


List of Sponsors of the

East Bay Regional Park Association

Dr. U. S. Abbott

Louis Aber

W. L. Abrott

Mrs. S. J. Ackerman

C. F. Acree

Charles C. Adams

G. P. Adams

Mrs. G. P. Adams

R. L. Adams

Dr. Herman Adler

Arthur R. Ahlgren

W. J. Aldridge

Carl Alexander

Jas. P. Allen

Mrs. Jas. P. Allen

John J. Allen

Robt. Allen

Modeste Alloo

Rudolph Altrocchi

J. M. Alvarez

H. C. Anderson

Ralph H. Anderson

C. J. Andruss

Louis J. Angeli

Miss Nellie Anton

Eli D. Antonieu

Charles H.- Armstrong

Mrs. Helen S. Artieda

D. L. Artis

Miss Lydia Atterbury

John M. Atthowe

Lewis B. Avery

George E. Axtille

Leon C. Babbitt

Dr. S. H. Babington

Dr. William Frederic Bade

George Chester Badger

Miss Edna W. Bailey

Mrs. Henry Bailey

Alfred E. Baker

Frederick S. Baker

James B. Baker

Miss Harriet B. Bakewell

Martin T. Baldwin

Miss Shirley W. Bale

W. L. Ballenger

Oscar T. Barber

A. L. Barker

Miss Mary Barmby

Rev. John Barrett

Mrs. David P. Barrows

Howard H. Barrows

Miss Jeannette Barrows

Miss Ann Little Barry

J. J. Barry

Louis Bartlett

J.G. Bassett

C. D. Bates

Dr. Helen Page Bates

Rev. Dean W. H.
Battershill

Miss Bernice Baxter

Dr. Frank S. Baxter

at

Howard Baxter

P. S. Beach

George Bean

Charles A. Beardsley
Jas. G. Beaty

J. J. Beaty

T. D. Beckwith

Mrs. Olga Beebe

Mrs. L. K. Beever

R. T. Belcher

Miss Julia A. Martins Beloof
H. J. Bemiss

E. S. Bender

W. A. Benner

Albert N. Benson
Frank A. Berg

John W, Berger

Dr. T. L. Bergemann
Lloyd D. Bernard

C. L. Best

Carl Biedenbach

C. L. Biedenbach

Jack T. Bill

E. R. Billett

Mrs. Addie M. Billings
Miss Dorothy Billings
Miss Margaret Billings
J. W. Bingaman

Mrs. J. W. Bingaman
Mrs. A. A. Bird

Mrs. F. W. Birtch

F. C. Bishop

Miss Anga M. Bjornson
Dr. Benjamin W. Black
Mrs. Benjamin W. Black
Spens Black

Mrs. Spens Black
Mrs. William Wallace Blair
Anson S. Blake

Mrs. Anson S. Blake
Frances J. Blake

G. W. Blakeman

A. C. Blanchard
Walter C. Blasdale
Rev. J. M. Boaz
Harold Bodington

Dr. G. A. Boehmer
Wallace B. Boggs

H. E. Bolton

Rev. Geo. L. Boroughs
J. N. Borroughs

Mrs. B. W. Bours

J. M. Bracker

Mrs. C. C. Bradfield
Henry Bradley

P. R. Bradley

Paul W. Brannon

M. E. Bratcher

Mrs. Marjorie Breck
Samuel Breck

H. L. Breed

Horace H. Breed
Henry Breen

B L O £ —

Father Brennan

John A. Brennan
Edward B. Brewer
Thomas B. Bridges

J. W. Bridwell

Walter M. Briggs
Mrs. Walter M. Briggs
J. C. F. Bright

Mrs. Charles W. Brock
Howard Bronstein

Mrs. Richard C. Brookins
F. A. Brooks

Miss Annie Florence Brown
David E. Brown

Mrs. David E. Brown
Mrs. Walter S. Brown
Warner Brown

Dr. L. E. Browning
Robert Brownlee

J. Allison Bruner

Mrs. H. W. Bryant

W. A. Buckhart
George Budgen

P. G. E. Buechner
John D. Bullock

Miss Minnie Bunker
Mrs. John S. Burd
Burg Bros. Inc.

W. C. Burgess

A. E. Burke

Miss Beatrice Burnett
Miss Margaret Burnham
Mrs. Walter J. Burpee
E. W. Burr

A. S. Burrill

Mrs. Harry R. Burt
J. G. Buttomer

Mrs. J. G. Buttomer
Sheridan Byrne

B. C. Cain

T. E. Caldecott

A. W. Caldwell

Harry H. Caldwell
Mrs. Tsar N. Calfee
George M. Calhoun
Edw. L. Camp

Rev. Harold B. Camp
H. W. Campbell
Arthur M. Carden

R. L. Carey

Forest Carlisle

W. S. Carson

Andrew Cartwright
A.B. Cary

Wm. Cavalier

W. E. Chamberlain
Walter S. Chandler

M. C. Chapman

Rev. O. K. Chenoweth
S. V. Chown

Mrs. G. Wilson Church
Thomas D. Church
Mrs. Thomas D. Church

(Continued at end)

Time of Publication

Mrs. E. S. Clark
Reece Clark

Mrs. Thomas J. Clark
Wellyn B. Clark

Rev. Charles F. Clarke
Mrs. C. C. Clay

Mrs. W. T. Cleverdon
Miss Elizabeth K. Clow
Arthur Cobbledick
LeRoy Coburn, Jr.
Rabbi Rudolph I. Coffee
K. S. Colbie

Wm. E. Colby

C. L. Cole

Mrs. K. A. Cole
Albert S. Colton
Robert E. Connolly
Mrs. C. C. Conrad
Mrs. Dane Coolidge
Miss Mary Cooper
Wm. P. Cooper

Dr. J. G. Corneille
Mrs. J. G. Corneille
Frank V. Cornish
C.J. J. Cox

Ray B. Cox

Miss Viola Cox
Harold H. Cozens

C. S. Cramer

Clarence B. Crane
Miss Anita Crellin
Miss Mary Crellin
Mrs. T. A. Crellin
Miss Cornelia V. N. Cress
Miss Helena Critzer
F. J. Croll

Otis Crooks

Daniel Crosby

Ira B. Cross

W. W. Cross

Mrs. W. V. Cruess
Guy M. Crump

G. A. Cummings

Dr. Ruby Cunningham
A. B. Currier

H. A. Curtis

Miss Jane Isabel Curtis
Thomas Dabagh
Stuart Daggett

Mrs. James Dalziel

N. P. Damianakes
Mrs. 1. R. Damon
Hartley Daneke

J. F. Daniel

J. Frank Daniel Jr.
Paul 1. Daniels

H. A. Davenport

F. M. Davidson
Albert E. Davies
Charles G. Davis
Charles W. Davis
Curt C. Davis

Earl E. Davis

Gen. Wm. C. Davis
Mrs. Wm. C. Davis
Miss Margaret T, Davis
Albert S. Day

Rev. Richard C. Day
Mrs. Grace E. Deadrich
John A. Deadrich, Jr.
Dr. J. Camp Dean
Mrs. E. R. DeChene
Jerry W. De Cou
George Deethardt

E. I. de Laveaga

H. W. Denhard

Mrs. H. W. Denhard
J. A. Denis

Mrs. Arthur P. Denton
G. M. Derbyshire
Charles Derleth Jr.
Edington Detrick
Mrs. Edington Detrick
Monroe E. Deutsch
Chas. Capp De Wolf
R. Stanley Dollar
Augustin Donovan
Miss Katherine Dougles
Thos. F. Dowd

A. M. Dowling

Dr. Sam R. Downing
M. B. Driver

Aubrey Drury

H. L. Drury

Newton Drury

Chas. E. Dunscomb
Mrs. Laura L. Durgin
D. G. Dye

Mrs. Grace 8. Dyer
Thos. C. Eaglesome
Guy C. Earl

Mrs. Guy C. Earl
Carroll Ebright

Ralph Eckert

Geo. A. Edgar

John W. Edgemond
Mrs. Paul Eliel

E. C. Elliote

Mrs. Minerva G. Elliott
Eben B. Ellis

Mrs. Ralph Ellis

Oliver Ellsworth

Ralph R. Eltse

Rev. C. Herschel Emminger
Frank W. Epperson

E. O. Essig

Mrs. E. O. Essig
Roland Esteves

H. J. Eustace

Mrs. H. J. Eustace
Dr. Herbert M. Evans
Perry Evans

Grant L. Ewing
William F. Ewing

Mrs. W. F. Faber
Harry H. Fair



Foreword to the 2014 Reprint of the
“Olmsted-Hall Report”

Hark Back, Move Forward

Many of the most important ideas and values that hold
true for us today come from an earlier time. These
guiding principles underpin the conservation move-
ment in America — and they are eloquently manifest-
ed in the 1930 report Proposed Park Reservations for
East Bay Cities that we now reprint proudly on our
80th anniversary.

The notions that beautiful landscapes can contribute
to people’s happiness and well-being, and that every-
one, regardless of economic circumstance, deserves
access to parks, are part of the legacy of famed land-
scape architect Frederick Law Olmsted Sr. These
concepts are still very much in play; they inform
present-day District initiatives like Healthy Parks,
Healthy People and community outreach programs to
diverse audiences.

Our founding story is a powerful one. “Parks for the
People!” was the rallying cry of a grassroots cam-
paign in the East Bay region during the darkest days
of the Great Depression. Far-sighted citizens seized
an opportunity to save pristine watershed lands from
development and to preserve them for generations. In
so doing, they created the first regional park agency
in the country.

This report played a pivotal role in that struggle, at
once lending national credibility to local efforts. The
comprehensive study was more than a survey of lands
suitable for parks. It was a compelling statement of the
need for open space. With its proposed ring of public
landscapes along the hilltops and shores, it provided
an expansive vision for the parks movement — one that
is still relevant today.
Robert E. Doyle
General Manager
East Bay Regional Park District



Foreword to the 1984 Reprint of the
“Olmsted-Hall Report”

Establishment of the East Bay Regional Park District in
1934 was preceded by complex circumstances of changing land
use, evolving ideas about parks and recreation, and rapid
growth of the urbanized area surrounding San Francisco Bay.
A major document of this period, commonly referred to as the
“Olmsted-Hall Report”, first published in 1930, is a rarity to-
day, and reprinting has seemed desirable for a number of

ears.

’ In this reprint, introductory material has been added to ex-
plain the role of the Report in the formation of the District:
First, a participant in the original campaign recalls what it was
like to get a regional park system under way. Second, a staff
member of the District has summarized the history of the for-
mation of the District. Third, a member of the Regional Parks
Association has reviewed the evolution of ideas about East Bay
parks and recreation in an effort to show how the report and
the District reflect their times.

In 1930, the entire study of the proposed park lands in-
cluding publication of the report were financed by a grant of
$5,200 from The Kahn Foundation of Oakland. This reprint
has been financed by the East Bay Regional Park District with
supplemental support from The Kahn Foundation and the
Regional Parks Association! totalling some $7,000. Dollars do
not go as far as they once did!

Formative Period

Many people at different times have stood on the
hills of the East Bay opposite the Golden Gate and felt
something should be done to preserve the beautiful land-
scape. How?

A Big Issue and a Big Question

Man dreams many dreams. By 1930 the open land in the
East Bay hills no longer vital for water storage because of the
availability of water from the Sierra was publicly owned land
(through the publicly owned water district). This open land
was no longer purely utilitarian, no longer purely functional
but open land with a possibility of greenery and expansion.
Perhaps a test of our growth, development of our civilization
can be found in our trees, our parks — open clearings of unen-
cumbered delight!

In a seminar of Professional Samuel May in Public Admin-
istration at the University of California, Berkeley, in 1930 these
ideas, hopes, plans and their possibilities of realization were
discussed. The local area was growing. The East Bay Municipal
Utility District was bringing water from the Sierra. Here under
our feet were many acres of publicly owned land not yet par-
celled out. Many people with commercial interests were eager
to do just that.

Samuel May, Ansel Hall and I had many discussions. A
few people got together. Surveys were made, photographs
taken, a booklet grew into the Proposed Park Reservations For
East Bay Cities.

There was much land unbuilt upon, saved by the earlier
water companies to serve the growing communities. The water
from the Sierra meant the local land was no longer so vital for
catchment areas. Through the publicly owned water district it
was all publicly owned land. Technical issues had to be
worked out. The people had to vote a park and buy the land
from themselves.

Ex-Governor Pardee, President of the Utility District, was
opposed to the park. He believed he had valid reasons. He may
have had a real estate gleam in his eye. It became necessary to
put the issue before the public. Samuel May and the others
dropped the campaign for this in my lap. The Kahn Founda-
tion had deposited $5,200 with the University of California in
order that the Bureau of Public Administration might have the
survey undertaken and develop a means for distribution of the
information in the survey to the people of the district. A Com-
mittee of East Bay Citizens was formed to direct park planning
affairs.

Our main task was to publish the Proposed Park Reservations
For East Bay Citiesand to get a list of sponsors. Starting out with
50, we got 1,000 sponsors. We wrote to the President and Sec-
retary of every organization in the East Bay Cities to enlist
their support in getting the public out to vote on the park pro-
posal. Most responded offering their help.

When the Report was completed and the mailing to spon-
sors ready, the Citizens Committee called a meeting to decide
on procedures. It was a strategic moment. I feared, in view of
the opposing forces on the Committee (the Director of the Mu-
nicipal Utility District and commercial interests), that there
might be a year’s postponement in getting the Report out to the
public. To me a postponement meant no park and more real
estate. I got in touch with Bob Sibley at the University of
California Alumni office employment service and asked for
some students to stuff the mailers of the Report. The students
arrived, the envelopes were stuffed and taken into the Post Of-
fice before noon. That completed our work.

That evening at the Citizens Committee meeting I gave a
report of my having mailed the Proposed Park Reservations
Report to our sponsors. The Committee was displeased at my
hasty action. They wished to be more certain of their pro-
cedures. As I saw it any delays or postponement meant no
park.

I worked and spoke in the campaign for the park. The
measure won. I returned to my graduate studies.

Harland Frederick



Establishment of the District

The Olmsted-Hall Report was a compelling statement for
the need for parks. It urged East Bay Municipal Utility District
to open its surplus lands, pointing out that the 150-square-mile
region served by the utility district was far behind comparable
urban areas in parklands per capita. Olmsted-Hall envisioned
a 10,000- to 11,000-acre park system extending nearly 22 miles
along the East Bay hills, readily accessible to residents of the
nine cities below.

(More than 50 years later, this proposal has in essence been
achieved. The Park District’s holdings include some 12,000
acres stretching in a nearly continuous chain for 30 miles along
the East Bay skyline, as well as many other parklands
throughout the two-county jurisdiction.)

Publication of the Olmsted-Hall Report in December of
1930 gave the East Bay parkland movement added credibility,
with the endorsement by a nationally renowned landscape
architect firm.

Since 1928, a dozen organizations had been founded by
citizen activists interested in establishing parks. Spurred by the
Olmsted-Hall Report’s conclusions, more than 1,000 East Bay
residents from these groups met on January 29, 1931 at the
Hotel Oakland to organize a parkland drive.

Representatives of nine cities — Alameda, Albany,
Berkeley, El Cerrito, Emeryville, Oakland, Piedmont, Rich-
mond, and San Leandro — joined in a renewed petition to East
Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) to create parklands
out of its 10,000 acres of surplus watershed.

But EBMUD directors did not want to add parks and
recreation to their already substantial water supply duties. So
the representatives had only one alternative — to call for crea-
tion of a new government agency whose sole task would be to
acquire and manage parklands. They proposed formation of a
regional park district encompassing the nine-city, two-county
area.

Both the East Bay Regional Park Association and a
Regional Park Board formed by mayors of the East Bay cities
were active in subsequent efforts to pass enabling legislation.

After extensive lobbying by citizens and parkland
organizations, Assembly Bill 1114 was passed by the legislature
in 1933. The bill, drafted by former Oakland Mayor Frank
Mott, authorized establishment of a regional park district and
its governing board. The first law of its kind in this country, it
was signed by Governor James Rolph on August 7, 1933.

Next step was formal approval of the district by voters.
This required an initiative on the November, 1934 ballot to ap-
prove the new district, and elect a board of directors,
authorized to levy a tax of five cents per $100 assessed valua-
tion to finance operations. Supporters collected 14,000 sig-
natures to do this.

Then the campaign suffered a setback. The enabling act re-
quired that initiative petitions containing at least 5,000 names
be filed with Alameda and Contra Costa County supervisors
before an election could be called. Some 14,000 signatures were
filed in Alameda County, but Contra Costa County’s Board of
Supervisors refused to sanction an election in their jurisdiction,
causing El Cerrito and Richmond to withdraw their support.
Supervisors feared parks would remove too much land from
the tax rolls. Also most of Contra Costa County was farmland
then, with a less apparent need for parks and recreation.

Alameda County supporters proceeded with a massive
get-out-the-vote campaign. A Committee of One Thousand
urged a yes vote to create “parks for the people.” Under direc-

tion of Samuel May, Director of the Bureau of Public Adminis-
tration at the University of California, campaign headquarters
were set up at Hotel Oakland. May had acted for some years as
a liaison between diverse groups of park supporters.

Harland Frederick, who had worked on parkland cam-
paigns as a student of May, now sent messages seeking support
from women'’s clubs, veterans organizations, real estate groups,
and organizations of every description throughout the East
Bay. “I got something like an 86 percent return — almost
unheard of,” Frederick recalled.

Canvassing and lobbying continued, and on the Saturday
before election, a “get out the vote’” parade rolled 35 miles
through Oakland, with 12 floats depicting outdoor sports,
camping and nature activities.

The success surprised even campaign organizers. On
November 6, 1934, East Bay voters approved the park initiative
by a vote of two-and-one-half to one.

On the same ballot, voters elected their first board of direc-
tors: Major Charles Lee Tilden of Alameda, successful business-
man, banker and Spanish-American War veteran; August
Vollmer of the University of California; Dr. Aurelia Henry
Reinhardt, president of Mills College; Oakland attorney Leroy
Goodrich; and labor leader Thomas J. Roberts.

East Bay Regional Park District was now a legal entity. But
ahead lay a difficult task — transformation of its plans and vi-
sions into parkland realities.

Although some campaign statements had indicated parks
acquisition would require only transfer of land jurisdiction
from one public agency (EBMUD) to another (EBRPD), matters
turned out to be a lot more complicated than that.

Even the actual amount of land available was at issue. In
1931, utility district president George Pardee had been quoted
as saying that EBMUD had 10,000 or 11,000 surplus acres
available for parklands. But by 1935, EDMUD was offering
only 6,261 acres at a cost of $2,179,823 — about $348 per acre.
And potential developers were interested, too.

Nor did the utility district board accept the parkland
board’s assertions that a simple transfer of title was the only
measure necessary to acquire “parks for the people.”

There followed a period of acrimonious negotiation, in-
cluding joint board meetings, conflicting land appraisals, and
acerbic exchanges via the press, between Major Tilden and
George Pardee. Both men were heavyweights in East Bay
public affairs, and had known each other since their student
days in the pioneering class of 1878 at the University of
California.

First break in the deadlock came when Major Tilden ac-
tually advanced some of his personal funds to buy 60 acres of
privately held land in Redwood Canyon, obtaining it for $35
per acre.

Subsequent negotiations finally led to a compromise, and
in June of 1936 the park district purchased 2,166 acres of EB-
MUD land for $656,544 — a little over $300 per acre. The re-
cently enacted tax levy was to pay for it over a five-year
period, and as each increment was paid, EBMUD was to cut its
tax rate by that amount, so taxpayers didn’t in effect purchase
the land twice.

East Bay Regional Park District now had three brand new
parklands: Wildcat Canyon (now Tilden Regional Park) in
Berkeley; Roundtop (now Sibley Volcanic Regional Preserve)
and Lake Temescal in Oakland. “Parks for the people” had
become a reality.

Edward H. MacKay Il



The Background

In 1930, the nation was in the midst of a second wave of
conservation thought and action following a first wave initi-
ated by Theodore Roosevelt with his White House Conference
of 1908. Following passage of a National Parks Act and estab-
lishment of the National Park Service in 1916, the first World
War had turned thoughts elsew here. But, in 1920, a Conference
on State Parks was held in Des Moines, lowa. Annually
thereafter for some years conferees met at various places
throughout the nation including San Francisco in 1928. The
1929 meeting at Clifty Creek Falls State Park (Madison, In-
diana) had discussions revealing the evolution, year by year, of
what state parks should be. A persistent contention seems to
have been the distinction between “parks” and “recreation”.

In California, a State Park Commission and a Park System
were formalized in 1927; in 1928 a first bond issue to acquire
land for state parks passed with a 74% affirmative vote.

The younger Frederick Law Olmsted?, of Olmsted
Brothers, landscape architects, maintaining the solid tradition
of his father, was deeply involved in much of this. His father
(1822-1903) designed Central Park in New York City, many
other great American urban parks, the campus of Stanford
University, was chairman of the first Yosemite commission
(1864-1890) and, if anyone can be, is the patron saint of Ameri-
can landscape architects. The younger Olmsted prepared
(1927-1928) a survey of opportunity in California for state
parks and participated as did personnel of the National Park
Service in the state park conferences.

The quick success of the newly created East Bay Municipal
Utility District in providing an improved water supply from
the Sierra Nevada in the late 20’s created a moment of oppor-
tunity for parks on the local East Bay watershed lands which
became surplus with the arrival of mountain water.

Professor Samuel C. May, Director of the Bureau of Public
Administration (now the Institute of Governmental Studies)
on the Berkeley Campus, persuaded Olmsted and Ansel Hall of
the National Park Service to study the potential of these lands
for park use. Whether he saw “regional parks” as a consolation
prize for lands not meriting state park status, or whether he
saw this as an entering wedge for a regional government can-
not be answered here. But, if the latter, why was the target to
be only part of the East Bay, only the most urbanized parts of
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties? Did he see merely a mo-
mentary opportunity to take advantage of surplus land or did
he imagine a comprehensive and diverse regional park system
from Bay shore to mountain top as well as from north to south?
If the latter, why was the final proposal limited to the surplus
watersheds? One suspects the whole thing to have been seen as
a quick grab at a fleeting opportunity.

When the leaders of the Municipal Utility District, notably
ex-Governor Pardee, made plain their disinterest in recreation
or parks, the leaders of this East Bay park movement went to
the legislature. The resulting enabling legislation created a
number of new sections of the Public Resources Code
(5500-5595), which mimics rather closely that for Municipal
Utility Districts and, like it, says very little about the purposes
of such a District.

Olmsted-Hall, in contrast, says quite a lot about what
regional parks should be like, what they should try to do and
what they should avoid. It is, in fact, in broad terms an impor-
tant statement of purpose for regional parks. That is why it is
being reprinted.

Finally, the East Bay Regional Park District in its physical

manifestations has utterly outshone the imagination of its mid-
wives: where they foresaw a few surplus watersheds becoming
parks, in fact, most surplus watersheds have become parks;
beaches have become parks; intensive recreation sites have
been acquired; unique landscape features, historical sites, and
rare plant associations are protected in preserves.

Olmsted and Hall and, presumably, Sam May, never envi-
sioned: Garin Ranch, Dry Creek Ranch, Sunol, Ohlone, Del
Valle Reservoir, Morgan Territory, Las Trampas Ridge,
Briones, Black Diamond Mines, Coyote Hills, Hayward
Shoreline, Crown Beach, Brooks Island, Miller/Knox
Shoreline, Point Pinole, Martinez Shoreline, and Brown’s Is-
land. All of these now are units of the East Bay Regional Parks.

In contrast, the places envisioned that have not been
secured are few: Siesta Valley, Fish Ranch, a great skyline
parkway encircling the East Bay and connecting with a similar
parkway on the San Francisco Peninsula and in Marin Coun-
ty. Such lands become too dear too soon; the opportunity
vanished before the vision could be realized.

Daniel B. Luten

! The Regional Parks Association, organized in 1949, is entirely dis-
tinct from the ad hoc East Bay Regional Park Association mentioned
in the Olmsted-Hall Report itself.
2 While often spelled “Olmstead” and even spelled both ways in the
Report, this spelling is preferred.
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Frederick Law Olmsted Jr. Photo courtesy Frederick Law Olmsted National Historic Site, NPS.

January 26, 1934 — Ansel Hall (center) points to a relief map of the proposed parks for the East Bay hills. Viewing the

map (left to right) are: Mayor W.J. McCracken, Oakland; Mayor E.N. Ament, Berkeley; Supervisor W.J. Hamilton; and

Elbert M. Vail, then Regional Park Board chairman and first general manager of the East Bay Regional Park District.
Photo courtesy Smithsonian Institution Archives.
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Introduction

URING the development of the nine cities which border the east shore of San
Francisco Bay the advisability of planning an adequate park system has often
been recognized. Only recently, however, has a peculiarly fortunate chain of

circumstances created a situation which presents an unusual opportunity for acquiring
a comprehensive recreational area which will serve the entire region without involving
a large bond issue or the creation of new governmental agencies.

In 1928 it became necessary for the East Bay Municipal Utility District in acquir-
ing a distributing system to purchase the entire properties of the East Bay Water Com-
pany, containing thousands of acres of land not needed for water catchment or storage,
but admirably suited for recreational purposes. Certain far-seeing individuals immedi-
ately recognized the park possibilities inherent in this situation, and in the autumn of
1928 the East Bay Metropolitan Park Association, Oakland Park League, East Bay
Regional Planning Association, and several other organizations were formed for the
purposes of determining what portions of surplus water district lands were suitable for
use as parks, and of apprising the public of the opportunities for its recreational use.
Various organizations presented resolutions to the East Bay Municipal Utility District
asking that the lands be withheld from sale until public sentiment could be ascertained.
A preliminary survey conducted through the assistance of Mr. Ansel F. Hall of the
National Park Service during 1929-1930 showed these surplus water district lands to
be deirably suited to recreational purposes, and demonstrated the necessity for further
study. :

The desirability of a comprehensive survey of the recreational needs of the East Bay
communities, with special reference to such water district lands as might be available
and suitable for parks, was brought to the attention of the Kahn Foundation in the
spring of 1930, which generously deposited with the University of California $5,200
in order that the Bureau of Public Administration might undertake this investigation.

It was suggested that a committee of East Bay citizens be organized to cooperate
with the Bureau of Public Administration in giving proper distribution of the informa-
tion contained in the survey to the people of the district.®

In order to secure an impartial and expert appraisal of the local situation it was de-
cided to engage the services of recognized park authorities to study and report upon the
problems involved. Olmsted Brothers, well-known landscape architects, and Mr. Ansel
F. Hall, of the National Park Service, accepted the invitation to undertake jointly this
survey on June 29, 1930.

The results of this investigation are herewith presented to the people of the East Bay
region through the Bureau of Public Administration of the University of California
with the hope that the facts therein contained will form the basis for a constructive
plan of action which will provide for present and future recreational needs.

SamueL C. May, Director,

Bureau of Public Administration.
University of California.

*The names of the members of this committee appear on the inside cover page.






December 1, 1930.

Pror. SamMUEeL C. May, Director,
Bureau of Public Administration
of the University of California,
Berkeley, California.

On June 25, 1930, we were asked on your behalf to investigate and
to make a joint report upon the various problems involved in the sug-
gestions for utilizing a portion of the surplus lands of the East Bay
Municipal Utility District for park purposes.

As a basis for such a report we proposed to consider the following
three questions:

1. What parts of the Utility District lands are well adapted for park
and recreational uses?

2. For what particular kinds of park and recreational functions are
such lands well adapted?

3. In respect to those kinds of recreational functions only; (a) Are
the needs of the communities otherwise provided for with at all
reasonable adequacy? (b) If not, are there other lands in the
region, whether now publicly or privately owned, on which these
functions could be provided for in a2 manner and at a cost clearly
more advantageous to the public than by the use of these Utility
District lands? (c) Finally: in a broad way, what sort and scale
of program in respect to the establishment, improvement and
operation of parks on these lands appears to be socially and eco-
nomically expedient for the communities concerned and just
which of these lands should be reserved for such use?

In the study of the problem we have been kindly assisted by Mr. F. W,
Hanna, Manager of the District, and Mr. Paul I. Daniels, in charge of
District lands, by several of the members of the Citizens’ Committee on
the East Bay Park Reservations and by various public officials. The various
studies that had been made prior to this time were suggestive and helpful.

We have obtained photographs from the Cheney Advertising Com-
pany, the Berkeley Picture Shop, and R. Bransted. The air views were
furnished by Waters and Hainlin and other pictures were taken by Mr.
Hall and Mr. Gibbs during their survey in the field.

Respectfully submitted,

OLMSTEAD BROTHERS,
Landscape Architects.

By Freperick Law OLMSTEAD,
Member of Firm.

ANsEeL F. Harr,
National Park Service.
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CHAPTER 1

More Parks Are Needed in the
East Bay District

HE East Bay District, including nine municipali-
ties and extending over nearly 150 square miles
of territory, with a population now of over 450,-
000 and still indefinitely increasing, is rapidly becoming
a continuous built-up urban region. It now has but a
very small part of its area in parks, about 900 acres in
all, or less than 1 per cent of the area, as compared to §
or 10 per cent which is the amount considered by vari-
ous other cities as the smallest amount that can be made
to serve at all adequately. This means for the people
of the District about one acre to 500 people of the
present population compared to a standard of one acre
to 100 in various other cities.
It is adjacent to a long stretch of bay shore on the
west side and to a long range of hills on the east.

THE Bay SHORES

The bay shore is now being developed for large in-
dustrial and commercial enterprises, and the shore line
is being materially changed by filling far out into the
bay. A fair part, at least, of this shore should eventually
be made accessible to the public for pleasure and for
recreation uses, even though that question is much- in-
volved in problems affecting the employment and pros-
perity of the people of the region.

Tae Hir Lanps

The hill lands, on the other hand, are not suitable
for and will not be needed for industrial uses. In places
they do offer fine sites for homes for those who can af-
ford to meet the greater costs of building on difficult
sites and of traveling farther from the main lines of
public conveyances and the centers of general activities.
The hills may be made to bear a share of the public ex-
penses of the community if so used, although purely as
a public problem the use of the steeper portions of the
hills for residential uses may become, and in fact is,
likely to become a burden on the public for develop-
ment and for maintenance far greater than the propor-
tionate share of public revenue from those particular
areas would seem to justify.

Private development is now pushing far into those
hills, and has passed through the hills and begun to de-

velop on the rolling foothills and valley lands beyond.
Much of the hill-top land and of the steep-sided valleys
within them is now publicly owned in the watershed
lands and in the wooded area of Sequoia Park, and some
of that area is now accessible to the people for recreation
and enjoyment. Much more of the area could be made
accessible for such uses, without in any way interfering
with the spread of suburban residential development to
the adjacent areas.

Already the possibility of adapting portions of the
publicly owned lands to recreation uses has been con-
sidered in so far as they may be suitable for such uses.
Certainly the possibility for such development appears
to be unusually favorable and one that would prove of
great value to the entire region.

THE AUTOMOBILE As A FACTOR

Not until recently has it been possible for a large
portion of the population to spend many leisure hours
in the country surrounding the residential region. The
general use of the automobile as a family convenience
and a necessity rather than a luxury has enormously in-
creased the range of possible travel, formerly closely
limited to the lines of public conveyances. Until re-
cently also, much of the accessible land within the range
of the holiday auto trip was open and free to the people,
but now the road-side lands, even far out from the
built-up areas, are rapidly being fenced in and used
by the owners, except where dedicated to public uses.
If therefore even the present diminishing opportunity
for enjoyment of the roadsides is to be preserved to the
public, much more than the present amount of public
roadside land must be set aside for such uses.

TuEe FERRIES AND BRIDGES

The bay cities up to the present time have been large-
ly dependent on ferries for a considerable amount of
their business travel, and have had less opportunity to
use the automobile as a general daily convenience than
might otherwise have been the case; but that condition
is likely to change. Some bridges have been built across
the bay and others are now contemplated that will
doubtless tend to increase still more the use of the auto-
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pense and some of which may reasonably become a source
of revenue. For this purpose the governing body should
have authority to obtain and expend funds for such de-
velopment and operation as may be necessary to make
the lands progressively available, and for protecting the
property, to receive and administer gifts and bequests
for the benefit of the parks, to employ an executive
officer and proper subordinates, to obtain expert advice
and to let proper contracts. It will necessarily be con-
fronted with problems of construction of roads, trails,
convenience stations, fences, shelter buildings, tables,
fireplaces, and many similar utilities, and will be called
upon to protect properties and plantations, and to afford
proper police protection and fire protection. It should
be able to do some improvement planting in places and
clearing in others. But its primary function will be to
establish and enforce policies which will control the char-
acter of the areas as they are gradually developed and
used.

Among other powers it should have authority to
let contracts for the rendering of appropriate “service
uses” and alternatively to render such services through
its own employees and to collect reasonable charges
therefor. The governing body will doubtless be urged
to grant “concessions’ for golf courses, camp centers and
for establishments which will furnish food supplies and
other necessities to visitors. It will become important in
the use of parks that such services be provided with
reasonable adequacy. It will be even more important
that the extent to which they are provided and the
manner in which they are provided should be deter-
mined by the directors and for the definite purpose of
making the parks as such enjoyable to the people,—not
for the purpose of exploiting the park users to make
profits either on the initiative of concessionaires seeking
those profits or on the initiative of impecunious park
authorities urgently in need of revenue. Provided that
this principle is kept firmly in mind, it is entirely right
and expedient that, for such special services, not neces-
sarily used by all visitors to the park and involving con-
siderable special costs, special charges should be made,
up to any amounts not in excess of their value to the
people who use them, so as to make those special services
partly or wholly self-supporting or even contributory
in some measure to the general park revenues. The Board,
therefore, should have power, under proper limitations,
to make such services available at proper charges, either
as wholly public undertakings or through properly con-

trolled operating contractors or lessees as may be most
practicable and expedient in any given case.

Fire ProOTECTION

One of the details of administration which is of para-
mount importance, not only to the park but also to the
adjoining cities, is that of fire protection. The long dry
season makes it imperative that every precaution be exer-
cised to prevent fires and to immediately suppress any
which do start. A fine beginning has already been made
by the East Bay Municipal Utility District in coopera-
tion with the State Board of Forestry and with certain
East Bay cities and organizations in the region. If the
area is opened to park use, however, more intensive con-
trol will be necessary. Properly located roads and trails
within the park will greatly facilitate such protection.
Not only will fire protection insure the maintenance of
this beautiful area in its attractive natural state but it
will also present an additional measure of safety to
nearby cities, as there is always danger of fire sweeping
into settled districts from adjacent grass or forest lands.

PossiBLE MAINTENANCE COSTs

As a possible basis for determining the amount of
money that may be needed annually in the near future
for maintaining the proposed reservations and park areas,
and for such minor developments as may be made from
time to time by the maintenance forces, the following
figures may serve:

1. Board of Control, minor expenses _._______ $ 2,000
2. Secretary, stenographer, clerk, supplies, etc. . 10,000
3. Superintendent, and
6 foremen
24 laborers
4 cars
2 trucks 64,000
4. Rangers and fire wardens 12,000
5. Roads, buildings, fences, water, electricity,
planting __ 40,000
$128,000

To meet such expenses an annual tax of three cents
on $100.00 on the $440,000,000 assessed valuation of the
District would produce $132,000, enough to cover the
budget above suggested. This would permit gradual de-
velopment of the park without bond issues or other
capital outlay. The District is now compelled to spend
considerable money for the protection and administra-
tion of these lands, which under the park plan will be
charged to the park budget and the cost against water
correspondingly reduced.



CHAPTER 1V

Plans and Recommendations

HE advisability of setting aside for park use an
area of surplus Utility District land extending
along the hills in a strip 22 miles long from Rich-
mond to San Leandro has been recommended in previ-
ous chapters. The detailed description of the individual
parcels of land and discussion of their interrelation and
their suitability for park use have been reserved for the
present chapter. In order to facilitate the identification

TWENTY-EIGHT AREAS CONSIDERED IN RELATION

of the smaller tracts they have been given numbers on
the map to correspond with numbers in the text. Careful
reference to the map in connection with the reading of
this chapter is essential.

The property in question naturally divides itself into
several distinct units, and for convenience in discussion
we have numbered them from north to south along the
entire system as follows:

TO THE PROPOSED PARK RESERVATION SYSTEM

Rr?j::lnce Distr'ift Lands Needed Fonr Adja.ccnt Tby.ee Adjacent ; Eig./at Privately Owned
Numbers Thirteen Parcels of Water Reservoir Areas Public Park Areas | Strips or Areas Needed
1. Alvarado Park
City of Richmond
2. Mouth of Wildcat Canyon
3 Wildcat Canyon
Reservoir Land |
4. Lower Wildcat and |
Harvey Canyons i
5. i McDougall Tract
6. Middle Wildcat Canyon \
and Brissac Field :
7. * Upper Wildcat Canyon and
| Grizzly and Bald Peaks
8. Bald Peak
Saddle and Picnic Hill
9. San Pablo
Reservoir Land
10. Bryant Roadside and Ridge
11. Siesta Valley
12. Skyline Parkway,
; Bald Peak to Roundtop
13. Roundtop Hill and Ridges '
14. Fish Ranch
15. Roundtop Ridge connection
16. | Skyline Parkway,
! Roundtop to Sequoia Park
17. ‘ Sequoia Park
| City of Oakland
18. | Skyline Parkway,
i Sequoia Park to Grass Valley
19. | San Leandro Ridge connection
20. Upper Redwood Canyon |
21. Upper Grass Valley |
22. Havens Tract
23. Lower Grass Valley
24, Chabot Hill, Picnic
Grove and Deer Park |
25. Lake Chabot \
Reservoir Land ‘
26. Oakland Municipal
Golf Course
27. Chabot Lake i
Roadside and Playfield
28. San Leandro
Reservoir Land


































This advertisement appeared November 5, 1934, in the Oakland Shopping News promoting passage of an initiative
to create the East Bay Regional Park District. The following day, voters approved the Park District’s creation by a
greater than 2 to 1 majority.



Vincent C. Faria
A. C. Faris
Mrs. Ray W. Farley
Mrs. H. B. Farnsworth
Stanley Farrar
L. P. Farris
Everett E. Farwell
Lauren E. Ferguson
Mrs. W. G. Ferguson
D. C. Fessenden
C. P. Finger
Dozier Finley
W. H. Fischer
Miles B. Fisher
P. M. Fisher
Ralph T. Fisher
R. M. Fitzgerald
Fred A. Flanders
Dr. Sandford Fleming
Lloyd J. Fletcher
Miss Catharine Flinn
Mrs. Clara E. Flint
Miss Jose Maria Floares
Rev. Clarence E. Flynn
F. E. Forbes
Dr. John N. Force
R. C. Force
Frank Stuart Ford
Bruno Forsterer
James H. Fort
F. W. Foss
Mrs. W. G. Foster
Mrs. Miles E. Fox
W. B. Francis
Miss Anna Graeme Fraser
Mrs. Sue L. Fratis
Verne Frazee
Mrs. Adeline Frederick
~Harland Frederick
R. S. French
Carl M. Friden
George Friend
Miss Blanche H. Frost
Mrs. Carl H. Fry
John H. Fuller
Wm. C. Fuller
Mrs, Wm. C. Fuller
George B. Furniss
E. H. Furth
Frank S. Gaines
Esson M. Gale
Howard Gale
Maj. M. M. Garrett
Rev. Edgar F. Gee
Glenn E. Gee
Charles L. Gibb
Rev. Thomas T. Giffen
Mrs. Edith A. Gilbert
R. E. Gilbert
Howard Gilkey
Clark C. Gillis
Dr. L. H. Ginno
Willard E. Givens
Ray H. Glassley
Monsignor Jos. M. Gleason
Mrs. Robert A. Glenn
H. H. Glessner
Dr. Kate R. Gompertz
LeRoy Goodrich
Mrs. LeRoy Goodrich
Mirs. John E. Goody
Arthur W. Gorrill
William H. Gorrill
Mrs, William H. Gorrill
Wilson S. Gould
Mrs. Henry Francis Grady
Com. J. S. Graham
Mrs. J. S. Graham
Mrs. A. E. Graupner
Richard Graves
Mrs. Richard Graves
Leon E. Gray

List of Sponsors, continued

J. C. Green

Miss Virginia Green
Will W. Green

M. Groden

A. R. Groenink
Ernest T. Grove

M. F. Guitwits
Charles A. Gulick
Peter Guldbrandsen
Heber Gute

H. J. Gute

Mrs. H. J. Gute

Mrs. Louisa F. Haas
Mrs. H. D. Hadenfeldt
Hugh L. Hagan

Ansel F. Hall

Chas. B. Hall

Miss Dorothy Hall

S. W. Hall

Max Hamm

Miss Ida M. Hammond
E. A. Hansen

Wm. H. Hansen
Mrs. Wm. H. Hansen
Mrs. Etta Hanson
Miss Elizabeth Hardison
Col. E. J. Hardy

Mrs. Hester Harland
A. K. P. Hartmon, Jr.
John M. Harmon
Manse M. Harris

Paul Hartsall

Miss Janet M. Hartzell
Mrs. H. F. Hartzell
E. J. Harward

C. F. Hassler

William S. Hatch
Henry R. Hatfield

J. M. Hauan

G. E. Hauser

Herbert Hauser

Mrs. Lila R. Havens
R. S. Hawley

Miss Bertha Hays

M. A. Hays

Miss Annie Hayward
Miss Anna Head
Eskild Heidekker

E. O. Heinrich
Theodore A. Heinrich
Dr. Hubert Heitman
Mrs. Hubert Heitman
C. N. Helmick
Walter T. Helms
Denis L. Hennessey

J. A. Hensley

W. B. Herms

Alex. R. Heron

Jas. Brown Herreshoff
Mrs. H. N. Herrick
George W. Hickman
Clifton E. Hickok
Mrs. Eva F. Hicks
Ernest Higgins

Sidney A. Higgins
Mrs. Sidney A. Higgins
Frank E. Hinckley

J. H. Hink

Lester W. Hink"

Dr. Harold H. Hitchcock
Elgin T. Hictell

Mrs. Elgin T. Hittell
Leslie W. Hobson

A. F. Hockenbeamer
Rev. 'W. R. H. Hodgkin
Miss Emma Hoehner
Herman C. Hoferick
E. C. Hoffman

Mrs. E. C. Hoffman
W. A. Hofrichter
Lloyd J. Hogan

Mrs. Lloyd J. Hogan

Bruce Holman

E. Bruce Holmes

E. Clarence Holmes
Mrs. E. Clarence Holmes
G. N. Holmes

Percy Hopper

C. D. Horner

F. L. Horney

Max Horwinski

O. E. Hotchkiss
Charles Houser

Miss Edith L. Houston
Charles P. Howard
E. A. Howard

Mrs. E. A. Howard
Herbert S. Howard
Lee Howard

Dr. Albert B. Howe
Mrs. Carrie L. Hoyt
Mrs. J. G. Hoyt

C. E. Hudsteth
Sam. J. Hume

C. H. Hunt

H. C. Hunter

Rev. Stanley Hunter
M. E. Hurley

Edw. K. Hussey
Lincoln Hutchinson
Charles Gilman Hyde
George F. Imbach
John P. Irish

A. H. Irving

Mrs. A. H, Irving
Miss Sue J. Irwin

H. J. Isgar

Edward M. Jaffa

Dr. Edwin P. James
Wm. C. James

J. H. Jamison

Rev. John R. Janeway
Geo. A. Janssen

Dr. Irene C. Jenkins
W. T. Jenkins

A. C. Jensen

Dr. Willis Linn Jepson
H. W. Jewett

Miss Hazel Jochem
Alex. Johnson

Rev. H. S. Johnson
Mrs, Irwin M. Johnson
M. N. Johnson

Mrs. O. B. Johnson
H. W. Jones
Herbert Jones

Mrs. O. C. Jones
Roscoe D. Jones

D. L. Jungck
William C. Jurgens
John B. Kaiser

Eva Kantz

Denes Karoly

Mrs. Joseph Kay
Miss Kathleen Keating
Charles Keeler

W. H. Keenan

Mrs. W. H. Keenan
Walter Y. Kellogg
Dr. Frank L. Kelly
A. G. Kelsey

W. W. Kemp
Robert Kennedy
Rodney E. Kenyon
Robert J. Kerner
Charles E. Keyes
Harmon C. Kibbe
George Killion
Ralph W. Kinney
Mrs. Florence K. Kirby
Howard Kirk

Mrs. Howard Kirk
M. W. Kirk

Mrs. M. W. Kirk

(Continued on next page)

Morio Kitagaki
Raymond S. Kitchener
Frank L. Kleeberger
R. H. Kline

Ralph A. Knapp

H. W. Knoll

P. C. Knudsen

Chas. A. Kofoid

Mrs. Chas. A. Kofoid
Ben F. Kopf

FE. N. Kornhaus

Mrs. Newton A. Koser
Mrs. Peter J. Kramer
C. C. Kratzer

A. L. Kroeber
Herman Krusi

George Lafabregue
Glenn C. Laird

Fred B. Lamoine

H. L. Landis

Col. and Mrs. Edwin Landor

Clemens Laufenberg
Harry B. Langheldt
Stephen Langmaid
Mrs. Stephen Langmaid
Miss Alma R. Lavenson
Miss Anna C. Law
Abe P. Leach

Robert F. Leavens
Joseph N. Le Conte

L. J. Le Conte

H. J. Lederer

H. T. Lederer

Miss Bernice L. Lee
Charles H. Lee

Edwin A. Lee

Dr. Robt. T. Legge
Mrs. Robt. T. Legge
B. H. Lehman

Derrick N. Lehmer
Mrs. Derrick N. Lehmer
S. J. Leland

A. O. Leuschner

E. H. Levy

Ivan M. Linforth

Mrs. Earle G. Linsley
Austin W. Little

F. J. Lobbett

Leonard B. Loeb

Mrs. John Louis Lohse
Mrs. Annie Long

Mrs. Oscar F. Long

T. S. Lossing

Rev. Sidney Love

Mrs. E. P. Lowe
Norris Lowenthal
Russell Lowry

Dr. Edgar A. Lowther
George L. Luce

P. D. Lucey, Jr.

Rev. P. T. Lynn
Harvey B. Lyon

Mrs. Harvey B, Lyon
Vaughan MacCaughey
Austin F. Macdonald
John A. Macdonald
Rev. John S. MacGeary
Allister MacKenzie
Mrs. E. Madison
Frederic E. Magee
Mrs. Frederic E. Magee
H. C. Maine

Mrs. Fowler Mallett
G. C. Mann

F. E. Mansfield
Arthur E. Manter
Luther Brusie Marchant
W. R. Maring

Gerald Marsh

Mrs. James M. Marsh
Miss Violet B. Marshall
Mrs. Edna Martin

Dr. L. A. Martin

H. N. Massey

Homer C. Mather

Mrs. G. A. Mattern
Herbert C. Matthews
Mrs. Eleanor P. May

Dr. Eugene S. May
Samuel C. May

Edwin L. Mayall

B. R. Maybeck

Cochran McCarron
Richard H. McCarthy
Mrs. Richard H. McCarthy
H. N. McClellan

J. Sherman McDowell
Duncan McDuffie

Rev. Henry B. McFadden
Charles F. McFarland

F. E. McGurrin

John H. McHaffie

Mrs. Florence O. McKibben
Mrs. Elizabeth McKinney
Miss Fannie W. McLean
Benoni H. McLure

James McManus

Miss Barbara B. McMillan
H. E. McMinn

O. K. McMurray

Miss Norah McPh. McNeill

’

James C. McPherson

J. A. McVittie

L. R. McWethy

Wm. H. Mead

Dr. A. M. Meads

Mrs. A. M. Meads

Mrs. Robert W. Mearns
Mrs, Mary T. Meredith
Woodbridge Metcalf
Christian Meyer

Mrs. Christian Meyer
Mrs. Elsa Meyer

Dr. Edith Meyer
Henry H. Meyers

Mrs. J. B. Mhoon

Dr. L. Michael
Andrew Miller

Dr. Chas. Howard Miller
Clement H. Miller
Harry East Miller
Harvey D. Miller

John A. Miller

Mrs. Nettie May Miller
Wesley C. Miller, Jr.
Mrs. Joe Miserez
Sidney B. Mitchell

J. K. Moffitt

Wm. Monohan

Dr. Robert C. Moody
Mrs. Robert C. Moody
Rev. Addison S. Moore
Lawrence F. Moore
Mrs. Stanley Moore
Fred N. Morcom

Mrs. Teresina B. Morgan
Wm. S. Morgan
Walter Mork

Prof. W. S. Morley
Mrs. W. S. Morley

Dr. Bert J. Morris

C. E. Morris

Edwin H. Morris, Jr.
Wm. F. Morrish
George D. Morrison

G. E. Mortensen

R. B. Morton

Mrs. Mary Mounday
A. H. Mowbray

Prof. Walter Mulford
Edgar E. Muller

Fred Mulvany

Mrs. Charles G. Murray
Robert Myers



William H. Myers

H. H. Mylander
Hudson Nagle

J. H. Napier, Jr.

Albert Nashman

Chas. Naylor

Duncan Neilson

Mrs. Allen Neuman

F. R. Neville

Mrs. H. E. Newman
Miss Lois Newman

Miss Nedi E. Newman
Elmer E. Nichols
Luther A. Nichols

Roy T. Nichols
Weldon C. Nichols
Mrs. Emily H. Noble
George H. Noble

Harry Noble

Mrs. Harry Noble
Mark Noble

Carter Norris

Franklyn W. Oatman
Miss Mary B. O’Bannon
Judge Frank M. Ogden
Roy L. Oliphant

A. L. Oliver

Edwin L. Oliver

3. J. O'Neil

Rev. George A. Osman
George Oulton

Mrs. Winfield Scott Overton
W. G. Paden

Harold L. Paige

Mrs. Mary Trueblood Paine
Geo. C. Pape

Mrs. Geo. C. Pape

F. M. Parcells

Mrs. F. M. Parcells

C. E. Parker

Mrs. Floyd Edson Parker
J. M. Parsar

E. B. Parson

Miss Harriet T. Parson
Mrs. Marion Parson
Rev. N. C. Parson

Mrs. Clara Martin Partridge
Dr. Mary J. Patterson
Frederick R. Peake

A. M. Pearce

Maxwell Pease

Frank J. Peck

Peter O. Pederson

Dr. Hugh E. Penland
Mrs. Hugh E. Penland
Miss Margaret H. Perkins
Dr. Newel Perry

Dr. Chas. E. Peters
Mrs. Chas. E. Peters

H. K. Petersen

Fred C. Peterson

Rev. Geo. W. Phillips
L. B. Phillips

Mrs. Martha E. Phillips
C. Stuart Phister

Mrs. Edgar N. Pickering
Row W. Pilling

Edwin Pillsbury

Mrs. Edwin Pillsbury
Milton E. Pinney

C. C. Plehn

Augustus S. Pollard
Frank Pollard

Miss Margaret 1. Poore
Miss Ada Elizabeth Porter
J. P. Porter

Mrs. Thomas M. Potter

Dr. Alvin Powell

Mrs. J. A, Powell

L. S. Pratt

Ralph A. Presher
Clarence N. Price
Clifton Price

H. 1. Priestley

George W. Prising
Frank H. Probert

Mrs. Charles Quale
Mrs. George A. Rader
Max Radin

Clifford B. Radston
Brother Ralph

P. S. W. Ramsden

Miss Gertrude M. Ratcliff
W. H. Radcliffe, Jr.
Mrs. W. H. Radcliffe, Jr.
Rev. Albert E. Raugust
John W. Ravekes

P. O. Ray

Rev. W. P. Reagor
Fred E. Reed

C. Rees

Mrs. C. Rees

Rev. Robert Rehkugel
Dr. Aurelia H. Reinharde
Dr. A. E. Reische
Harry Reite

Mrs. W. B. Reynolds
Donald B. Rice

Mrs. Austin C. Richards
Dr. Dexter N. Richards
Mrs. Dexter N. Richards
W. A. Richmond

Sam A. Rico

S. S. Ripley

Mrs. S. S. Ripley
Clifford E. Rishell
George R. Ristrem

Dr. Mary B. Ritter
Mrs. J. Mitchell Roberts
Mrs. O. C. Roberts

T. J. Roberts

R. W. Robertson
Victor J. Robertson
Mrs. W. S. Robie

Judge E. C. Robinson
F. E. Robinson
Harrison S. Robinson
Jas. Bestor Robinson
Leo S. Robinson

T. M. Robinson, Jr.
Mrs. W. Robinson

Dr. P. A. Rooney

Rev. Galen Lee Rose
Mrs. Bernard J. Rosenthal
Mrs. M. C. Rosseter
Mrs. Oroville W. Rote
Mrs. Albert H. Rowe
L. E. Rowley

Dr. J. Elliott Royer
Mrs. J. Elliott Royer

C. E. Rugh

Miss Rhea Rupert
Robert N. Rushforth
Miss Carma Russell
Frank M. Russell
Harold B. Rutley

Mrs. Ann Ryan

Rupert R. Ryan

Mrs. Rupert R. Ryan
Henry A. Sammet

A. H. Sanborn

Edgar M. Sanborn

B. S. Sanders

Louis B. Sands

Mrs. Louis B. Sands
De Forest Sanford

A. B. Saroni

Miss Blanche E. Sawyer
Mrs. Anna L. Saylor
Robert M. Saylor

O. G. Schaaf

Rudolph Schevill

Mrs. Oscar A. Schlesinger
Walter S. Schmidt
Henry W. Schnebly
Harry L. Schroy
Louis E. Schuessler
Walter E. Scott

Mrs. Walter E. Scott
J. T. Scow

Mrs. Lucia L. Searls
Dr. L. R. Sears

Miss Laurine Seewaldsen
L. B. Self

W. H. Sellander
Alanson Sessions

W. A. Setchell

Fred Seulberger

J. Carl Seulberger
Charles A. Shane

R. W. Shannon

O. D. Sharpe

Dr. J. R. Sharpstein
A. E. Shaw

Mrs. A. E. Shaw
Charles F. Shaw

Mrs. Harris F. Shaw
Willard W. Shea

Dr. H. W. Sheldon
George D. Shepherd
H. W. Shepherd

A. T. Shields

Rev. Henry H. Shires
Rev. J. R. Shoemaker
J. A. Shoptaugh

A. F. Shulte

Mrs. A. F. Shulte
Robert Sibley

G. J. Sielaff

Harry R. Sims

Horace G. Simpson
Mrs. Horace G. Simpson
L. A. Sirad

Percy R. Slaiter

F. B. Smiley

Mrs. B. J. Smith

C. A. Smith

George W. Smith

L. W. Smith

Seldon C. Smith

Mzrs. Seldon C. Smith
Miss Susan T. Smith
John J. Snedecor
Chas. E. Snook

Judge Homer Spence
George Sperbeck
Thos. C. Spilker
Robert G. Sproul
Mrs. Robert G. Sproul
Redmond C. Staats
Mrs. Ethel G. Staehling
A. G. Starr

Fred W. Starratt

Miss Lucy Ward Stebbins
Frank W. Steers

J. N. Steiner

J. F. Stephens, Jr.

L. F. Sterner

Harold P. Stevens

E. A. Stevenson

E. B. Stoddard

Robert E. Stone

George M. Stratton

C. J. Struble

Wm. P. St. Sure

Harry E. Styles

Mrs. Clement M. Summers
Oscar Sutro

John R. Sutton

Mrs. John R. Sutton

H. S. Swanson

Rev. Herman A. Swartz
Mrs. Herman A. Swartz
Dr. Charles A. Sweet
Dr. Clifford Sweet

F. H. Swift

Mrs. Telura Swim

Miss Mabel Symmes
Rev. C. W. Taber
Stanley G. Taggard
Mrs. Stanley G. Taggard
Judge R. B. Tappan

A. G. Tashiera

I. B. Taylor

James P. Taylor

Leo E. Taylor

Paul S. Taylor

Samuel H. Taylor

J. S. Teddy

Sam W. Terry

Frank H. Thatcher
Max Thelen

Mrs. Max Thelen

Rev. Lloyd B. Thomas
George C. Thompson
Hollis R. Thompson
Vernor E. Thorp

Carl E. Thorsby

G. S. Thruman

Mrs. Amy E. Thurston
Capt. Walter G. Tibbitts
Mrs. R. R. Tillotson

J. L. Todd

Perry T. Tompkins

Miss Katherine Towle
C. K. Townsend

Mrs. C. K. Townsend
Rev. Ernest A. Trabert
C. T. Travis

Mrs. Wm. Trewartha
Delger Trowbridge
Mrs. Delger Trowbridge
W. B. Trull

Miss Bertha M. Truman
Harold I. Trumbull

C. M. Twining

L. C. Uren

Robert P. Utter

E. M. Vail

E. L. Van der Naillen
Dr. F. J. Van Horn
Lester Van Ness

A. Van Pelt

A. Vestal

George R. Vestal
Herbert A. Vicars
Dagmar H. Vinther
Wm. G. Volkmann
Mrs. Wm. G. Volkmann
Dr. Edward von Adelung
Sidney M. Wah!

Capt. G. B. Wait

Mrs. G. B. Wait

Mrs. Vernon Waldron
Miss Maude M. Wallace
Mrs. James Wales
Sidney M. Wales

Burton L. Walsh

Edward M. Walsh

C. M. Walters

Mrs. Violet R, Ward
Nairne F. Ward

Mrs. E. V. Warner
Roy E. Warren
William H. Waste
Irving B. Waterbury
LEdward J. Waterhouse
Miss Jessie E. Watson
Chas. C. Way
Mortimer H., Weed
David Weeks

Walter S. Weeks

Mrs. Glenna B. Wehrung
Judge L. R. Weinmann
Clifford E. Wells

C. W. Wells

E. Wells

Howard O. Welty
Frank W. Wentworth
D. H. Wessel

John Franklin West
B. Gail Wetzel

Edgar Weymouth

R. B. Whalen

Mrs. Benjamin Ide Wheeler
Charles S. Wheeler, Jr.
Earl D. White

John D. White
Rupert Whitehead

H. H. Whiting

Miss Beatrice M. Whitnah
Clarence W. Whitney
Mrs. Charles Wiener
Dr. Earl Wilbur

Mrs. Earl Wilbur
John Lee Wilbur

Miss Alice Earl Wilder
Miss Beatrice Steel Williams
Miss Cora L. Williams
Miss L. A. Williams
Mrs. Thomas H. Williams
F. A. Williamson

Mrs. C. W. Willis

Mrs. Ben F. Wilson
Bird Wilson

F. G. Wilson

Mrs. Frank Wilson
Miss Mary E. Wilson
Mrs. S. B. Wilson

Mrs. George E. Wiltse
Donald P. Wingate
Mrs. Clara Blackmar Wise
C. W. Withoft

J. H. Witt

Miss Agnes R. Wood
Fred T. Wood

Phillip R. Wood
Wallace A. Wood

Miss Annie Woodall
Allison M. Woodman
George T. Wright
Vincent Wright

Mrs. Vincent Wright
F. J. Wuepper

Marnie Yarrington
Dr. George E. Yenne
Mrs. F. E. Yoakum
Chas. M. Young
Hobart Young

Joseph Young

Judge Oliver Young
Mrs. T. M. Young

W. B. Zambersky
Chas. W. Zimmerman
Herbert Zuckerman
E. W. Zueger
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