting on September 21st, 2006, from 4 to 6 p.m. on the Stanford 
Campus at Jordan Hall, 450 Serra Mall, Building 420, Room 040, Stanford, California. 
 
The Services published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register (71 FR 175:53466-
53467) on September 11th 2006 (Attachment 1), to serve notice of the preparation of an 
environmental document, announce the initiation of a public scoping period, obtain information 
to assist the Services in determining whether to write an EA or EIS, and to obtain suggestions on 
the scope and issues to be included in the environmental document.   The NOI provided 
information on the background and purpose of the Habitat Conservation Plan and provided 
details for the public scoping meeting. 
 
Stanford also sent meeting notifications via email and regular mail (Attachment 1) to the 
following agencies/representatives:  

• Mayor, City of Palo Alto 
• Palo Alto City Manager 
• Mayor, City of Menlo Park 
• Menlo Park City Manager 
• Mayor, Town of Portola Valley 
• Portola Valley Town Manager 
• Mayor, Town of Woodside 
• Woodside Town Manager 
• Mayor, City of East Palo Alto 
• East Palo Alto City Manager 
• Santa Clara County Executive 
• San Mateo County Executive 
• Executive Director, San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority 
• Coordinator and Project Director, San Francisquito Watershed Council 
• Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 
• Director of Planning, San Mateo County 
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• Director of Parks and Recreation, San Mateo County 
• Director of Planning, East Palo Alto 
• Director of Planning, Woodside 
• Planning Manager, Portola Valley 
• Menlo Park Community Development Director 
• Director of Planning, Palo Alto 
• Director of Planning, Santa Clara County 
• Director of Parks and Recreation, Santa Clara County 

 
The scoping meeting was also advertised in the September 15th 2006 issue of the Palo Alto 
Weekly newspaper (Attachment 1), describing the purpose, location, and time of the meeting. 
 
The objective of the scoping meeting was to solicit comments to assist the preparation of the 
environmental document and scope of the Habitat Conservation Plan.  Commentors were asked 
to identify important issues and alternatives related to the proposed action to ensure the full 
range of issues related to the permit requests is identified. 
 
Members of the public were greeted on arrival and asked to sign the attendance record form 
listing their name, address, and affiliation.  Literature was made available to attendees at the 
sign-in table, including but not limited to information on the Endangered Species Act and 
Habitat Conservation Plans, the NEPA process, and the Federal Register NOI. The meeting was 
held with an open house format beginning with introductions then presentations from Sheila 
Larsen of USFWS, Alan Launer of Stanford University, and Gary Stern (NMFS) (Attachment 2).  
The public was then invited to submit verbal comments.  Comment cards and mailing 
information were also provided for written comments.  The notice indicates that written 
comments would be accepted through October 11, 2006.  However, the Services agreed to accept 
additional comments beyond this deadline and accepted the additional comments through 
October 31, 2006. 
 
Twelve people signed the attendance list (Attachment 3) for the scoping meeting including: 

• Val Alexeeff, Santa Clara County 
• Ryan Navratil, San Francisquito Watershed Council 
• Philippe S. Cohen, Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve 
• Trish Mulvey, San Francisquito Watershed Council 
• Viv Blomenkamp, San Francisquito Watershed Council 
• Kent Steffens, City of Menlo Park 
• Kevin Murray, City of Menlo Park 
• Ana Ruiz, Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 
• Pam Sturner, San Francisquito Watershed Council 
• Dave Holland, San Mateo County Parks 
• Paul Garcia, Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors 
• Sarah Gaines, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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Comments Received 
 
A total of 8 oral comments were received from the meeting held on the Stanford campus.  The 
official comment period ended on October 11, 2006, however comments were accepted through 
October 31, 2006.  A total of eleven separate written comment letters, both email and postal 
letters (Attachment 4), and one request for an extension of the comment period were received by 
October 31, 2006 and are considered in this report.  Comments were submitted by private 
individuals, public agencies, and private conservation groups. 
 

The list of individuals or organizations providing written comments is as follows: 

• San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority 
• Department of the Army, San Francisco District, Corps of Engineers 
• Trish Mulvey 
• Stoecker Ecological 
• B. Sachau 
• City of Palo Alto 
• City of Menlo Park 
• American Rivers, California Field Office 
• Santa Clara Valley Water District  
• Santa Clara County 
• City of East Palo Alto 

 
Summary of Scoping Comments 
 
Comments regarding the Plan’s environmental document were categorized into several broad 
categories: (1) General comments regarding the contents of the environmental document, (2) 
scope of the impact analysis (3) alternatives, (4) level of NEPA environmental documentation, 
and (5) additional information.   
 
(1) General Comments Regarding the Contents of the Environmental Document 
There were numerous comments requesting consideration of the HCP’s relationship with other 
plans and projects that affect the same geographical area or include the same species.  The 
agencies and projects mentioned included: 
 

• San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority and Army Corps of Engineers in their 
preparation of the Flood Damage Reduction and Ecosystem Restoration Project  

• Santa Clara County’s preparation of a Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community 
Conservation Plan 

• Santa Clara County, Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Department of Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and Stanford California Tiger Salamander Management Agreement 
(1998) 
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• Santa Clara Valley Water District Habitat Conservation Plan for the Fisheries Aquatic 
Habitat Collaborative Effort (FAHCE) 

• Stanford’s General Use Permit from Santa Clara County  

 
(2) Scope of the Impact Analysis 
Many comments were received on the scope of the impact analysis.  Several comments stated the 
HCP should analyze flood protection/storm water detention activities and that the environmental 
document should address water quality and increased storm water .  Several comments requested 
studying Searsville dam and reservoir, the impacts of barriers to fish passage and the impacts of 
barrier removal to covered species. One comment expressed the need to study the existing 
hydraulic and hydrologic conditions of San Francisquito Creek.  Other comments were to include 
serpentine and riparian bat species. 
 
(3) Alternatives 
One comment was made to consider an Incidental Take Permit duration of less than 50 years.  
Another comment was that the geographic area covered by the HCP should be limited to increase 
effectiveness.  
 
(4) Level of NEPA Environmental Documentation 
Five comments were made urging the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement as the 
appropriate level of documentation to describe the impacts of the issuance of the Incidental Take 
Permits. 
 
(5) Additional Information  
Some requests were made for additional information about the scope of the HCP and Covered 
Activities, future development, and about the scoping process and schedule.  Three comments 
requested additional opportunity for public comment after additional information is provided on 
the HCP. 
 
List of Agencies or Individuals to Add to Mailing List 
 

• Ryan Navratil, San Francisquito Watershed Council 
• Kent Steffens, City of Menlo Park 
• Ana Ruiz, Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 
• Kevin Murray, City of Menlo Park 
• Sarah Gaines, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
• Dave Holland, San Mateo County Parks 
• Paul Garcia, Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors 
• Pam Sturner, San Francisquito Watershed Council 
• American Rivers 
• Pat Showalter, Santa Clara Valley Water District 
• Beau Goldie, Santa Clara Valley Water District 
• Ann Draper, Santa Clara Valley Water District 
• Kenneth Schreiber, Santa Clara County 
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o Notice of Intent 
o Agency Notification Email Letter/Text 
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Dated: August 25, 2006. 
Monica Farris, 
Senior Permit Biologist, Branch of Permits, 
Division of Management Authority. 
[FR Doc. E6–15007 Filed 9–8–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

[I.D.082906B] 

Notice of Intent to Conduct Public 
Scoping Meeting and Prepare an 
Environmental Document for the 
Stanford University Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Palo Alto, CA 

AGENCIES: Fish and Wildlife Service, 
(FWS), Interior; National Marine 
Fisheries Service, (NMFS), National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, (NOAA), Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: The Fish and Wildlife Service 
and National Marine Fisheries Service 
(Services) advise interested parties of 
their intent to conduct public scoping 
meeting under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
necessary to gather information to 
prepare an environmental assessment 
(EA) or environmental impact statement 
(EIS), (collectively referred to as 
‘‘environmental document’’). The 
Services anticipate permit applications 
from Stanford University (Stanford) 
submitted under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) for the incidental 
take of federally listed species. The 
permit applications would be associated 
with the Stanford University Habitat 
Conservation Plan (Plan) at Stanford in 
Palo Alto, CA. We provide this notice 
to: describe the proposed Plan and 
possible alternatives; advise other 
Federal and state agencies, affected 
Tribes, and the public of our intent to 
prepare an environmental document; 
announce the initiation of a public 
scoping period; obtain information to 
assist the Services in determining 
whether to write an EA or EIS; and 
obtain suggestions and information on 
the scope of issues to be included in the 
environmental document. 
DATES: A public meeting will be held on 
September 21, 2006, from 4 to 6 pm. 
Written comments should be received 
on or before October 11, 2006. 
ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held on 
the Stanford Campus at Jordan Hall, 450 

Serra Mall, Building 420, Room 040, 
Stanford, CA. Written comments or 
questions relating to the preparation of 
an environmental document and the 
NEPA process should be addressed to: 
Ms. Lori Rinek, Chief, Conservation 
Planning and Recovery Division, Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish 
and Wildlife Office, 2800 Cottage Way, 
Room W–2605, Sacramento, CA 95825, 
facsimile 916–414–6713; Gary Stern, 
San Francisco Bay Region Team Leader, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Santa Rosa Area Office, 777 Sonoma 
Avenue, Room 325, Santa Rosa, CA 
95404, facsimile 707–578–3435; or 
Stanford.HCP@NOAA.gov. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Sheila Larsen, Fish and Wildlife Service 
or Lori Rinek, Chief, Conservation 
Planning and Recovery Division, Fish 
and Wildlife Service, at the address 
shown above or at 916–414–6600, or 
Gary Stern, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, at the address shown or at 707– 
575–6060. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 
Section 9 of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1532 

et seq.) and implementing regulations 
prohibit the ‘‘taking’’ of fish and 
wildlife species listed as endangered or 
threatened . The term ‘‘take’’ is defined 
under the ESA to mean harass, harm, 
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, 
capture, or collect, or to attempt to 
engage in any such conduct (16 U.S.C. 
1532(19)). Harm is defined by the FWS 
to include significant habitat 
modification or degradation where it 
actually kills or injures wildlife by 
significantly impairing essential 
behavioral patterns, including breeding, 
feeding, and sheltering (50 CFR 17.3). 
NMFS’ definition of harm includes 
significant habitat modification or 
degradation where it actually kills or 
injures fish or wildlife by significantly 
impairing essential behavioral patterns, 
including breeding, feeding, spawning, 
migrating, rearing, and sheltering (64 FR 
60727, November 8, 1999). 

Section 10 of the ESA specifies 
requirements for the issuance of 
incidental take permits (permits) to non- 
Federal landowners for the take of 
endangered and threatened species. Any 
proposed take must be incidental to 
otherwise lawful activities, not 
appreciably reduce the likelihood of the 
survival and recovery of the species in 
the wild and minimize and mitigate the 
impacts of such take to the maximum 
extent practicable. In addition, an 
applicant must prepare a habitat 
conservation plan describing the impact 
that will likely result from such taking, 

the strategy for minimizing and 
mitigating the incidental take, the 
funding available to implement such 
steps, alternatives to such taking, and 
the reason such alternatives are not 
being implemented. To obtain a permit, 
the applicant must prepare a habitat 
conservation plan that meets the 
issuance criteria established by the 
Services (50 CFR 17.22(b)(2) and 
222.307). Should permits be issued, the 
permits would include assurances 
under the Services’ ‘‘No Surprises’’ 
regulations [50 CFR 17.22(b)(5) and 
17.32(b)(5)]. 

Currently, three federally listed 
species are proposed for coverage under 
the Plan, and one additional species that 
may be listed in the future is also 
proposed to be covered. The federally 
listed species are the threatened 
California red-legged frog (Rana aurora 
draytonii), California tiger salamander 
(Ambystoma californiense), and 
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss). The 
one unlisted species proposed for 
coverage is the western pond turtle 
(Clemmys marmorata). Species may be 
added or deleted during the course of 
Plan development based on further 
analysis. 

Proposed Plan 
Stanford is a major research 

university that owns 8,180 acres of 
contiguous land in northern Santa Clara 
County and southern San Mateo County. 
These lands consist of both developed 
and undeveloped areas. Most of the 
urban facilities, including academic 
buildings, housing, roads, pedestrian/ 
bicycle pathways, and recreational 
facilities are located in the central part 
of the campus. A generally undeveloped 
‘‘Academic Reserve’’ outside this core 
academic area is used for low intensity 
academic uses. Stanford maintains three 
open water reservoirs: Lagunita, Felt 
Lake, and Searsville. Some of Stanford’s 
lands are leased for interim non- 
academic purposes. 

Activities proposed to be covered by 
the Plan (Covered Activities) are 
generally activities related to water 
management, academic uses, 
maintenance and construction of new 
urban infrastructure, recreational and 
athletic uses, campus management and 
maintenance, activities carried out by 
Stanford’s tenants and future 
development. 

The draft Plan to be prepared by 
Stanford in support of the permit 
applications will describe the impacts of 
take on proposed covered species, and 
will propose a conservation strategy to 
minimize and mitigate those impacts on 
each covered species to the maximum 
extent practicable. Components of a 
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conservation program are now under 
consideration by the Services and 
Stanford. These components will likely 
include the following conservation 
strategy. Stanford has divided its 8,180 
acres into four zones according to their 
relative habitat value for the Covered 
Species. Zone 1 (approximately 1,150 
acres) supports, or provides critical 
resources for, one or more Covered 
Species. Zone 2 (approximately 1,260 
acres) is occasionally occupied by, or 
occasionally provides some of the 
resources used by, one or more Covered 
Species. Zone 3 (approximately 2,500 
acres) consists of generally undeveloped 
open space lands that have some 
biological value, but provide only 
limited and indirect benefit to the 
Covered Species. Zone 4 (approximately 
3,270 acres) consists of urbanized areas 
that do not provide any habitat value for 
any Covered Species. The draft Plan 
will identify alternatives considered by 
Stanford and will explain why those 
alternatives were not selected. 

To mitigate unavoidable impacts to 
proposed Covered Species from Covered 
Activities, the mitigation program will 
consist mainly of preserving large areas 
of the highest quality habitats and 
managing them for the benefit of the 
Covered Species. To ensure that 
mitigation precedes impacts, Stanford 
will designate several large preserve 
areas during the planning process and 
apply preservation ‘‘credits’’ against 
land development and related impacts 
over the course of the Plan. Stanford 
will also restore habitat values in certain 
areas in which habitat quality has been 
degraded over time through a variety of 
land uses. 

National Environmental Policy Act 
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) requires 

that Federal agencies conduct an 
environmental analysis of their 
proposed actions to determine if the 
actions may significantly affect the 
human environment. To assist in 
determining whether this project would 
cause significant impacts that would 
result in the preparation of an EIS refer 
to 40 CFR 1508.27 or 40 CFR 1508.2. 
These sections provide information on 
how to determine whether effects are 
significant under NEPA and would 
therefore trigger the preparation of an 
EIS. Under NEPA, a reasonable range of 
alternatives to proposed projects is 
developed and considered in the 
Services environmental review. 
Alternatives considered for analysis in 
an environmental document may 
include: variations in the scope of 
covered activities; variations in the 
location, amount, and type of 
conservation; variations in permit 

duration; or, a combination of these 
elements. In addition, the 
environmental document will identify 
potentially significant direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts on biological 
resources, land use, air quality, water 
quality, water resources, and 
socioeconomics, as well as other 
environmental issues that could occur 
with the implementation of the 
proposed actions and alternatives. For 
all potentially significant impacts, the 
environmental document will identify 
avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures to reduce these 
impacts, where feasible, to a level below 
significance. 

The primary purpose of the scoping 
process is for the public to assist the 
Services in developing the EA or EIS by 
identifying important issues and 
alternatives related to the proposed 
action. The Services propose to serve as 
co-lead Federal agencies under NEPA 
for preparation of the environmental 
documents. Written comments from 
interested parties are welcome to ensure 
that the full range of issues related to 
the permit requests is identified. All 
comments and materials received, 
including names and addresses, will 
become part of the administrative record 
and may be released to the public. 

Comments and materials received will 
be available for public inspection, by 
appointment, during normal business 
hours at the offices listed in the 
ADDRESSES section. 

The Services request that comments 
be specific. In particular, we request 
information regarding: the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts that 
implementation of the proposed Plan 
could have on endangered and 
threatened and other covered species, 
and their communities and habitats; 
other possible alternatives that meet the 
purpose and need; potential adaptive 
management and/or monitoring 
provisions; funding issues; existing 
environmental conditions in the plan 
area; other plans or projects that might 
be relevant to this proposed project; and 
minimization and mitigation efforts. 

The environmental review of this 
project will be conducted in accordance 
with the requirements of the NEPA of 
1969 as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.), Council on the Environmental 
Quality Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500– 
1508), other applicable Federal laws and 
regulations, and policies and procedures 
of the Services for compliance with 
those regulations. This notice is being 
furnished in accordance with 40 CFR 
1501.7 of NEPA to obtain suggestions 
and information from other agencies 
and the public on the scope of issues 

and alternatives to be addressed in the 
environmental document. 

Reasonable Accommodation 
Persons needing reasonable 

accommodations in order to attend and 
participate in the public meeting should 
contact Gary Stern at 707–575–6060 as 
soon as possible. In order to allow 
sufficient time to process requests, 
please call no later than one week before 
the public meeting. Information 
regarding this proposed action is 
available in alternative formats upon 
request. 

Dated: August 31, 2006. 
Paul Henson, 
Acting Deputy Manager, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, California/Nevada Operations Office. 

Dated: August 31, 2006. 
Angela Somma, 
Chief, Endangered Species Division, National 
Marine Fisheries Service, Office of Protected 
Resources. 
[FR Doc. 06–7572 Filed 9–8–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODES 4310–55–S, 3510–22–S 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

National Park Service 

Notice of Inventory Completion: 
Kansas State University, Manhattan, 
KS 

AGENCY: National Park Service, Interior. 
ACTION: Notice. 

Notice is here given in accordance 
with the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA), 25 U.S.C. 3003, of the 
completion of an inventory of human 
remains in the possession of Kansas 
State University, Manhattan, KS. The 
human remains were removed from 
McPherson and Rice Counties, KS. 

This notice is published as part of the 
National Park Service’s administrative 
responsibilities under NAGPRA, 25 
U.S.C. 3003 (d)(3). The determinations 
in this notice are the sole responsibility 
of the museum, institution, or Federal 
agency that has control of the Native 
American human remains. The National 
Park Service is not responsible for the 
determinations in this notice. 

A detailed assessment of the human 
remains was made by Kansas State 
University professional staff in 
consultation with representatives of the 
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes (Wichita, 
Keechi, Waco & Tawakonie), Oklahoma. 

Sometime between 1928 and 1988, 
human remains representing a 
minimum of one individual were 
removed from site 14MP1, also known 
as Paint Creek site, McPherson County, 
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From: Jean McCown [mailto:jmccown@stanford.edu] 
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2006 10:56 AM 
To: judy@judykleinberg.org; frank.benest@cityofpaloalto.org; jellins@pacbell.net; aaheineck@menlopark.org; 
dsboesch@menlopark.org; steve.emslie@cityofpaloalto.org; stoben@portolavalley.net; 
ahoward@portolavalley.net; dcgordon@stanford.edu; llambert@portolavalley.net; hvsullivan@woodsidetown.org; 
sgeorge@woodsidetown.org; rubenabrica@aol.com; mbanico@cityofepa.org; ajames@cityofepa.org; 
pete.kutras@ceo.sccgov.org; sfcreekjpa@menlopark.org; pam@sanfrancisquito.org; cbritton@openspace.org; 
Val.Alexeeff@pln.sccgov.org; Lisa.Killough@prk.sccgov.org; dholland@co.sanmateo.ca.us; 
jmaltbie@co.sanmateo.ca.us; lgrote@co.sanmateo.ca.us  
Cc: Dave Daly; Jean McCown; Catherine Palter; Charles Carter 
Subject: NEPA Public Scoping Meeting for Stanford Habitat Conservation Plan 
 
Dear Public Agency Colleagues: 
 
Stanford University is beginning a process to obtain federal approval of a comprehensive, long-term Habitat 
Conservation Plan ("HCP") for the conservation of federally protected endangered species and their habitats on 
Stanford lands. 
 
On Thursday, Sept. 21, from 4 to 6 p.m., the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) will hold a "scoping meeting" as the first step in the permit application process. The meeting will be held 
in room 040 of Jordan Hall, Building 420 at 450 Serra Mall.   A searchable campus map is available at  
<http://campus-map.stanford.edu/http://campus-map.stanford.edu/  
 
Habitat Conservation Plans, made possible by the U.S. Endangered Species Act, allow landholders to create 
comprehensive, long-term conservation plans including conservation strategies and habitat protections to minimize 
and mitigate impacts on federally protected endangered species.  Currently, three federally listed species 
(California red-legged frog, California tiger salamander and steelhead) and one additional species (western pond 
turtle) that may be listed in the future are being considered for coverage under the Plan. 
 
FWS and NMFS published a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register today (September 11, 2006) announcing their 
intent to conduct the September 21, 2006 public scoping meeting pursuant to the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) for the purpose of gathering information to prepare an environmental assessment (EA) or 
environmental impact statement (EIS.)  Written comments are to be submitted within 30 days of the date of 
publication of that notice in the Federal Register.    A copy of the Notice is attached to this message. 
 
Written comments or questions relating to the preparation of an environmental document and the NEPA process 
should be addressed to:   
              Ms. Lori Rinek, Chief, Conservation Planning and Recovery Division, Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, 2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605, Sacramento, CA  95825, facsimile 916-
414-6713; 
             Gary Stern, San Francisco Bay Region Team Leader, at National Marine Fisheries Service, 777 Sonoma 
Avenue, Room 325, Santa Rosa, CA  95404, facsimile 707-578-3435; or Stanford.HCP@noaa.gov. 
 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:  Sheila Larsen, Fish and Wildlife  Service, or Lori Rinek, Chief, 
Conservation Planning and Recovery  Division, Fish and Wildlife Service at 916-414-6600; Gary Stern,  National 
Marine Fisheries Service, at 707-575-6060; Catherine  Palter, Land Use and Environmental Planning Office, 
Stanford  University at 650-723-0199, cpalter@stanford.edu. 
 
 
Very Truly Yours, 
 
    
Jean McCown 
Director of Community Relations 
Stanford University 
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Stanford University
Habitat Conservation Plan

National Environmental Policy Act
Scoping MeetingScop g ee g

21 September 2006

Scoping meeting presenters

• Catherine Palter
– Stanford University
– Assistant Director Land Use and Environmental Planning

• Sheila Larsen
– U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
– Senior Staff Biologist, Conservation Planning Branch

• Gary Stern
– National Marine Fisheries Service, Southwest RegionNational Marine Fisheries Service, Southwest Region
– Protected Resources Division, San Francisco Bay Team Leader

• Alan Launer, Ph.D.
– Stanford University
– Campus Biologist
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Scoping meeting agenda

• Presentations

– Endangered Species Act

– National Environmental Policy Act

– Concepts for Stanford’s HCP

– Next steps

• Public comments on scope of NEPA document

Commenting process

• Oral comments• Oral comments

• Comment sheet

• NEPA scoping 
comment period ends p
October 11, 2006

Los Trancos Creek, August 2006
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P bli S i M ti

NEPA Document for the Stanford University

Habitat Conservation Plan

Public Scoping Meeting

September 21, 2006

U S Fi h & Wildlif S iU.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

National Marine Fisheries Service
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Scoping Meeting Objectives

• Provide Habitat Conservation• Provide Habitat Conservation 
Plan (HCP) overview

• Describe the environmental 
review process

• Obtain input on scope of                     
NEPA Document

Endangered Species Act

P hibit “t ki ” f th t d• Prohibits “taking” of threatened or 
endangered species

• Allows take that is incidental to 
other legal activities with Incidental 
Take Permit (ITP)Take Permit (ITP)

• ITP supported by Habitat 
Conservation Plan
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Habitat Conservation Plan

• Includes:Includes:
– Covered Species
– Covered Activities
– Anticipated Impacts
– Minimization Measures
– Mitigation for Impacts to Covered Species

• Ensures there is adequate minimizing and 
mitigating of the effects of the authorized 
incidental take

Environmental Review Process

• Describe the proposed action and   
alternatives

• Study and evaluate the potential impacts of ITPy p p
• Identify mitigation measures for significant 

impacts
• Follow the legal guidelines of

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
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Lead Agencies

U.S. Fish and Wildlife

National Marine Fisheries Service

Purpose of Scoping

• Inform public about the project
• Identify interested parties
• Identify significant issues
• Identify potential alternatives
• Gather input on the focus of the                       

environmental documentenvironmental document 
and alternatives
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NEPA  PROCESS

1. Scoping Process

2. Impact Analysis of ITP
3. Draft NEPA Document Public Review
4. Finalize NEPA Document
5. Record of Decision (ROD) or5. Record of Decision (ROD) or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)

Potential Alternatives

• Proposed Action (issuance of ITP)
• Action Alternatives

- Covered species
- Covered Activities
- Location, type, and amount of 

conservationconservation

• No Action
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Environmental Factors Considered

Biological resources• Biological resources
• Land use
• Water resources
• Socioeconomics
• Growth inducement
• Public servicesPublic services
• Geology and soils
• Cultural resources

Environmental Factors Considered

• Transportation 
and circulationand circulation

• Noise
• Air quality
• Recreation
• Public health 

d f tand safety
• Aesthetics
• Environmental justice
• Indian trust assets
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Stanford’s mission

• education

• research

• all functions necessary  
to support education  
and research
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Stanford’s challenge

• meeting the demands of 
running a universityrunning a university

• responsible stewardship 
of natural resources

• achieving appropriate 
balance

Student Observatory

Academics
• ~14,900 students

– ~6,700 undergraduates
– ~8,200 graduate students8,200 graduate students

• ~1,770 faculty

• 7 schools
– Humanities and Sciences
– MedicineMedicine
– Law
– Business
– Engineering
– Education
– Earth Sciences
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Operations and facilities

• buildings

• housing and dining

• public health and safety

• recreation

• transportation

• utilities

Revenue generation

• investmentsinvestments

• land as endowment
– agricultural
– industrial
– retail
– regional utilities
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Redevelopment and development

• main focus is 
redevelopment ofredevelopment of 
already built areas

• some development in 
undeveloped parts of 

i i it blcampus is inevitable

Broad conservation considerations for 
Stanford Habitat Conservation Plan

• address regional issues

• incorporate multiple levels of 
biotic diversity

• permanently preserve 
significant natural resources

• long-term management

• further integration into 
university’s academic fabric 
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Regional context for Stanford HCP:
Conservation in suburbia

• extensive development
• water• water
• pollution
• non-native species
• disease

• habitat loss orhabitat loss or 
modification

• direct take

Species lost

Grizzly bear C. Servheen, USFWS Tule elk Point Reyes National Seashore, 1993

Sacramento perch H.L Todd, NOAA Greater roadrunner
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“Target” levels of biotic diversity 
for Stanford HCP

• individual and geneticg

• population

• species

• community

• ecosystem

Native species from Stanford and vicinity

• 50+ species of mammals

• 175+ species of birds

• ~20 species of reptiles

• ~12 species of amphibians

• ~10 species of freshwater fishes

Bufo boreas, Stanford 2005

• ~650 species of plants

• nearly countless species of 
invertebrates

Euphydryas chalcedona on Layia platyglossa, East Hills, 2005
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Species to “cover”
California red-legged frog
(Rana aurora draytonii)

• listed as “Threatened” by thelisted as Threatened  by the 
USFWS in 1996

• two concentrations at Stanford: 
Matadero/Deer creeks and upper 
San Francisquito Creek

• adults and juveniles often found 

© 2004 William Flaxington

kilometers from breeding sites

• large concentrations of  red-legged 
frogs are present on west-side of 
Santa Cruz Mountains

Matadero Creek (quarry pool), September 2006

Species to “cover” 
California tiger salamander
(Ambystoma californiense)

• listed as “Threatened” by the• listed as Threatened  by the 
USFWS in 2004

• local population dependent on 
an aging reservoir: Lagunita

• most of life cycle spent in 
upland areas – usually 
undergroundg

• cross-country migrations 
occur during rainy night

Lagunita 1997
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Species to “cover” 
Western pond turtle
(Actinemys marmorata)

• scattered throughout San Francisco g
Peninsula, but common in only a few 
locations

• uncommon at Stanford, but still 
found in San Francisquito Creek

• problematic population 
demographicsdemographics
– very few young

• extensive use of upland, non-aquatic 
habitats

San Francisquito Creek; upper  May 2005, lower July 2006

Species to “cover” 
Steelhead 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss)
• “Central California Coast”

ESU li t d “Th t d”ESU listed as “Threatened”

• historically found locally in many 
creeks that flow directly to the 
ocean or bay

• significant “run” present in the San 

© Tomerelli

Francisquito system

• anadromous “form” of rainbow 
trout 

Los Trancos Creek,  Aug 2006
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Other species to consider

• Bay checkerspot butterfly
(Euphydryas editha bayensis) 

• listed as “Threatened” by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service in 1987

• studied at Stanford since 1959

• extinct at Stanford since 1997

East Hills, Santa Clara County, April 2006

• “Critical Habitat” designated in 
2001 (including part of Jasper 
Ridge)

Stanford, Jasper Ridge, image by P.R. Ehrlich

Other species to consider

• freshwater mussels

• at least one species is found 
at Stanford (Anodonta
species)

• in serious decline across 
most of North America

Collected at Stanford, November 2005
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Other species to consider

• Bay Area ground cricket 
(Neonemobius eurynotus)

• recorded from non-native, 
annual grasslands in 
vicinity of Berkeley and 
Stanford

i “• listed as “Lower 
Risk/conservation 
dependent” by IUCN

Vickery and Weissman 1989

Other species to consider

Burrowing owl
G. Andrejko, Arizona Game and Fish

Western leatherwood
Stanford, Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve

Micro-blind harvestmen
Calicina species, image from California Academy of Sciences

Unsilvered silverspot butterfly
Specimen from Skyline Boulevard where Santa Cruz, San Mateo, 

and Santa Clara counties meet
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Stanford Habitat Conservation Plan: 
conceptual approach

• classify all Stanford landsclassify all Stanford lands 
based on “value” to 
“covered” species

• identify priority areas for 
conservation

• develop and implement 
long-term management 
and restoration plans DRAFT MAP, August 2006; based on four “covered” species

Stanford Habitat Conservation Plan: 
conceptual approach

t f f t l• compensate for future loss 
of habitat with permanent 
land preservation

• expand or modify existing p y g
conservation programs
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Ongoing conservation actions:
pond construction

• 8 ponds constructed in lower 
foothills in 2003

• by spring 2006:
– California tiger salamanders 

reproduced in 2 ponds

– aquatic invertebrates and 
wetland plants are thriving

– used by many terrestrial 
species

Ongoing conservation actions:
minimization of impacts

Best Management Practices Review field activities

Modification of diversion structures 
and operation

Construction-related 
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Ongoing conservation actions:
monitoring

• annual work since mid-1990s 

• goal to determine the 
distribution and abundance 
of species of conservation 
concern

• efforts include:
– creek and pond 

monitoring
– night surveys

Stanford Habitat Conservation Plan: 
conceptual approach

Middle Searsville Reservoir, 2005
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Tentative Project Schedule

• Spring 2007 - Public Review of 
draft HCP and NEPA Documentdraft HCP and NEPA Document

Public comment is encouraged 
and welcomed!

Scoping Input on:
• Alternatives

• Methods of Analysis

• Issues of Concern

• Sources of Information
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Public CommentsPublic Comments
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Attachment 4:  Scoping Letters 
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