




A History of the University's Child Care Network 

BY DOUGLAS DUPEN 

I n the fall of 1992, Stanford University published a colorful brochure which begins, 
"Stanford offers a wide variety of child care alternatives. These include two large 
child care centers that offer both full- and part-time care for infants through five- 

year-olds; two part-time nursery schools; an afterschool program for kindergarten, first 
and second graders; and a family home child care program. During the regular school 
year, Stanford offers programs for approximately 800 children under the age of seven." 

How times have changed! If, 25 years ago, someone had suggested, much less pro- 
posed, that Stanford University embark on the development of such a comprehensive 
child care program, that suggestion would have been scorned and derided. In fact, such 

a proposal was made and was, indeed, met with 
scorn and derision! 

Turmoil and Change 

The decade from the mid- 
1960s to the mid-1970s was tu- 
multuous for the United States, 
and for Stanford. For ten years, 
student activism was visited 

upon the University to  such a 
degree tha t  i t  resulted i n  major 

changes in the institution. Protests he- 
an in 1966, with 36 students peacefully occupying the 
esident's office for three days to protest against Uni- 
rsity involvement in Selective Service testing, and cul- 
hated more than six years later as the Vietnatn War 

wound down, leaving a wide swath of destruction in their 
ke. 'Arson, firebombs, student strikes, "trashing" of of- 
es, rock-throwing and head-bashing battles between 

tudents and police, battering rams and fire hoses turned 
against the University community's own members - 

these events evoke highly-charged memories for all 
who taught, worked at or attended Stanford Uni- 



Above: Student-police confrontation in front of 
Stanford Research Institute, 1969; Below, scene at 
Frost Amphitheater Festival of Life, late 1960s. 

versity in "the sixties." 
To some, these were the best of times at Stanford. 

The air was electric with change. The argument was 
made that protests worked: ROTC was forced off cam- 
pus; ties between the Unwersity and the Stanford Re- 
se&h Institute were severed; the Vietlfam War even- 
tually ended. To others, however, these were the worst 
of times - a decade of disgrace to a venerable institu- 
tion well o n  its way to ~ t s  destined greatness. For 
them, bitter memories of the anti-war era are best 
buried and forgotten. 

But out of the bad, a permanent good emerged: 
The University during the late sixties and early seven- 

ties joined a natlonal movement for the adoption of 
institutionally-sponsored, high-quality child care out- 
side the home. 

Stanford was part of the stream of social change 
flowing swiftly through the United States in those 
years, leaving the "Leave It To Beaver" family image 
behind forever. Economic conditions made it increas- 
ingly necessary for both parents to work. The emerg- 
ing women's movement emphasized careers for women 
outside the home. More women went to graduate 
school or supported their husbands' studies by work- 
ing. The phenomenon of single parent families in- 
creased. Pol i t~cal l~ ,  the first child development bill 
was hammered out in Congress, passing both houses 
in 1973, only to be vetoed by President Nixon. Some 
forward-looking corporations began supporting fami- 
lies by offering child care assistance. The story of how 
out-of-home child care came to  be at Stanford is 
American social history in microcosm. 

Early Years 

The year 1969 was a particularly active time for 
groups and activities aimed at the establishment of in- 
stitution-wide chlld care facilities at Stanford Univer- 
sity. Graduate student families living at  Escondido 
Village began to come together to find ways to meet 
their needs, establishing some loose, local operations. 
This included a "Stanford Summer Childcare Center" 
which began operations in July. Undergraduate stu- 
dents in the psychology department and the School of 
Education were developing Ideas and plans for child 
care projects as part of their professional preparation. 
A group of parent staff members at the Stanford Lin- 
ear Accelerator Center (SLAC) negotiated with di- 
rector Wolfgang Panofsky in an  attempt to set up 
child care on the laboratory grounds. 

Later that summer, these groups, frustrated in their 
separate efforts, came together. O n  August 11, they 
held a jomt meeting at an apartment in Escondido 
Village to explore the possibility of increasmg their 
chances for success if they were to consolidate. Profes- 
sor Henry Levin of the School of Education was per- 
suaded to lend his office as faculty advisor, thus pro- 
viding some degree of official imprimatur to the 
project. The joint group met again on August 27 to 
explore possible sites for setting up a child care pro- 
gram. It was suggested that space might be available at 
the Children's Hospital at  Stanford (formerly the 
Convalescent Hospital, or "Con Home") on Wiilow 
Road. Professor Levin approached the Children's Hos- 
pital director, Dr. Harry Jennison, who agreed to meet 



wlth the group at its next meeting. Dr. Jennison was 
receptive to the idea of a campus-wide child care fa- 
cility, and agreed to provide space. Several meetings 
were held during September to draw up byelaws and 
create a governing structure. 

As a result, "An Experiment In Parental Participa- 
tion In and Governance of a Nursery School" was or- 
ganized, with Henry Levin as director. Governance 
was to be provided by a Stanford Community Parents' 
Committee, made up of two subcommittees, one from 
SLAC headed by Glenda Jones and one from Escondi- 
do Village, led by Betty Dod. Available space was 
found at the Con Home's former outpatient depart- 
ment, now temporarily vacant. In very little time, par- 
ents ~repared and furnished the facility, which opened 
for business on October 6, 1969. 

The group had also turned for help to Jing Lyman, 
wife of Provost Richard Lyman, who headed the Stan- 
ford Faculty Women's Club Section on the Continuing 
Education and Employment of Women. She realized 
this fledgling organization would need substantial nur- 
turing were it to survive. In October, Jing Lyman gath- 
ered together a group of women, each of whom had ex- 
perience or training in early childhood education, to 
form a "Chlld Care Subcommittee," to be chalred by 
Dorothea Almond. Among the members were Phyllis 
Craig, Louise Wright and Helen Moulton. 

As a result of this meeting, the Child Care Sub- 
committee assumed several responsibilities. It would 
offer help to  the parents managing the center, as 
needs arose. It would help with fundraising. Most im- 
portantly, ~t would orchestrate a campaign for more 
university recognition and support. Space availability 
at the Con Home was limited in time; a new home for 
the center would have to be found by summer. To fa- 
cilltate this goal, the subcommittee embarked upon a 
series of research projects and promotional campaigns. 

New Home, New Challenges 

The group knew that the old Stanford Elementary 
School on the corner of Mayfield and Santa Ynez 
would soon be vacant. The Palo Alto Unified School 
Dlstrict was moving the school's operations to the 
new Nixon Elementary School on Stanford Avenue. 
Thc group also knew that the slte was designated for 

"emeritus faculty housing" (now the Pearce Mltchell 
complex). 

So a letter was sent on November 12, 1969, to 
President Pitzer requesting "that the use of the old 
Stanford Elementary School site, or a part of it, be al- 
located as a temporary or permanent location for the 
Stanford Community Children's Center." Pitzer re- 
sponded two weeks later, calling for a "thorough in- 
quiry into the possibility of using the site." He ap- 
pointed Associate Provost Robert Rosenzweig to be 
his representative. 

The subcommittee met with Rosenzweig on De- 
cember 8. Minutes of that  meeting show that  he  
"could not comment on the University providing any- 
thing thAt costs money, but felt land or space in the 
Stanford Elementary School is a definite possibility." 
Shortly thereafter, Rosenzweig, pleading that other 
pressures made it impossible for him to work on the 
child care issue, announced that these responsibilities 
had been assigned to then Associate Dean of Stu- 
dents, Robert Freelen. 

Things were moving apace, so parents at the center 
declded to throw a birthday party - for President 
Pitzer. Children, parents, teachers, and friends 
marched to the president's office on February 12, 
1970, carrying a birthday cake. Petitions signed by 
541 persons asking the University to assume responsi- 
bility for a child care center were presented, and dis- 
cussed briefly with Pitzer as he mingled with the re- 
laxed, cake-eating crowd on the Inner Quad. Pitzer 
said the petition would receive "very careful consider- 
ation" by a faculty student subcommittee currently 
considering alternative uses for the Stanford Elemen- 
tary School site on Mayfield Avenue. A Stanford 
News Service release on the event stated, "The crowd 

Stanford Elementary School, before it became the 
tempora y home of Stanford's first child care center, 

now the site of the Pearce Mitchell complex. 



Parents, teachers, and kids mixed partying with 
petitioning outside the president's office, 
Februaly 12, 1970. 

outside the president's office was about evenly divided 
among men, women and children. The  youngsters 
quletly crayoned pictures, blew candles and bubbles, 
and got cake all over their faces." 

By now, the Children's Center at the Con Home 
site had been in full swing for five months. Eighteen 
children were enrolled in the mornlng program and 
nine in the full-day program, completely filling the 
space. Nora Bennet was full-time head teacher. 
Twelve undergraduate students served as teaching 
aides, each receiving work-study credit for their SIX 

hours a week. Parents also participated as aides within 
the program. 

In March, a formal proposal depicting an operating 

child care center In the Stanford Elementary School 
was forwarded to President Pitzer. Pitzer had asked 
community persons who wished to provide input on 
the proposal to communicate with Robert Rosen- 

& & 

zweig, Robert Freelen, or Robert Nelson, the director 
of personnel and employee relations. These three were 
often referred to as "The Roberts Committee." 

In early May, members of the Parents' Committee 
of the Center met with the President's Committee on 
the Education and Employment of Women at Stan- 
ford to plead the cause. O n  May 19, Pmfessor Nathan 
Maccoby, on behalf of this committee, wrote Presi- 
dent Pitzer endorsing the plan and providing many 
recommendations. O n  June 5, Pitzer announced that 
he accepted the recommendation of the Committee 
on Land and Building Development: the Stanford Ele- 
mentary School could be used temporarily for a child 
care center, but this "ought not to extend beyond 
September 1, 1974." He later wrote to the Child Care 
Subcommittee, thanking members for their input on 
the proposal and the decision, and hoping for action 
that "will provide a child care program of the very 
best quality." 

The Child Care Center now had a future - one not 
without controversy, however. The original parent 
group wanted the University to provide full financial 
support for the new center, and to supply the physical 
facility. The University's decision was to provide the 
physical facility (the Stanford Elementary School). 
The parent group would have to retain its indepen- 
dence in managing and financially supporting the 
center. 

A n  incident based o n  this controversy almost 
caused negotiations to go astray in May, but the situa- 
tion .was saved by qu~ck  reaction on the part of the 
women of the Child Care Subcommittee. Chairperson 
Dorothea Almond remembers it this way: 



"There was a crisis period in  May ,  when the children's 
center group, backed by several other groups on  campus, 
were demonstrating and leafletting the campus with de- 
mands for a children's center completely supported by Uni- 
versity funds. We-tried to mterpret the child care picture to 
various members of the Stanford administration, pressing 
them to act on  a proposal for a children's center which 
would be self-supporting except for the rent-free school. 
W e  also talked to the more radical elements' of the child 
care movement, urging them not to defeat the cause by 
thew inappropriate tactics. " 

Calmer heads prevailed, and the Children's Center 
was'launched. The move to the Stanford Elementary 
School took place in August, 1970, with the Center 
occupying the main classi-oom structure at 591 May- 
field Avenue. The central tower was used by music de- 
partment &dents for practice and rehearsal rooms. 
Behind this "Music Annex," facing Santa Ynez, was a 
third wing containing a large multipurpose room. This 
wing came imme8iately to be used by another small 
group of parents, these with children too young to 
qualify for the Children's Center, which took in chil- 
dren only between three and five years of age. This 
new, unauthorized operation quickly became known 
as "Little Kids' Place," taking in children between the 
ages of nine months and two-and-a-half years. The 
Child Care Center thus soon became known as "Big 
Kids' Place." 

Both "Big Kids' Place" and "Little Kids' Place" op- 
erated independently as parent cooperatives, each 
with its own teachers, parent board and administra- 
tion. However, a lease'had to be executed with the 
University and a single corporate entity created. The 
two operations drew together under the name used 
when operations were on the Children's Hospi~al site 
- the "Stanford Community Children's Center." 

This name did not sit well with the University. To 
the administration, it implied a proprietary interest on 
the part of Stanford, an impression to be avoided at 
all costs. After all, the final agreement stated that the 
University would provide these facilities >at no cost 
and that the parent group would remain responsible 
for management, operations, and most importantly, fi- 
nancial support and liability. 

After much debate and argument, the parent group 
accepted the University's position and the organiza- 
tion was incorporated as a nonprofit, tax-exempt par- 
ent cooperative called the "Children's Center of the 
Stanford Community" - CCSC. A lease was signed 
through August, 1972, with options for extension up 

to two years. 
Now the deed was done; CCSC was off and run- 

ning. To those who would, and did, berate Stanford 
for embarking upon this "immoral" and "dmgerous" 
path, the University responded by saying, "Look, it's 
only temporary. The building will be torn down to 
make room for eineritus faculty housing. I f  will all go 
away. And it isn't costing the University anything." 

There were two deeply felt arguments against Stan- 
ford's official involvement in child care. The first was 

-societal: Children need their mothers at home. Wom- 
en who want to pursue a profession or an education 
should defer child-bearing until that pursuit is accom- 
plished. If resumption of that pursuit is to occur,. it 
should not until, at the very earliest, all children are 
in school. Any deviation from this path for women 
was thought to be "radicalism," a "socialist experi- 
ment." 'Dorothea Almond remembers clearly the day - 

she p'assed by, unnoticed, two faculty wife friends of 
hers, overhearing one remark to the other, "Why is 
such a nice, respectable woman like Dorothea Al- 
mond associating with those radicals?!" 

In its substantial research and promotional work for 
child care, the faculty women's Child Care Subcom- 
mittee over the years distributed several question- 
naires. One of them was returned with a response 
hand-written across the bottom: "Mothers, especially 
educated ones, should take care of then own children, 
or make independent arrangements if they insist on 
following their own interests. After all, they have the 
pill!" 

The second argument was economic. The Universi- 
ty had scarce funds and many competing needs for 
.them. Surely, academic needs were more deserving of 
support. Heaven knows how this movement could 
grow and become a severe drain on University re- 
sources. Phrases such as "bottomless pit," "Pandora's 
box," and "the camel's nose under the tent" began to 
appear in the public discourse. 

Member of the Child Care Subcommittee were ful- 
ly aware of and concerned by these arguments. What 
could they do to dispel, or at least diminish, the signif- 
icance of them as the next major hurdle loomed: the 
need to find permanent space after the Stanford Ele- 
mentary School was razed. 

Academic Validation 

As a response to the increasingly vocal women's 
movement, President Richard Lyman created a new 
staffSposition in January, 1971 - ,consultant on "affir- 
mative adtion for women." To thls post he appointed 



Anne Miner, who took a leave of absence from her 
regular position as associate director for foundations 
in the general secretary's office. One of the many-ac- 
tivities Miner embarked on was to attend meetings of 
the Chlld Care Subcommittee. A t  these meetings, 

discussion often focused on the precarious state of 
child care at Stanford. Miner made the point that 
there was no research available on such matters as the 
need for child care, both nationally and at Stanford, 
on activity and experience in the field at other insti- 
tutlons, and on options for funding. She strongly rec- 
ommended that a formal, professional study be under- 
taken. 

Miner persuaded her boss, President Lyman, that it 
would be valuable for the University to commission 
this study. She even found a candidate to carry out the 
research. Aimee Dorr Leifer, a recent Stanford Ph.D. 
in psychology, seemed an ideal prospect to work with 
the committee. Miner also found a source of financial 
support for the study - the faculty women's Child. 
Care Subcommittee found an anonymous donor. In 
the fall of 1971, Dr. Leifer began her research. 

ccsc on Mayfield Avenue 

Meanwhile, both Big Kids' Place and Little Kids' 
Place were operating at capacity, with a long waiting 
list for each. But lack of funding was causing serious 
problems. Repair of and Improvements to the physical 
plant headed the list. The rooms and tojlet facilities 
were overcrowded. There was no hot water in the 
classrooms. Storage space for equipment was inade- 
quate. The play yard had no grass and no drainage - a 
desert in the summer and a lake of mud in the winter. 
The opening line of a Stanford Daily story on the 
center ran, "On Mayfield Road sits a shabby old 
school.. ." 

Parents did whatever maintenance and repairs their 
skills and time permitted. The women of the Child 
Care Subcommittee held fundraiser after fundraiser - 
book and Christmas card sales, luncheons, crafts fairs 
- on and on. Parents' fees barely covered teachers' 
salaries. 

Getting a License 

To all this was added'pressure to meet state licens- 
ing requirements. Two things were needed in order for 
the center to qualify for licensing. One was to bring 
the physical facility up to code. The other was to hire 
a certified director. 

The center's board had no funds with which to car- 
ry out either of these requirements - until a wonderful 

plan developed. A group of undergraduate students, 
interested in better provisions for women at Stanford, 
took up the cause of child care. They succeeded in 
placing on the ASSU ballot a proposal to commit one 
dollar from each student's ASSU fees to the CCSC. 
Miraculously, the measure passed, resulting in over 
$1 1,000 in funds for the center, to be spent on ex- 
penses for licensing requirements. 

A director was hired right away. The board of di- 
rectors turned to Phyllis Craig and asked her to be- 
come the center's first director. Craig was a founding 
member of the faculty women's Child Care Subcom- 
mittee. She had an extensive background in early 
childhood education, and had founded and operated a 
parent-cooperative child care center at Princeton 
University two decades earlier. She had been the di- 
rector of the pre-school for multiple handicapped 
children at the Children's Health Council in Palo 
Alto. Most recently, she had been the consultant on 
childcare to the dean of student affairs at Stanford. 
Craig agreed to accept the position for nine months, 
to effect licensing of the center, assuming her duties in 
the fall of 1972. 

Now the work could begin. To save as much money 
as possible, parents and friends did most of the reno- 
vations. Some funds went to remodeling the kitchens, 
purchasing a washer and dryer, carpeting the concrete 
floor on which the children played, danced and fell 
down, and grading, draining and remodeling the play- 
grounds. All the effort paid off. In just a few short 
months, CCSC became fully licensed. 

The University "Facilitates" Child Care 

A few months earlier, Dr. Leifer concluded her re- 
search study and presented her report to the president 
of the University. "Child Care Policy Study, Stanford, 
1972" contained deta i lediesearch results and a 
lengthy set of recommendations, grouped into three 
sets: one of "minimal" university involvement, one of 
"moderate" involvement, and one of "major" involve- 
ment. The Leifer Report was forwarded to the Univer- 
sity Executive Committee and made public with a 
transmittal memorandum. This document, "Childcare 
Policy at Stanford," put forth at last the University's 
official position on the subject: 

'$We believe that Stanford University can and should facil- 
itate workable arrangements for faculty, staff, and stu- 
dents. Efforts to enhance the usefulness of current local fa- 
cilities and the development o f  additional options are 
appropriate because the existence of workable childca~e ar- 



Children atplay in the makeshift sur?roundings of the Stanford Elementary School child care site, 1970. 

rangements are a factor in the full participation of junior 
faculty, graduate students, and employees.. . .Current data 
and arguments do not,  however, justify a commitment to 
direct University administration leadership in the design, 
construction, or management of on-campus service-orient- 
ed day care centers.. . .We believe a policy of facilitation is 
appropriate at this time, and need not prejudice future op- 
tions of the University in any direction.. . . " 

Anne Miner commented later on the effects of the 
Leifer Report and the subsequent policy memoran- 
dum: 

"A  fundamental trade-ofcwas made. In return for the 
University not giving in to direct funding for child care, for 
building day care centers; it was agreed that a wide variety 
o f  facilitating actions would be supported, rather promptly. 
T h e  key elements of what happened was the facilitation 
policy. . . . All these things, of course, represented a legit- 
imi~ation,  in a sense, of what was initially a grass roots 
movement for child care. " 

By the end of spring quarter, 1973, Phyllis Craig's 
tenure as Director of CCSC came to an end and the 
reins were turned over to Fran Roth, a teacher who 
remained the program's director and its guiding light 
for the next 16 years. At  about this time, it became 
clear that it was no longer appropriate for the Child 
Care Section to remain in the Stanford Faculty Wom- 
en's Club, because of the fundraising activities. It thus 
becatne an independent committee. 

Relocation 

A major task now faced the Stanford child care 
community: finding a new location for the Children's 
Center as it entered the final year of its lease on the 
elementary school. Craig and Almond began working 
with Dean of Student Affairs Jim Lyons and his asso- 
ciates, Dan Williams and Margaret Ann Fidler. Lyons 
later referred to Craig's and Almond's service in this 
matter as "institutionalized pressure." 

A search began for campus facilities which now or 
might soon hang a "vacancy" sign on their front 



At left, face painting 
and entertainment 

by the Pickle Family 
Circus is among 

many fund-raising 
events for child care. 
Right, a cooperative 

threesome at the 
Stanford Community 

Children's center, 19 70. 
Below, Craig Infant 

Program seniors. 



Out of the mouths 

Left, i n f m t  care at 
Escondido Village, 

, summer of 1979. 
The adults, from left, 
are Debbie ~ollmer, 
Ida Stevens, Phyllis 

Craig and M a y  
-Kloppenberg. 

Right, Arboretum 
Center dad Francesco 

Marincola feeds his 
five-month-old 

daughter Paula at 
the center's opening 

in 1988. 

of parents . . . 
b 6 

From the perspective of 
our careers, CCSC is almost 
a necessity of life for us . . . 
Such a center frees faculty 
and student time and 
energy f i r  academic work , 

. . . it also contributes 
sigmhcantly to the primary 
p;rpose of the University: 
the pursuit of excellence 
in teaching, scholarship, 
and learning." 

6 L By participating in the 
CCSC board, I feel a part 
of one of the most important 
movements in this country 
- to increase the welfare 
of children." 

L 6 
S o  many cultural and ethnic 
backgrounds are represented 
at CCSC, kids learn at a very 
early age that there are many 
different types of people - 
in the world, that they speak 
different languages, eat differ- 
ent foods. And difference is 
viewed as a positive thing." 

"The kids learn wonderful 
ways to be cooperative 
and supportive with one 
another while the teachers 
are there to facilitate social 
and cognitive learning." 

i L 
The  Leifer Report helped 
change the image of child 
care from a movement 
considered revolutionary 
and suspect. . . to one that 
was a legi6mate concern." 



doors. The  Ryan Electrical Laboratory on Stanford 
Avenue was the main structure available, but it was 
deemed an unsuitable space for children and rejected. 
Discussion turned to extending the current lease for a 
fifth year, but development of emeritus faculty hous- 
ing proved to be imminent, so this option was ruled 
out. 

The search for a new location coincided with the 
construction of Escondido Village. In those days, the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 
mandated a community building for such projects. 
The committee, always alert to opportunity, went to 
work designing plans for a child care center right 
there in Escondido Village. So intense was the letter- 

Child caretakers Phyllis Craig and Dorothea Almond. , 

writing campalgn that Dorothea Almond mlssed one 
of the first manned lunar landings to collect signatures 

for a petition. Funds ran short, however, so only one 
room, without necessary auxiliary spaces (i.e., sleep- 
ing, toilet or cooking fac~lit~es), was included In the 
final plans. Phyllis Craig was able to pluck vlctory 
from the jaws of defeat when she created the Escondi- 
do Nursery School in the community center, even be- 
fore space for CCSC was found. ENS has served the 
international community of graduate students for over 
20 years. 

The only answer to CCSC1s plight: a new building. 
A potential site was identified: some obscure acreage 
east of the soccer fields, on the north side of Pampas 
Lane, set far back from both El Camlno Real and Ser- 
ra Street. What about structures? Modular buildmgs - 
reasonably priced and quick to erect - were In use 
elsewhere around campus; they proved to be the an- 
swer. Still, the questlon remained: how to pay for 

them, given the University's policy of not financially 
supporting campus child care? Someone then remem- 
bered that in the financial plan for the soon-to-be- 
constructed emeritus faculty housing, there was a line 
item called "site clearance costs." The elementary 
school building had to be torn down, after all. An ar- 
gument was put forth that site clearance included not 
only razing and clearing the physical building, but re- 
locating an existing occupant. It was proposed that 
the Pearce Mitchell site clearance budget could ab- 
sorb some of the cost of providing replacement facili- 
ties for CCSC. 

Jim Lyons took up the cause with the University's 
Administrative Council, whose members showed a 
range of responses, from support, to disinterest, to hos- 
tility ("where will all this lead!"), to vehement objec- 
tion ("radicals are behind this proposal!"). Lyons made 
argument after argument supporting CCSC: Stanford 
laga behind the nation in this area; the University of 
California system makes support of child care part of 
students fees; Washington State has a very successful 
program. A national movement was rapidly gaining 
momentum, including and especially at large universi- 
ties; an attractive and functional child care facility 
would help attract top-drawer graduate students and he 
an inducement to young faculty. The project would be 
re la t~ve l~  cheap, yet educationally useful, one Stanford 
could look to with pride. Lyons' final argument was 
that the facdity would "blend in. You won't see it." 

The proposal allowing Pearce Mitchell funding to 
support the CCSC move to Pampas Lane was finally 
approved, and the task of preparing the site began. A 
major project was the iemoval of mounds of sandstone 
blocks stored there since the 1906 earthquake, which 
downed many sandstone buildings on campus. After 
clearing most of them away, two modular buildings 
were purchased, towed in and installed. The buildings 
arrlved painted a bright yellow. "What are those ugly 
yellow things!" oneprominent alumnus asked a devel- 
opment office official. The modules were soon painted 
brown and a grove of eucalyptus trees and other flora 
planted all around, serving as a screen between the fa- 
cllity and El Camino Real. "You won't see it" eventu- 
ally became a true statement. 

Donations from friends and local foundations sup- 
ported the purchase of equipment and materials for 
children to use, inside and out. The University pro- 
vided paint, hardware and other supplies for preparing 
the buddings' interior space. Parents themselves con- 
tributed all the labor for painting, finishmg and set- 
ting up the playgrounds. Craig remembers: 


















