From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Anabel
DRBcomments
Pt Molate Plan
Monday, July 20, 2020 4:31:21 PM

Hello! My name is Anne FitzMedrud, and I’m writing in support of the Community
Plan for Pt Molate. I live in San Pablo, but we lived in Richmond on Barrett and my
youngest child attends Washington Elementary in Pt Richmond.
I support the Community Plan because I support having open space, protecting the
natural plants & wildlife along our coast, and preserving historical and sacred sites. I
also find it heartbreaking that the city might even consider damaging even more of
its land on behalf of industry when so much has been already contaminated,
affecting the children and the community, many of whom don’t have the resources
to protect themselves or clean up the mess we already have.
Thank you!
Anne FitzMedrud

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

jim hite
DRBcomments
Public Comments Agenda Item #5, Pt. Molate Mixed Use Development Project
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 10:33:38 AM

My name is Jim Hite, Richmond resident and former member of the Pt. Molate
Citizens Advisory Committee. I ask the Design Review Board to shelve any decision
regarding Sun Cal's proposed housing scheme for Pt. Molate. Sun Cal's plan is
nebulous and incomplete. At the very least, please wait for a Final and Certified
Environmental Impact Report. Also, as a member of the PMCAC, I was involved in
implementing a very neutral survey created by UC graduate students to get a sense
of what Richmond residents wanted to see out at Pt. Molate. Over 200 surveys were
completed by residents throughout Richmond. The majority of survey respondents
wanted Pt. Molate to be developed for cultural and recreational activities including
the restoration of Wine Haven for culture, art, boutique style shops and restaurants.
Of all those 217 folks surveyed, only 8 people envisioned private housing at Pt.
Molate. Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Anabel
DRBcomments
Pt Molate Plan
Monday, July 20, 2020 4:31:21 PM

Hello! My name is Anne FitzMedrud, and I’m writing in support of the Community
Plan for Pt Molate. I live in San Pablo, but we lived in Richmond on Barrett and my
youngest child attends Washington Elementary in Pt Richmond.
I support the Community Plan because I support having open space, protecting the
natural plants & wildlife along our coast, and preserving historical and sacred sites. I
also find it heartbreaking that the city might even consider damaging even more of
its land on behalf of industry when so much has been already contaminated,
affecting the children and the community, many of whom don’t have the resources
to protect themselves or clean up the mess we already have.
Thank you!
Anne FitzMedrud

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

charles smith
DRBcomments
Letter to the Design Review Board on Point Molate Mixed use Development Project!
Monday, July 20, 2020 9:05:11 PM

Chair Jonathan Livingston,
Board Members Kimberly Butt, Brian Carter, Jessica
Fine, Michael Hannah, Macy Leung, Karlyn Neel
Richmond Design Review Board
City of Richmond
450 Civic Center Plaza
Richmond, CA 94804
Re:

Item 5, Point Molate Mixed-Use Development
Project (PLN20-057)

                

If naturalist and preservationist John Muir were alive
today he would be leading the movement to save Point
Molate. He would not have had far to travel; his home
and monument are in Martinez, California. His spirit
remains in the hearts and minds of all those who
appreciate and endeavor to preserve natural resources.
Point Molate, on the Richmond shoreline, is one of the
areas Muir would have fought the hardest to preserve.
He would have understood the importance of the
eelgrass beds directly off the Point Molate shoreline. As
was his style, he would explain to the public how vital
those eelgrass beds are as nurseries for endangered
species. Changing the natural runoff from the hills above
the shoreline will kill the eelgrass and its inhabitants.
The significance of this will be devastating.

Muir would have stood by the narrow roadside and told
everyone walking by about the surrounding hills that are
the homes of mammals, birds, reptiles, and insects as
well as endangered plants. These creatures lost their
original homes as the Richmond shoreline was
developed building expensive housing, a yacht harbor,
and Knox Miller Park.
The natural life at Point Molate is only one of three
major reasons why housing should not be built at Point
Molate.
Currently, the Richmond City Council has proposed
high-end housing that would be built directly below the
Chevron refinery. Above the proposed houses sit
massive jet fuel and crude oil tanks. These tanks and
pipelines follow the ridge above the proposed housing,
overlooking the only road entering and exiting the
entirety of the Point San Pablo Peninsula. Because
Chevron uses the tanks and pipes for gravity-flow
production, they will not agree to remove them.
If Richmond allows housing immediately below the
Chevron refinery, the City will be thumbing its nose at
the biggest taxpayer in Richmond's history. Should
Chevron packs up and leave, the City would be
bankrupt. Chevron has supported more non-profits in
Richmond and donated more monies to various causes
than any corporation or business in Richmond. Putting
Chevron in an untenable position is no way to treat one
of the founding members of the City. Nor is it
responsible to endanger the lives of unsuspecting new

residents and their children.
Should there be a fire, an explosion, a gas or chemical
leak, all things that have happened in Richmond in
recent years, how would the proposed residents
escape the danger? There is only one way in and one
way out of Point Molate, I-580. Richmond has, for
years tried and failed to create additional routes for
egress and access. It is impossible due to the
geography and the proximity of the interstate and the
refinery.
Should there be an earthquake, anything and everything
could happen: fires, landslides, a blocked road, a
tsunami, and no exit.
The residents of Richmond had successfully defended
Point Molate when outsiders wanted to build an Indian
casino there. It was a long and hard-fought battle that
went from Richmond to Martinez to Sacramento to
Washington, DC. Finally, Richmond residents voted out
the casino supporting Council members.  Unfortunately,
Mayor Butt did not get the message although he sat on
the Council at the time. With his new power as Mayor,
he has once again brought in a developer against the
wishes of the residents of Richmond and
environmentalists across the state.
Please bring common sense and integrity to the
question before you. If this development is built, I can
assure you the dangers I have listed will not be on the
sellers’ brochures.

Please, don’t allow yourself to be a party to this disaster
just waiting to happen.
Sincerely,
Charles T. Smith
Resident of Richmond since 1972
561 Dimm St.
Richmond, CA

73 Belvedere Avenue
Richmond, CA 94801
Phone/Fax 510-235-2835
tracbaytrail@earthlink.net

TRAC

Trails for Richmond Action Committee

July 20, 2020
Via Email to City of Richmond Design Review Board:
SUBJECT: Point Molate Mixed-Use Project
Dear Chair Livingston and Members of DRB,
TRAC, the Trails for Richmond Action Committee, appreciates the DRB’s good efforts to ensure
that the Point Molate Mixed-Use Project will be one that benefits the City of Richmond and its
residents, as well as visitors from elsewhere in the Bay Area. To that end, TRAC would like to
recommend the following conditions of approval for your recommendation to the Planning
Commission.
Phasing: We strongly support Staff Recommendation #6 condition for the Vesting Tentative
Map stating:
“The Bay Trail: and Shoreline Park facilities shall be substantially constructed as part of
the initial development phase prior to issuance of first condition of occupancy.”
Land Use & Open Space Findings: The Staff Report’s following required Findings and Statements of Fact can’t be made for the PA Plan for so long as Suncal persists with the ploy to define as public open space pocket parks and neighborhood parks within private residential areas:
Finding B. The subject site is physically suitable for the type and intensity of the
land use being proposed Statement of Fact: “… the DRB notes that the development
would be restricted to no more than 30% of the above water project area and approximately 70% of the site would be reserved as open space.” (page 8 of Staff Report)
Finding F.5. The proposed development in demonstratively superior to the development that could occur Item 5. Provision of Open Space with Statement of Fact
“The Project sets aside approximately seventy percent (70%) of the above-water Project
Site as open space and recreational areas. …… The open spaces …. include: public
parks serving residents and visitors and may serve as key access points to the hillside
and conservation area.” (pages 9 - 10 of Staff Report)
Parcelization Dwg. C3.0 of the proposed Vesting Tentative Map dated 5/4/20 shows that Suncal
is attempting to designate the following 11 acres of land within Development Areas as public
Open Space:
Development Parcels 1 - 13:
10.40 acres
Parcel M1 Stenmark Drive
0.58
Total
10.98
Considering these Neighborhood and Local Parks shown on the Open Space and Parks Illustrative on page 2-27 of Section 2.0 Community Design Guidelines as public open space conflicts
with the Reuse Plan, which states “The framework for the Plan is the open space, which connects all the development areas” (emphasis added), rather than tot lots and such within development areas. The attached Figure 6 from the Reuse Plan shows clearly that park and open
space lands are outside of development areas.

Moreover, pocket and neighborhood parks would be controlled by a HOA and would not qualify
as Open Space under RMC 15.04.206.010, because they are not “publicly owned lands” and
will not be “set aside as permanent open space”.
To remedy this problem, TRAC requests that the DRB adopt the following Conditions of Approval:
PM-PAD Definitions Sect. 1.030 C.1. shall be revised to read: The PM-PAD requires that
seventy (70) percent of the above-water land in the PM-PAD area be open space and is
referred to herein as the PM-PAD Open Space. The PM-PAD Open Space consists only
of areas, other than street rights-of-ways, public utility facilities and stormwater handling
and treatment features, in the PMOS, PMPR, and PMPR- S subdistricts.
The following Definition shall be added to the Design Guidelines Glossary: PM-PAD
Open Space PM-PAD Open Space consists only of areas, other than street rights-ofways, public utility facilities and stormwater handling and treatment features, in the
PMOS, PMPR, and PMPR- S subdistricts.
PM-PAD Zoning Map Attachment 2 shall be revised to provide at least 193.2 acres in total
of PMPR, PMPR-S & PMOS lands.
Design Guidelines shall be revised to eliminate all references to Compact Parks, Neighborhood Parks and Pocket Parks as Open Space for purposes of the 70% PM-PAD Open
Space requirement, e.g. on pages 1-3, 2-25 & 2-27.
Consolidation of Shoreline Park Parcels: TRAC supports Staff Recommendation 1.c. Lot
Parcelization condition, but recommends adding the following underlined language for clarity:
“The Vesting Tentative Map shall show Parcels E, J, K and L as portrayed on Dwg. C3.0 dated
5/4/20 as one parcel.”
Parking for Open Space and Shoreline Park Lands: The Public Trailheads and Parking map
on page 5-23 of the Design Guidelines shows a total of 218 park and open space public parking
spaces, comprising 74 shoreline park, 39 open space trailheads and 105 on-street parking spaces at the Promenade. This falls far short of the 713 spaces at 307-acre Miller/Knox Regional
Shoreline, which has 1.05 miles of shoreline compared to Point Molate’s 1.5 miles (238 developed parking spaces plus room for an additional 475 cars along Dornan Drive). Ratio-ing on
open space acreage suggests that Point Molate will need 455 parking spaces for shoreline park
and open space visitors. Therefore, TRAC suggests the following conditions of approval:
1. At least 455 public parking spaces for motor vehicles shall be provided for public access to Shoreline Park and Open Space lands.

2. PM-PAD Section 1.060.F.2 shall be amended as follows: Public Access and Public
Access Staging Areas. In compliance with Sections 15.04.306.050.B and
15.04.306.050.C, park and recreation areas in the PMPR-S subdistrict must be publicly
accessible and at least two public access staging areas must be included in the
PMPR-S subdistrict or the adjacent PMPR subdistrict. (new language underlined)
Attached for convenient reference is a Summary List of Conditions recommended by TRAC.
Sincerely,

Bruce Beyaert, TRAC Chair
Attachments:
Summary List of Conditions of Approval Recommended by TRAC
Point Molate Reuse Plan Fig. 6 Land Use Areas
Page 2

Summary List of Conditions of Approval Recommended by TRAC
1. Phasing: “The Bay Trail: and Shoreline Park facilities shall be substantially constructed as
part of the initial development phase prior to issuance of first condition of occupancy.”
2. Land Use & Open Space:
a. PM-PAD Definitions Sect. 1.030 C.1. shall be revised to read: The PM-PAD requires that seventy (70) percent of the above-water land in the PM-PAD area be open space and is referred to
herein as the PM-PAD Open Space. The PM-PAD Open Space consists only of areas, other
than street rights-of-ways, public utility facilities and stormwater handling and treatment features, in the PMOS, PMPR, and PMPR- S subdistricts.
b. The following Definition shall be added to the Design Guidelines Glossary: PM-PAD Open
Space PM-PAD Open Space consists only of areas, other than street rights-of-ways, public utility facilities and stormwater handling and treatment features, in the PMOS, PMPR, and PMPR- S
subdistricts.
c. PM-PAD Zoning Map Attachment 2 shall be revised to provide at least 193.2 acres in total of
PMPR, PMPR-S & PMOS lands.
d. Design Guidelines shall be revised to eliminate all references to Compact Parks, Neighborhood Parks and Pocket Parks as Open Space for purposes of the 70% PM-PAD Open Space
requirement, e.g. on pages 1-3, 2-25 & 2-27.
3. Consolidation of Shoreline Park Parcels: For clarity, the Staff Report’s recommended condition 1.c. shall be amended by adding the following underlined language: “The Vesting Tentative Map shall show Parcels E, J, K and L as portrayed on Dwg. C3.0 dated 5/4/20 as one parcel.”
4. Parking for Open Space and Shoreline Park Lands:
a. At least 455 public parking spaces for motor vehicles shall be provided for public access to
Shoreline Park and Open Space lands.

b. PM-PAD Section 1.060.F.2 shall be amended as follows: Public Access and Public Access
Staging Areas. In compliance with Sections 15.04.306.050.B and 15.04.306.050.C, park and
recreation areas in the PMPR-S subdistrict must be publicly accessible and at least two public access staging areas must be included in the PMPR-S subdistrict or the adjacent PMPR
subdistrict. (new language underlined)

July 20, 2020
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Law Offices of

Stuart M. Flashman

5626 Ocean View Drive
Oakland, CA 94618-1533
(510) 652-5373 (voice & FAX)
e-mail: stu@stuflash.com

July 20, 2020
Design Review Board
City of Richmond
450 Civic Center Plaza
Richmond, CA 94804
Re: Agenda Item 5: Point Molate Mixed use Development Project (PLN20-057)
Dear Chairman Livingston and Board Members:
I arm writing as one of the attorneys representing SPRAWLDEF, the Point
Molate Alliance, and Citizens for East Shore State Parks, as well as the Plaintiffs in the
case SPRAWLDEF et al. v. City of Richmond et al. (N.Calif. Dist. case #18-CV-03918YGR) to comment on the Board’s review of the above-referenced project.
First, we want to acknowledge the Board’s efforts thus far to give this project the
detailed scrutiny a project of this magnitude and importance deserves. You have shown
by your diligence that you take seriously your charge under your oath of office to
independently review the materials provided and use your independent judgment to
reach your decisions.
Your charge is a critical one. You need to determine whether the project meets
the requirements for City approval, notably that it:
1. be consistent with the City’s General Plan (including the Point Molate
Reuse Plan),
2. satisfy the City’s requirements for a Planned Area zoning, including the
necessary findings.
3. comply with the City’s applicable design guidelines.
City Planning Staff has provided you a set of proposed recommended findings,
which it asks you accept as given. You need not, and should not, simply rubber stamp
staff’s suggested recommendations. You have, in the past, been critical of the lack of
the information needed to allow you to make an intelligent and informed decision. That
is both your right and your duty. You should should allow yourselves the time for
thoughtful consideration and not allow yourselves to be bullied into approving anything
that you are not entirely comfortable with as reflecting your full consideration and
discussion and your independent judgment as City officials.
Staff is, we are sure, being heavily pressured by the Mayor and the City Manager
to get this project approved quickly. Staff may point to the amended judgment that the
City and the former casino project developers, who sued the City, have jointly requested
the Federal District Court to enter to settle that lawsuit. It is by no means the result of a
federal judge making determinations on legal issues. Staff may tell you that it sets
mandatory timelines that must be met. However, those timelines and that judgment
itself are subject to change. More than once, the parties to that case have agreed to
push back the timelines. They should be willing to do so again. You have a duty to
scrutinize the project carefully before reaching a decision. If the current timeline
interferes with that duty, the judge handling the case has made it clear that she has the
authority and will not hesitate to amend the timelines if she feels it appropriate.
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You should especially apply your independent judgment to determining whether
the project is consistent with the General Plan’s Goals and Policies. This very
emphatically should not be taken as a given. Does the amount of open space comport
with the open space requirements as set forth in the General Plan and specifically the
Base Reuse Plan? Does the amount of acreage represented as devoted to various
uses in the project plans comport with the actual amount of usable space identified in
those plans? Are the many policies governing open space and other aspects of the
General Plan being followed – particularly those that are both clear and mandatory?
The City does not have the discretion to ignore clear and mandatory General Plan
Policies. They must be fully complied with, and inconsistency with even one clear and
mandatory General Plan policy not only allows, but mandates rejection of the project.
Indeed, as you may know, the very validity of the amended judgment that was
entered in federal court has been called into question as being violative of state
planning law, and is being reviewed by that very same federal judge. Consequently, the
judgment should in no sense be considered written in stone.
In addition, the City has yet to release its responses to comments on the Draft
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) on this project. Staff may tell you
that the DSEIR is not your concern – that it only concerns the Planning Commission and
City Council. If they have told you that, they are wrong. The recommendations you
need to make on findings include questions that can only be answered after considering
the information contained in that EIR, including comments received and responses
provided to those comments.
Only when you have been provided all that information can you properly address
whether, for example, the project site is suitable for the type and intensity of land uses
being proposed, as well as whether it will be compatible with existing and planned uses
in the surrounding area (including protection of natural resources, animal and plant
species, and open space, cultural, religious, and recreational uses). Your
recommended findings must also take into account the very important question of
whether the toxic substances remaining on the site from prior military uses have been
adequately addressed so that the public’s health and safety are protected.
You should also pay special attention to the alternatives section of the DSEIR
and the comments and responses on alternatives. If, in your independent judgment,
one of the project alternatives is feasible and makes better design sense than the
proposed project, that should be part of your findings.
Your are also tasked with Major Design Review of the Project. That goes well
beyond just reviewing whether the project is consistent with the City’s proposed design
guidelines. Your review must also consider the color shape, and architectural design of
buildings, as well as their size, height, placement and configuration in relation to the
existing buildings and uses on the project site.
In addition, design review needs to address whether the project, as proposed, fits
well with the uses proposed within the project, as well as other uses in the vicinity. For
example, do the proposed structures mesh well with the open space, conservation, and
recreational uses that will be proposed for the 70% open space designated under the
project? How usable will that open space be? (Open space with a 50% slope is not
usable open space!) Should setbacks between residences even be considered open
space? What about utility structures such as water tanks and sewage treatment
facilities, or, for that matter, roadways, their shoulders, and parking lots?
In addition, design review includes considering the landscaping of the site; not
just the plantings proposed but also the proposed grading. You should consider, for
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example, whether the type of wholesale grading of the hillsides proposed for the project
site respects the site’s natural topography, existing landscape, and natural
environmental resources.
In terms of whether the project complies with the applicable design guidelines.
You should consider whether the Draft Design Guidelines prepared by the City’s
consultants (dated May 4, 2020) are adequate and acceptable to you. If not, you should
make appropriate modifications and amendments. After all, it is you, not the City’s
consultants, who represent the citizens of Richmond.
You also should insist that you be provided the actual design of the project – not
merely an “illustrative model.” While some of your members may prefer to limit your
discussion to details of design, such as door colors or design of garage doors, there are
much larger design issues at stake here – the overall design of the project and whether
it fits with the project site. This project would be located at Point Molate, perhaps the
most prominent location on the Richmond shoreline; a site with important historic,
cultural, and religious values. You should consider whether the proposed project is the
proper use for this unique Richmond resource.
Your charge as the Design Review Board is not merely to tinker around the
edges or “prettify” the developer’s designs. You are charged under your oaths of office
to use your independent professional judgment to evaluate the design of the project and
determine whether this request for a Planned Area approval is appropriate. We hope
and expect that the city will respect the dignity of your task by allowing you the time and
information you need to do that task well.
Most sincerely,
Stuart M. Flashman

San Francisco Bay Chapter
Serving Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Francisco Counties

REPLY TO:

802 Balra Drive
El Cerrito, CA 94530

July 19, 2020
VIA EMAIL ONLY
Jonathan Livingston, Chair
Kimberly Butt, Brian Carter, Jessica Fine
Michael Hannah, Macy Leung, and Karlyn Neel
Members
Richmond Design Review Board
Community Development
450 Civic Center Plaza, 2nd Floor
Richmond, CA 94804
Re: Agenda Item 5-PLN20-057 Point Molate Mixed-Use Development
Dear Chair Livingston and Members Butt, Carter, Fine, Hannah, Leung, and Neel:
The Sierra Club makes the following comments on your consideration of the Point
Molate Proposal. These comments will focus on some key major issues. The Sierra Club
joins in the comments that others may have, especially those that go into greater detail
about aspects of the proposal.
Timeline for Consideration
The Sierra Club is very concerned that you are being told that you must make your
decisions now even if you do not feel you have sufficient information or documentation
because there is a supposed deadline for the City to grant approvals for the project based
on the purported Settlement Agreement entered into between the City and Upstream
Point Molate and the Guidiville Tribe (Upstream/Tribe). You should be aware that the
Sierra Club among many organizations and Richmond residents maintain that this
Settlement Agreement or what the City Attorney may refer to as an “Amended
Sierra Club Letter to Richmond
Design Review Board
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Judgment,” is illegal and in violation of California planning law. There is a lawsuit
challenging this Settlement Agreement as valid. While the Sierra Club is not a party to
this lawsuit, it supports the lawsuit and also maintains that this purported Settlement
Agreement is illegal.
The City Attorney likes to couch the Settlement Agreement as a “Judgment” and
will claim that it was amended and thus is legal, hence the characterization of it as the
“Amended Judgment.” It is as purported settlement agreement that the parties call a
judgment for purposes related to having the court retain jurisdiction over it. It is not a
judgment where the judge or jury heard evidence and then made a decision. In sum, it is
just a Settlement Agreement.
As voluntary settlement agreement it can be modified by the parties. Indeed, the
parties have twice extended the time frame in which certain actions or decisions had to be
made. Thus, they can modify it again to extend the dates for decisions to be made,
assuming it is legal. In fact, Upstream/Tribe have already twice voluntarily extended the
dates for approvals from an original date in December 2019 to September 30, 2020. If
they have to, they could extend it again.
Moreover, if the Petitioners in the legal case prevail and the Court finds that the
Settlement Agreement is invalid, then the City has to start from the beginning in terms of
planning for Point Molate.
Furthermore, the separate agreement between the City and SunCal in the form of
an Exclusive Right to Negotiate (ERN) can also be extended by the parties. Indeed, the
City and SunCal have extended the ERN three times already. It, too, can be extended yet
again.
You can thus inform the city staff that you need further information or
documentation before making your decisions. You should not be railroaded into making
decisions that you do not feel you should be making or which would be based on
inadequate information or documentation.
The Board Lacks Sufficient Documentation Upon Which to Base Its Decisions
The Staff Report provides that this Board is to make certain decisions and findings,
but those decisions and findings require knowledge of and review of the Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the project including the Response to
Comments. The Staff Report states that the Response to Comments will not be available
until July 24, 2020. Nor is the Final SEIR (FSEIR) even made public yet. If the Board
Sierra Club Letter to Richmond
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makes findings and decisions without the necessary information and documentation for
their support, then those decisions and findings would be legally arbitrary and capricious
and would lack any rational basis, and thus illegal.
By way of example, the Staff Report under Required Findings, Section D provides
that while the DRB is not making a finding, nevertheless, it is making a “note” that
“adding residential, commercial, and open space uses to the Project Site would not
adversely affect the surrounding industrial uses…” That determination requires reference
to the FSEIR and also to the Response to Comments. You have no information or
documentation to support that statement, and any such statement would be legally
insufficient and invalid.
Similarly, there is no basis for the DRB to make a recommendation or finding
under Required Findings, Section F that “[T]he proposed development is demonstratively
superior to the development that could occur under the standards applicable to the
underlying base district, and will achieve superior community design, environmental
preservation and/or public benefit.” For such a finding or recommendation to be made,
the DRB would need to review the FEIR and Response to Comments.
Moreover, the DRB should be aware that the Draft SEIR concluded that the
Community Plan that Save Point Molate, Citizens for East Shore Parks, SPRAWLDEF,
Sierra Club, and others prepared was found to “Environmentally Superior” to the
Proposed Alternative. Consequently, the Board’s decision that the proposed development
is “demonstratively superior” in terms of “environmental…benefit lacks any support in
the record to justify that finding.
Further examples will be provided by other commentators. The Sierra Club letter
simply wants to make it clear that the DRB cannot proceed without having received and
reviewed the proposed FSEIR and the Response to Comments. It cannot make is
decisions in a vacuum or in ignorance of the information that is contained in the FEIR.
Recommendation
Therefore, Sierra Club urges the DRB to continue its hearing and consideration on
this matter until such time as it has the required environmental documentation and other
information before it and with sufficient time for the DRB to analyze the FSEIR and
Response to comments.
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Sincerely yours,

Norman La Force
Norman La Force, Legal Chair
San Francisco Bay Chapter
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rodney Wilson
DRBcomments
Point Molate plans
Saturday, July 18, 2020 10:10:04 AM

Please do not make adjustments to the plan for Point Molate that is already consistent with Richmond’s
General Plan and the regional move towards protecting Open property and keeping them accessible to
the greater public.
People in Richmond, especially young people, already have limited access to open spaces and nature.
The social, emotional, and psychological benefits of these spaces can not be overemphasized. Do not
bend to the economic demands that will benefit a small amount of people whole harming the entire
area.
-Rodney Wilson
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

ellesin
DRBcomments
Pt Molate--please reject the plan from SunCal
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:40:02 AM

Dear Design Review Board,
My name is Rev. Leela Sinha, and I am a resident of Richmond, living in North and
East. When I moved here, I was delighted to discover the care and thoughtfulness
put into public use and access of outdoor space, and the attention to both ecology
and indigenous history.  
The current plan on the table from SunCal is awful. It disregards most of what we
know about ecology, about indigenous spaces, and most importantly, about the
wishes of the people here who crafted the Community Plan.
Please, as representatives of the will of the people and as stewards of the resources
of our community, do not allow your decision to be rushed, and do not approve such
an overreaching plan. This does not address the most urgent needs of our
community in any way, and instead of uniting us as a city, it will divide us with
anger and resentment on many levels.
Thank you for your consideration on this most important matter.
Best wishes,
Rev. Leela Sinha
Richmond, CA

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Regina Gilligan
DRBcomments
Pt Molate
Monday, July 20, 2020 12:03:40 PM

Design Review Board,
Let me lend my voice to the citizens of Richmond who ask for a clear understanding
of what is at stake at Point Molate. Environmental, financial, cultural and recreational
issues are being not adequately reviewed in the rush to push through this
development plan. The people already made a Community plan. We need a new EIR.
Challenge the reasons this deal with a SoCal developer (who failed with the
proposed casino deal 10 years ago ) who at that time produced a limited
Environmental Impact Review specifically tuned to the failed casino plan . The EIR
report is inadequate and outdated. A new EIR needs to review the impact of 1200 +
condos to this natural area. The land was given to the people of Richmond and back
door deals are not part of the democratic process. The original report gives 70% of
the land as open space and now reduced to a murky 40% and we need to know
exactly where this open space for the people is located. In the highest reaches of
the property? where housing is impractical?
The Community plan opens the beaches to everyone, gives sports fields to the
community, protects the bay from construction run-off. The questions of who pays
for building a sewage plant, for bringing water in and who pays for fire and police
stations to the area, many infrastructure concerns have not been adequately
addressed. People of Richmond need to know who is paying and what will be the
revenues, and another real concern is who bears financial responsibility for any fires
from the highly flammable Chevron tanks directly behind this proposed development.
Please consider the environment, that we are in the midst of an uncertain pandemic
and not the time to make sweeping changes that will forever impact the bay and
Richmond community.
thank you,
Regina Gilligan, Richmond resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

charles smith
DRBcomments
Letter to the Design Review Board on Point Molate Mixed use Development Project!
Monday, July 20, 2020 9:05:11 PM

Chair Jonathan Livingston,
Board Members Kimberly Butt, Brian Carter, Jessica
Fine, Michael Hannah, Macy Leung, Karlyn Neel
Richmond Design Review Board
City of Richmond
450 Civic Center Plaza
Richmond, CA 94804
Re:

Item 5, Point Molate Mixed-Use Development
Project (PLN20-057)

                

If naturalist and preservationist John Muir were alive
today he would be leading the movement to save Point
Molate. He would not have had far to travel; his home
and monument are in Martinez, California. His spirit
remains in the hearts and minds of all those who
appreciate and endeavor to preserve natural resources.
Point Molate, on the Richmond shoreline, is one of the
areas Muir would have fought the hardest to preserve.
He would have understood the importance of the
eelgrass beds directly off the Point Molate shoreline. As
was his style, he would explain to the public how vital
those eelgrass beds are as nurseries for endangered
species. Changing the natural runoff from the hills above
the shoreline will kill the eelgrass and its inhabitants.
The significance of this will be devastating.

Muir would have stood by the narrow roadside and told
everyone walking by about the surrounding hills that are
the homes of mammals, birds, reptiles, and insects as
well as endangered plants. These creatures lost their
original homes as the Richmond shoreline was
developed building expensive housing, a yacht harbor,
and Knox Miller Park.
The natural life at Point Molate is only one of three
major reasons why housing should not be built at Point
Molate.
Currently, the Richmond City Council has proposed
high-end housing that would be built directly below the
Chevron refinery. Above the proposed houses sit
massive jet fuel and crude oil tanks. These tanks and
pipelines follow the ridge above the proposed housing,
overlooking the only road entering and exiting the
entirety of the Point San Pablo Peninsula. Because
Chevron uses the tanks and pipes for gravity-flow
production, they will not agree to remove them.
If Richmond allows housing immediately below the
Chevron refinery, the City will be thumbing its nose at
the biggest taxpayer in Richmond's history. Should
Chevron packs up and leave, the City would be
bankrupt. Chevron has supported more non-profits in
Richmond and donated more monies to various causes
than any corporation or business in Richmond. Putting
Chevron in an untenable position is no way to treat one
of the founding members of the City. Nor is it
responsible to endanger the lives of unsuspecting new

residents and their children.
Should there be a fire, an explosion, a gas or chemical
leak, all things that have happened in Richmond in
recent years, how would the proposed residents
escape the danger? There is only one way in and one
way out of Point Molate, I-580. Richmond has, for
years tried and failed to create additional routes for
egress and access. It is impossible due to the
geography and the proximity of the interstate and the
refinery.
Should there be an earthquake, anything and everything
could happen: fires, landslides, a blocked road, a
tsunami, and no exit.
The residents of Richmond had successfully defended
Point Molate when outsiders wanted to build an Indian
casino there. It was a long and hard-fought battle that
went from Richmond to Martinez to Sacramento to
Washington, DC. Finally, Richmond residents voted out
the casino supporting Council members.  Unfortunately,
Mayor Butt did not get the message although he sat on
the Council at the time. With his new power as Mayor,
he has once again brought in a developer against the
wishes of the residents of Richmond and
environmentalists across the state.
Please bring common sense and integrity to the
question before you. If this development is built, I can
assure you the dangers I have listed will not be on the
sellers’ brochures.

Please, don’t allow yourself to be a party to this disaster
just waiting to happen.
Sincerely,
Charles T. Smith
Resident of Richmond since 1972
561 Dimm St.
Richmond, CA

73 Belvedere Avenue
Richmond, CA 94801
Phone/Fax 510-235-2835
tracbaytrail@earthlink.net

TRAC

Trails for Richmond Action Committee

July 20, 2020
Via Email to City of Richmond Design Review Board:
SUBJECT: Point Molate Mixed-Use Project
Dear Chair Livingston and Members of DRB,
TRAC, the Trails for Richmond Action Committee, appreciates the DRB’s good efforts to ensure
that the Point Molate Mixed-Use Project will be one that benefits the City of Richmond and its
residents, as well as visitors from elsewhere in the Bay Area. To that end, TRAC would like to
recommend the following conditions of approval for your recommendation to the Planning
Commission.
Phasing: We strongly support Staff Recommendation #6 condition for the Vesting Tentative
Map stating:
“The Bay Trail: and Shoreline Park facilities shall be substantially constructed as part of
the initial development phase prior to issuance of first condition of occupancy.”
Land Use & Open Space Findings: The Staff Report’s following required Findings and Statements of Fact can’t be made for the PA Plan for so long as Suncal persists with the ploy to define as public open space pocket parks and neighborhood parks within private residential areas:
Finding B. The subject site is physically suitable for the type and intensity of the
land use being proposed Statement of Fact: “… the DRB notes that the development
would be restricted to no more than 30% of the above water project area and approximately 70% of the site would be reserved as open space.” (page 8 of Staff Report)
Finding F.5. The proposed development in demonstratively superior to the development that could occur Item 5. Provision of Open Space with Statement of Fact
“The Project sets aside approximately seventy percent (70%) of the above-water Project
Site as open space and recreational areas. …… The open spaces …. include: public
parks serving residents and visitors and may serve as key access points to the hillside
and conservation area.” (pages 9 - 10 of Staff Report)
Parcelization Dwg. C3.0 of the proposed Vesting Tentative Map dated 5/4/20 shows that Suncal
is attempting to designate the following 11 acres of land within Development Areas as public
Open Space:
Development Parcels 1 - 13:
10.40 acres
Parcel M1 Stenmark Drive
0.58
Total
10.98
Considering these Neighborhood and Local Parks shown on the Open Space and Parks Illustrative on page 2-27 of Section 2.0 Community Design Guidelines as public open space conflicts
with the Reuse Plan, which states “The framework for the Plan is the open space, which connects all the development areas” (emphasis added), rather than tot lots and such within development areas. The attached Figure 6 from the Reuse Plan shows clearly that park and open
space lands are outside of development areas.

Moreover, pocket and neighborhood parks would be controlled by a HOA and would not qualify
as Open Space under RMC 15.04.206.010, because they are not “publicly owned lands” and
will not be “set aside as permanent open space”.
To remedy this problem, TRAC requests that the DRB adopt the following Conditions of Approval:
PM-PAD Definitions Sect. 1.030 C.1. shall be revised to read: The PM-PAD requires that
seventy (70) percent of the above-water land in the PM-PAD area be open space and is
referred to herein as the PM-PAD Open Space. The PM-PAD Open Space consists only
of areas, other than street rights-of-ways, public utility facilities and stormwater handling
and treatment features, in the PMOS, PMPR, and PMPR- S subdistricts.
The following Definition shall be added to the Design Guidelines Glossary: PM-PAD
Open Space PM-PAD Open Space consists only of areas, other than street rights-ofways, public utility facilities and stormwater handling and treatment features, in the
PMOS, PMPR, and PMPR- S subdistricts.
PM-PAD Zoning Map Attachment 2 shall be revised to provide at least 193.2 acres in total
of PMPR, PMPR-S & PMOS lands.
Design Guidelines shall be revised to eliminate all references to Compact Parks, Neighborhood Parks and Pocket Parks as Open Space for purposes of the 70% PM-PAD Open
Space requirement, e.g. on pages 1-3, 2-25 & 2-27.
Consolidation of Shoreline Park Parcels: TRAC supports Staff Recommendation 1.c. Lot
Parcelization condition, but recommends adding the following underlined language for clarity:
“The Vesting Tentative Map shall show Parcels E, J, K and L as portrayed on Dwg. C3.0 dated
5/4/20 as one parcel.”
Parking for Open Space and Shoreline Park Lands: The Public Trailheads and Parking map
on page 5-23 of the Design Guidelines shows a total of 218 park and open space public parking
spaces, comprising 74 shoreline park, 39 open space trailheads and 105 on-street parking spaces at the Promenade. This falls far short of the 713 spaces at 307-acre Miller/Knox Regional
Shoreline, which has 1.05 miles of shoreline compared to Point Molate’s 1.5 miles (238 developed parking spaces plus room for an additional 475 cars along Dornan Drive). Ratio-ing on
open space acreage suggests that Point Molate will need 455 parking spaces for shoreline park
and open space visitors. Therefore, TRAC suggests the following conditions of approval:
1. At least 455 public parking spaces for motor vehicles shall be provided for public access to Shoreline Park and Open Space lands.

2. PM-PAD Section 1.060.F.2 shall be amended as follows: Public Access and Public
Access Staging Areas. In compliance with Sections 15.04.306.050.B and
15.04.306.050.C, park and recreation areas in the PMPR-S subdistrict must be publicly
accessible and at least two public access staging areas must be included in the
PMPR-S subdistrict or the adjacent PMPR subdistrict. (new language underlined)
Attached for convenient reference is a Summary List of Conditions recommended by TRAC.
Sincerely,

Bruce Beyaert, TRAC Chair
Attachments:
Summary List of Conditions of Approval Recommended by TRAC
Point Molate Reuse Plan Fig. 6 Land Use Areas
Page 2

Summary List of Conditions of Approval Recommended by TRAC
1. Phasing: “The Bay Trail: and Shoreline Park facilities shall be substantially constructed as
part of the initial development phase prior to issuance of first condition of occupancy.”
2. Land Use & Open Space:
a. PM-PAD Definitions Sect. 1.030 C.1. shall be revised to read: The PM-PAD requires that seventy (70) percent of the above-water land in the PM-PAD area be open space and is referred to
herein as the PM-PAD Open Space. The PM-PAD Open Space consists only of areas, other
than street rights-of-ways, public utility facilities and stormwater handling and treatment features, in the PMOS, PMPR, and PMPR- S subdistricts.
b. The following Definition shall be added to the Design Guidelines Glossary: PM-PAD Open
Space PM-PAD Open Space consists only of areas, other than street rights-of-ways, public utility facilities and stormwater handling and treatment features, in the PMOS, PMPR, and PMPR- S
subdistricts.
c. PM-PAD Zoning Map Attachment 2 shall be revised to provide at least 193.2 acres in total of
PMPR, PMPR-S & PMOS lands.
d. Design Guidelines shall be revised to eliminate all references to Compact Parks, Neighborhood Parks and Pocket Parks as Open Space for purposes of the 70% PM-PAD Open Space
requirement, e.g. on pages 1-3, 2-25 & 2-27.
3. Consolidation of Shoreline Park Parcels: For clarity, the Staff Report’s recommended condition 1.c. shall be amended by adding the following underlined language: “The Vesting Tentative Map shall show Parcels E, J, K and L as portrayed on Dwg. C3.0 dated 5/4/20 as one parcel.”
4. Parking for Open Space and Shoreline Park Lands:
a. At least 455 public parking spaces for motor vehicles shall be provided for public access to
Shoreline Park and Open Space lands.

b. PM-PAD Section 1.060.F.2 shall be amended as follows: Public Access and Public Access
Staging Areas. In compliance with Sections 15.04.306.050.B and 15.04.306.050.C, park and
recreation areas in the PMPR-S subdistrict must be publicly accessible and at least two public access staging areas must be included in the PMPR-S subdistrict or the adjacent PMPR
subdistrict. (new language underlined)

July 20, 2020
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Law Offices of

Stuart M. Flashman

5626 Ocean View Drive
Oakland, CA 94618-1533
(510) 652-5373 (voice & FAX)
e-mail: stu@stuflash.com

July 20, 2020
Design Review Board
City of Richmond
450 Civic Center Plaza
Richmond, CA 94804
Re: Agenda Item 5: Point Molate Mixed use Development Project (PLN20-057)
Dear Chairman Livingston and Board Members:
I arm writing as one of the attorneys representing SPRAWLDEF, the Point
Molate Alliance, and Citizens for East Shore State Parks, as well as the Plaintiffs in the
case SPRAWLDEF et al. v. City of Richmond et al. (N.Calif. Dist. case #18-CV-03918YGR) to comment on the Board’s review of the above-referenced project.
First, we want to acknowledge the Board’s efforts thus far to give this project the
detailed scrutiny a project of this magnitude and importance deserves. You have shown
by your diligence that you take seriously your charge under your oath of office to
independently review the materials provided and use your independent judgment to
reach your decisions.
Your charge is a critical one. You need to determine whether the project meets
the requirements for City approval, notably that it:
1. be consistent with the City’s General Plan (including the Point Molate
Reuse Plan),
2. satisfy the City’s requirements for a Planned Area zoning, including the
necessary findings.
3. comply with the City’s applicable design guidelines.
City Planning Staff has provided you a set of proposed recommended findings,
which it asks you accept as given. You need not, and should not, simply rubber stamp
staff’s suggested recommendations. You have, in the past, been critical of the lack of
the information needed to allow you to make an intelligent and informed decision. That
is both your right and your duty. You should should allow yourselves the time for
thoughtful consideration and not allow yourselves to be bullied into approving anything
that you are not entirely comfortable with as reflecting your full consideration and
discussion and your independent judgment as City officials.
Staff is, we are sure, being heavily pressured by the Mayor and the City Manager
to get this project approved quickly. Staff may point to the amended judgment that the
City and the former casino project developers, who sued the City, have jointly requested
the Federal District Court to enter to settle that lawsuit. It is by no means the result of a
federal judge making determinations on legal issues. Staff may tell you that it sets
mandatory timelines that must be met. However, those timelines and that judgment
itself are subject to change. More than once, the parties to that case have agreed to
push back the timelines. They should be willing to do so again. You have a duty to
scrutinize the project carefully before reaching a decision. If the current timeline
interferes with that duty, the judge handling the case has made it clear that she has the
authority and will not hesitate to amend the timelines if she feels it appropriate.
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You should especially apply your independent judgment to determining whether
the project is consistent with the General Plan’s Goals and Policies. This very
emphatically should not be taken as a given. Does the amount of open space comport
with the open space requirements as set forth in the General Plan and specifically the
Base Reuse Plan? Does the amount of acreage represented as devoted to various
uses in the project plans comport with the actual amount of usable space identified in
those plans? Are the many policies governing open space and other aspects of the
General Plan being followed – particularly those that are both clear and mandatory?
The City does not have the discretion to ignore clear and mandatory General Plan
Policies. They must be fully complied with, and inconsistency with even one clear and
mandatory General Plan policy not only allows, but mandates rejection of the project.
Indeed, as you may know, the very validity of the amended judgment that was
entered in federal court has been called into question as being violative of state
planning law, and is being reviewed by that very same federal judge. Consequently, the
judgment should in no sense be considered written in stone.
In addition, the City has yet to release its responses to comments on the Draft
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) on this project. Staff may tell you
that the DSEIR is not your concern – that it only concerns the Planning Commission and
City Council. If they have told you that, they are wrong. The recommendations you
need to make on findings include questions that can only be answered after considering
the information contained in that EIR, including comments received and responses
provided to those comments.
Only when you have been provided all that information can you properly address
whether, for example, the project site is suitable for the type and intensity of land uses
being proposed, as well as whether it will be compatible with existing and planned uses
in the surrounding area (including protection of natural resources, animal and plant
species, and open space, cultural, religious, and recreational uses). Your
recommended findings must also take into account the very important question of
whether the toxic substances remaining on the site from prior military uses have been
adequately addressed so that the public’s health and safety are protected.
You should also pay special attention to the alternatives section of the DSEIR
and the comments and responses on alternatives. If, in your independent judgment,
one of the project alternatives is feasible and makes better design sense than the
proposed project, that should be part of your findings.
Your are also tasked with Major Design Review of the Project. That goes well
beyond just reviewing whether the project is consistent with the City’s proposed design
guidelines. Your review must also consider the color shape, and architectural design of
buildings, as well as their size, height, placement and configuration in relation to the
existing buildings and uses on the project site.
In addition, design review needs to address whether the project, as proposed, fits
well with the uses proposed within the project, as well as other uses in the vicinity. For
example, do the proposed structures mesh well with the open space, conservation, and
recreational uses that will be proposed for the 70% open space designated under the
project? How usable will that open space be? (Open space with a 50% slope is not
usable open space!) Should setbacks between residences even be considered open
space? What about utility structures such as water tanks and sewage treatment
facilities, or, for that matter, roadways, their shoulders, and parking lots?
In addition, design review includes considering the landscaping of the site; not
just the plantings proposed but also the proposed grading. You should consider, for

Richmond Design Review Board – Re: Pt. Molate
7/20/20
Page 3
example, whether the type of wholesale grading of the hillsides proposed for the project
site respects the site’s natural topography, existing landscape, and natural
environmental resources.
In terms of whether the project complies with the applicable design guidelines.
You should consider whether the Draft Design Guidelines prepared by the City’s
consultants (dated May 4, 2020) are adequate and acceptable to you. If not, you should
make appropriate modifications and amendments. After all, it is you, not the City’s
consultants, who represent the citizens of Richmond.
You also should insist that you be provided the actual design of the project – not
merely an “illustrative model.” While some of your members may prefer to limit your
discussion to details of design, such as door colors or design of garage doors, there are
much larger design issues at stake here – the overall design of the project and whether
it fits with the project site. This project would be located at Point Molate, perhaps the
most prominent location on the Richmond shoreline; a site with important historic,
cultural, and religious values. You should consider whether the proposed project is the
proper use for this unique Richmond resource.
Your charge as the Design Review Board is not merely to tinker around the
edges or “prettify” the developer’s designs. You are charged under your oaths of office
to use your independent professional judgment to evaluate the design of the project and
determine whether this request for a Planned Area approval is appropriate. We hope
and expect that the city will respect the dignity of your task by allowing you the time and
information you need to do that task well.
Most sincerely,
Stuart M. Flashman

San Francisco Bay Chapter
Serving Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Francisco Counties

REPLY TO:

802 Balra Drive
El Cerrito, CA 94530

July 19, 2020
VIA EMAIL ONLY
Jonathan Livingston, Chair
Kimberly Butt, Brian Carter, Jessica Fine
Michael Hannah, Macy Leung, and Karlyn Neel
Members
Richmond Design Review Board
Community Development
450 Civic Center Plaza, 2nd Floor
Richmond, CA 94804
Re: Agenda Item 5-PLN20-057 Point Molate Mixed-Use Development
Dear Chair Livingston and Members Butt, Carter, Fine, Hannah, Leung, and Neel:
The Sierra Club makes the following comments on your consideration of the Point
Molate Proposal. These comments will focus on some key major issues. The Sierra Club
joins in the comments that others may have, especially those that go into greater detail
about aspects of the proposal.
Timeline for Consideration
The Sierra Club is very concerned that you are being told that you must make your
decisions now even if you do not feel you have sufficient information or documentation
because there is a supposed deadline for the City to grant approvals for the project based
on the purported Settlement Agreement entered into between the City and Upstream
Point Molate and the Guidiville Tribe (Upstream/Tribe). You should be aware that the
Sierra Club among many organizations and Richmond residents maintain that this
Settlement Agreement or what the City Attorney may refer to as an “Amended
Sierra Club Letter to Richmond
Design Review Board
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Judgment,” is illegal and in violation of California planning law. There is a lawsuit
challenging this Settlement Agreement as valid. While the Sierra Club is not a party to
this lawsuit, it supports the lawsuit and also maintains that this purported Settlement
Agreement is illegal.
The City Attorney likes to couch the Settlement Agreement as a “Judgment” and
will claim that it was amended and thus is legal, hence the characterization of it as the
“Amended Judgment.” It is as purported settlement agreement that the parties call a
judgment for purposes related to having the court retain jurisdiction over it. It is not a
judgment where the judge or jury heard evidence and then made a decision. In sum, it is
just a Settlement Agreement.
As voluntary settlement agreement it can be modified by the parties. Indeed, the
parties have twice extended the time frame in which certain actions or decisions had to be
made. Thus, they can modify it again to extend the dates for decisions to be made,
assuming it is legal. In fact, Upstream/Tribe have already twice voluntarily extended the
dates for approvals from an original date in December 2019 to September 30, 2020. If
they have to, they could extend it again.
Moreover, if the Petitioners in the legal case prevail and the Court finds that the
Settlement Agreement is invalid, then the City has to start from the beginning in terms of
planning for Point Molate.
Furthermore, the separate agreement between the City and SunCal in the form of
an Exclusive Right to Negotiate (ERN) can also be extended by the parties. Indeed, the
City and SunCal have extended the ERN three times already. It, too, can be extended yet
again.
You can thus inform the city staff that you need further information or
documentation before making your decisions. You should not be railroaded into making
decisions that you do not feel you should be making or which would be based on
inadequate information or documentation.
The Board Lacks Sufficient Documentation Upon Which to Base Its Decisions
The Staff Report provides that this Board is to make certain decisions and findings,
but those decisions and findings require knowledge of and review of the Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the project including the Response to
Comments. The Staff Report states that the Response to Comments will not be available
until July 24, 2020. Nor is the Final SEIR (FSEIR) even made public yet. If the Board
Sierra Club Letter to Richmond
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makes findings and decisions without the necessary information and documentation for
their support, then those decisions and findings would be legally arbitrary and capricious
and would lack any rational basis, and thus illegal.
By way of example, the Staff Report under Required Findings, Section D provides
that while the DRB is not making a finding, nevertheless, it is making a “note” that
“adding residential, commercial, and open space uses to the Project Site would not
adversely affect the surrounding industrial uses…” That determination requires reference
to the FSEIR and also to the Response to Comments. You have no information or
documentation to support that statement, and any such statement would be legally
insufficient and invalid.
Similarly, there is no basis for the DRB to make a recommendation or finding
under Required Findings, Section F that “[T]he proposed development is demonstratively
superior to the development that could occur under the standards applicable to the
underlying base district, and will achieve superior community design, environmental
preservation and/or public benefit.” For such a finding or recommendation to be made,
the DRB would need to review the FEIR and Response to Comments.
Moreover, the DRB should be aware that the Draft SEIR concluded that the
Community Plan that Save Point Molate, Citizens for East Shore Parks, SPRAWLDEF,
Sierra Club, and others prepared was found to “Environmentally Superior” to the
Proposed Alternative. Consequently, the Board’s decision that the proposed development
is “demonstratively superior” in terms of “environmental…benefit lacks any support in
the record to justify that finding.
Further examples will be provided by other commentators. The Sierra Club letter
simply wants to make it clear that the DRB cannot proceed without having received and
reviewed the proposed FSEIR and the Response to Comments. It cannot make is
decisions in a vacuum or in ignorance of the information that is contained in the FEIR.
Recommendation
Therefore, Sierra Club urges the DRB to continue its hearing and consideration on
this matter until such time as it has the required environmental documentation and other
information before it and with sufficient time for the DRB to analyze the FSEIR and
Response to comments.
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Sincerely yours,

Norman La Force
Norman La Force, Legal Chair
San Francisco Bay Chapter
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rodney Wilson
DRBcomments
Point Molate plans
Saturday, July 18, 2020 10:10:04 AM

Please do not make adjustments to the plan for Point Molate that is already consistent with Richmond’s
General Plan and the regional move towards protecting Open property and keeping them accessible to
the greater public.
People in Richmond, especially young people, already have limited access to open spaces and nature.
The social, emotional, and psychological benefits of these spaces can not be overemphasized. Do not
bend to the economic demands that will benefit a small amount of people whole harming the entire
area.
-Rodney Wilson
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

ellesin
DRBcomments
Pt Molate--please reject the plan from SunCal
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:40:02 AM

Dear Design Review Board,
My name is Rev. Leela Sinha, and I am a resident of Richmond, living in North and
East. When I moved here, I was delighted to discover the care and thoughtfulness
put into public use and access of outdoor space, and the attention to both ecology
and indigenous history.  
The current plan on the table from SunCal is awful. It disregards most of what we
know about ecology, about indigenous spaces, and most importantly, about the
wishes of the people here who crafted the Community Plan.
Please, as representatives of the will of the people and as stewards of the resources
of our community, do not allow your decision to be rushed, and do not approve such
an overreaching plan. This does not address the most urgent needs of our
community in any way, and instead of uniting us as a city, it will divide us with
anger and resentment on many levels.
Thank you for your consideration on this most important matter.
Best wishes,
Rev. Leela Sinha
Richmond, CA

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Regina Gilligan
DRBcomments
Pt Molate
Monday, July 20, 2020 12:03:40 PM

Design Review Board,
Let me lend my voice to the citizens of Richmond who ask for a clear understanding
of what is at stake at Point Molate. Environmental, financial, cultural and recreational
issues are being not adequately reviewed in the rush to push through this
development plan. The people already made a Community plan. We need a new EIR.
Challenge the reasons this deal with a SoCal developer (who failed with the
proposed casino deal 10 years ago ) who at that time produced a limited
Environmental Impact Review specifically tuned to the failed casino plan . The EIR
report is inadequate and outdated. A new EIR needs to review the impact of 1200 +
condos to this natural area. The land was given to the people of Richmond and back
door deals are not part of the democratic process. The original report gives 70% of
the land as open space and now reduced to a murky 40% and we need to know
exactly where this open space for the people is located. In the highest reaches of
the property? where housing is impractical?
The Community plan opens the beaches to everyone, gives sports fields to the
community, protects the bay from construction run-off. The questions of who pays
for building a sewage plant, for bringing water in and who pays for fire and police
stations to the area, many infrastructure concerns have not been adequately
addressed. People of Richmond need to know who is paying and what will be the
revenues, and another real concern is who bears financial responsibility for any fires
from the highly flammable Chevron tanks directly behind this proposed development.
Please consider the environment, that we are in the midst of an uncertain pandemic
and not the time to make sweeping changes that will forever impact the bay and
Richmond community.
thank you,
Regina Gilligan, Richmond resident

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Carol Teltschick
DRBcomments
thekimbutt@gmail.com; brianpscarter@gmail.com; jessicasharonfine@gmail.com; michaelhannah@gmail.com;
macy.m.leung@gmail.com; jonathan livingston; karlynneel@gmail.com
Public Comments – Agenda item PLN20-057 - Point Molate mixed use
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 2:20:06 PM

Dear Chair Livingston and Design Board Members,
I know that many of you have been, and remain, uneasy about not being allowed to
study the Point Molate DSEIR before reviewing the complex and detailed plans that
come before you this evening.
As a concerned citizen, I have been patiently waiting for the DSEIR results to made
public, and I can’t imagine being asked to review and approve a design plan before
reviewing the DSEIR analysis and proposed mitigations.
No matter what kind of development you favor at Point Molate, I think we can all
agree that the site poses many challenges. SunCal clearly to intends to meet some
of these challenges with extensive hillside bulldozing, and no one seems to have
been to gather all pieces of the uphill sewer puzzle. It is, therefore, impossible for
you to do a thorough and thoughtful job of reviewing SunCal plans without first
having access to the DSEIR analysis and proposed mitigations, and plenty of time to
study them.
I urge you to maintain your professional standards and perform your review with full
due diligence. Do not move along with these plans before careful study of the DSEIR
analysis, proposed mitigations, and all public comments. Many of the public
comments were made by scientists and engineers, and should not only be
considered but mined for information.
May this note find you healthy and in good spirits.
Respectfully yours,
Carol Teltschick
former Planning Commissioner and member of General Plan Advisory Committee

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Carolyn Graves
DRBcomments
Public Comments to the Richmond Design Review Board Meeting re: the SunCal Point Molate proposal
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:20:13 PM

Dear Design Review Board members:
Please DO NOT recommend the SunCal plan to the Planning Commission until you have the

Final and certified Environmental Impact Report. Moving this project forward at this time
based on the documents submitted for this meeting, DOES NOT RESPECT THE COMMUNITY;
the community has made it clear this is a VERY controversial project. Moving forward using
incomplete and missing documents is also not fair to you, as you won’t be able to fairly
judge all the impacts of the project.
In addition, while City Staff introduction to this proposal claims all issues raised by the Design Review
Board and public have been addressed, THAT IS NOT TRUE. The following major issues have NOT
been addressed in the documents submitted to you and the public for tonight’s meeting:
-still no map clearly defining the 70% open space
-while parcels are referred to, there is still no map provided, not even a preliminary map. The City
needs to include final maps in the document and submit them to both the DRB and the public.
Otherwise the City is asking for a blank check to denude the entire site
-still no utility map
-the grading map was NOT re-incorporated; lack of this document is critical, as the general
statement in the document that “grading will conform to the original topography” is a NOT an
enforceable standard; it is a meaningless standard, like saying a certain bag of food is made from
“natural” products
-the “Vesting Tentative Maps” (VTMs) give rights to developers, but the proposal documents
submitted DO NOT INCLUDE THE ACTUAL VTMs per review of the Table of Contents and an
electronic search of the document. In addition the general text refers to them as only required to
meet standards “IF FEASIBLE” – this language is clearly not something that can be used in making a
decision. Until actual VTMs that WILL BE ENFORCED are included in the document, and listed in the
Table of Contents, the proposal documentation is incomplete.
- there is no requirement to preserve original drainage patterns; the generalized statement to
preserve “naturalized” drainage is another meaningless standard; it is not ENFORCEABLE.
-there is still no statement that the Ohlone shell mounds will be left undisturbed
Regards,
Carolyn Graves
City of Richmond resident for 30+ years
NOTICE TO RECIPIENT: If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, you are prohibited from sharing, copying, or
otherwise using or disclosing its contents. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
reply e-mail and permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments without reading, forwarding or saving them. Thank
you.
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Chair Livingston and Members of DRB,
EBRPD’s attached July 21 letter to Lina Velasco is correct in stating:
“Specifically, the current development glaringly lacks a true regional shoreline
park that would serve the future residents of the East Bay. The shoreline open
space is currently limited to the Bay Trail, with significant development
proposed on areas of the shoreline that are critical to the establishment of a
regional shoreline park. The current proposal appears to emphasize use of the
shoreline area by future residents and fails to meet the needs of the broader
community.”
This is what TRAC has been saying since SunCal’s plans were made public in April
with regard to The Point residential development on Pt. Molate headlands, which are
designated for Parks & Recreation uses in the General Plan 2030. Suncal's ploy is to
offset this loss of Shoreline Park in the Reuse Plan and General Plan by counting 11
acres of neighborhood and pocket parks within residential areas as part of the 70%
Open Space.
TRAC’s attached April 18 email to you explained:
“Area E on the Point Molate headlands should be designed as a shoreline park,
rather than the proposed 270 residential units termed “The Point”.
The City’s General Plan 2030 designates the entire headland for Parks and
Recreation stating:
“In the former Point Molate Navy Fuel Depot area, improvements to public
areas should be guided by the 1997 Point Molate Reuse Plan.“
“Open Space and Parks and Recreation to reflect the conceptual land
uses in the adopted 1997 Point Molate Reuse Plan.”
The attached Conceptual Open Space Plan Figure 15 from the Point Molate
Reuse Plan recommends a Shoreline Park on the headland designed to
include the Bay Trail, a public promenade linkage with the Winehaven Historic
District and public parking, all providing access to a public plaza, playing fields,
play structure, interpretive facility and waterfront commercial area.
Planning Area E also is designated for Shoreline Park in BCDC’s Bay Plan and
the San Pablo Peninsula Open Space Feasibility Study prepared by the City of

Richmond, California Coastal Conservancy, Chevron, EBRPD, Muir Heritage
Land Trust and TRAC.”
The Point residential development makes it impossible for the DRB to make “Finding
F The proposed development in demonstratively superior to the
development that could occur under the standards applicable to the
underlying base district ……" (page 9 of Staff Report) ”
Therefore, please adopt a condition of approval stating: All references to The
Point residential development in Planning Area E shall be deleted from the Planned
Area Plan and Design Guidelines, and the area shown as PMMUD on PM-PAD
Zoning Map Attachment 2 shall be designated as PMPR.
Bruce
-------------------------------------Bruce Beyaert, TRAC Chair
tracbaytrail@earthlink.net
tel. 510-235-2835
http://www.pointrichmond.com/baytrail/
http://www.ci.richmond.ca.us/109/TRAC
Photos: https://sfbaytrailinrichmond.shutterfly.com/pictures/5 .

July 21, 2020
Lina Velasco
Community Development Director
City of Richmond
450 Civic Center Plaza
Richmond, CA 94804
RE:

Public Comments – Agenda Item #5: East Bay Regional Park District
Comments on Point Molate – Design Review Board July 22, 2020

Ms. Velasco,
The Park District has worked for decades to create a new shoreline park at the former Point Molate Naval Fuel
Depot. In addition to securing bond measure funding for a regional shoreline park, the Park District has invested
significant funds to extend the San Francisco Bay Trail to Point Molate, which will connect the shoreline to the
larger community. The Park District remains committed to partnering with the City on park and open space at
Point Molate. However, we want to make clear that for the Park District to be able to take on operation and
management of open space or invest voter-approved funds paid by taxpayers throughout the East Bay, the
project must provide a true regional park at the shoreline.
The Park District respects the City’s local authority regarding approval of development at Point Molate. We
recognize that the Design Review Board’s review of the proposed project relates to design issues, and that the
proposed land uses will be further reviewed by the Planning Commission and City Council. We are also aware
that the City is facing an extremely aggressive timeline under the terms of its settlement agreement with
Upstream. However, we are also aware that the settlement agreement requires 70% open space, and that the
City and the community remain interested in the Park District partnering to own and/or manage a significant
portion of this open space for public access and natural resource management. As an expected partner in this
project, there are some aspects of the development that are of critical importance to the Park District.
Specifically, the current development glaringly lacks a true regional shoreline park that would serve the future
residents of the East Bay. The shoreline open space is currently limited to the Bay Trail, with significant
development proposed on areas of the shoreline that are critical to the establishment of a regional shoreline
park. The current proposal appears to emphasize use of the shoreline area by future residents and fails to meet
the needs of the broader community. Additionally, the footprint of the current proposal presents significant
operational challenges. The proposal includes hillside development with fragmented open space between
development clusters. This proposal for separated fingers of open space reduces habitat and recreational values,
creates individual, separated open space areas that are more difficult to manage, and increases wildfire risk by
creating more wildland urban interface, making vegetation management more difficult, and making access for fire
response difficult on steep hillsides.

L. Velasco
July 21, 2020
Page 2
In addition, while the Park District appreciates that there may be trail opportunities on the hillsides and ridgeline
that could enhance a regional park, the Park District’s main interest remains a regional park at the shoreline.
The current plan includes a dense residential development of as much as 1200 units adjacent to the shoreline,
which may see a population of more than 3,000 residents. As currently proposed this density would overwhelm
the proposed shoreline park corridor, making it in fact a city park primarily serving those resident adjacent to
the park. As a comparison point, Miller Knox Regional Shoreline -- even before the surge in use due to COVID19 -- is routinely closed because all parking lots and street parking and picnic areas are full, drawing visitors from
throughout the Richmond community and greater East Bay.
There is a remarkable opportunity at Point Molate to create a world class urban shoreline park that would serve
the proposed neighborhood and all of City’s residents, while also serving as a destination site for the entire Bay
Area. The provision of a new regional shoreline park at this site will be a cherished amenity and provide
substantial value to the proposed development. The City of Richmond should ensure that the development at
Point Molate provide considerable public benefits and public access that can truly serve the entire community
of Richmond.
The Park District looks forward to continuing to work with the City of Richmond as the project is considered
by the Planning Commission and City Council to identify a viable development on the former Point Molate Naval
Fuel Depot that provides an accessible regional shoreline amenity. Please feel free to contact me at (510) 5442623 or bholt@ebparks.org should you have any questions.
Respectfully,

Brian Holt
Brian W. Holt
Chief of Planning, Trails, and GIS

cc:

Ellen Corbett, EBRPD Board of Directors President Ward 4
Dee Rosario, EBRPD Board of Directors Vice President Ward 2
Colin Coffey, EBRPD Board of Directors Treasurer Ward 7
Beverly Lane, EBRPD Board of Directors Secretary Ward 6
Elizabeth Echols, EBRPD Board of Directors Ward 1
Dennis Waespi, EBRPD Board of Directors Ward 3
Ayn Wieskamp, EBRPD Board of Directors President Ward 5
Robert Doyle, General Manager
Kristina Kelchner, Assistant General Manager
Lisa Goorjian, Chief of Design and Construction
Tom Butt, Mayor, City of Richmond
Laura Snideman, City Manager, City of Richmond
Jonathan Livingston, Design Review Board Chair, City of Richmond Planning Division

Begin forwarded message:
From: TRAC <tracbaytrail@earthlink.net>
Subject: DRB 4/22 Study Session on Point Molate Mixed-Use Development
Project
Date: April 18, 2020 at 3:17:34 PM PDT
To: Jonathan Livingston <jlivingston7096@gmail.com>, Karlyn Neel
<karlynneel@gmail.com>, Macy Leung <macy.m.leung@gmail.com>, Kim Butt
<thekimbutt@gmail.com>, Jessica Fine <jessicasharonfine@gmail.com>, Brian Carter
<brianpscarter@gmail.com>, Michael Hanna <michaelhannah@gmail.com>
Cc: Lina Velasco <lina_velasco@ci.richmond.ca.us>, Roberta Feliciano
<roberta_feliciano@ci.richmond.ca.us>, Rachel Sommovilla
<rachel_sommovilla@ci.richmond.ca.us>, Bruce Brubaker
<bbrubaker@placeworks.com>
Chair Livingston and Members of DRB,
As described in TRAC’s attached letter commenting on the Draft SEIR for the Point
Molate Mixed-Use Development Project, there are two important design issues for the
Point Molate Mixed-Use Development Project :
San Francisco Bay Trail Design:
The San Francisco Bay Trail should be extended to Stenmark Drive at the Richmond
San Rafael Bridge. This would provide Bay Trail pedestrian and bicyclist access to the
project site from the East Bay via Point Richmond and the North Bay via the RSR
Bridge Trail as illustrated by the attached Bay Trail map. Referring to the attached Bay
Trail site plan, this 2.5-mile City of Richmond & East Bay Regional Park District
(EBRPD) trail project is almost shovel-ready as described in the attached TRAC letter.
Design of Shoreline Park on Point Molate Headlands:
Area E on the Point Molate headlands should be designed as a shoreline park, rather
than the proposed 270 residential units termed “The Point”. Residential housing with
new motor vehicle roads on this headland near the Bay Trail would be a radical change
from the Reuse Plan, which follows the Marina Bay precedent of keeping roads away
from a shoreline accessed by the Bay Trail distant from traffic.
The City’s General Plan 2030 designates the entire headland for Parks and Recreation
stating:
•
“In the former Point Molate Navy Fuel Depot area, improvements to public areas
should be guided by the 1997 Point Molate Reuse Plan.“
•
“Open Space and Parks and Recreation to reflect the conceptual land uses in the
adopted 1997 Point Molate Reuse Plan.”
The attached Conceptual Open Space Plan Figure 15 from the Point Molate Reuse
Plan recommends a Shoreline Park on the headland designed to include the Bay Trail,
a public promenade linkage with the Winehaven Historic District and public parking, all

providing access to a public plaza, playing fields, play structure, interpretive facility and
waterfront commercial area.
Planning Area E also is designated for Shoreline Park in BCDC’s Bay Plan and the San
Pablo Peninsula Open Space Feasibility Study prepared by the City of Richmond,
California Coastal Conservancy, Chevron, EBRPD, Muir Heritage Land Trust and
TRAC.
Thank you for considering TRAC’s recommendations.
Bruce
-------------------------------------Bruce Beyaert, TRAC Chair
tracbaytrail@earthlink.net
tel. 510-235-2835
http://www.pointrichmond.com/baytrail/
http://www.ci.richmond.ca.us/109/TRAC
Photos: https://sfbaytrailinrichmond.shutterfly.com/pictures/5 .
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Chair Livingston and DRB Members,
Please refer to TRAC’s attached May 21 letter to SunCal Sr. VP David Soyka as you
prepare for your June 10 study session on the Point Molate Mixed-Use Project.
We’ve had no response from SunCal to our request that the Design Guidelines be
revised to:
1. Extend the Point Molate Trail to the Bay Trail spine at Stenmark Drive near
the Richmond/San Rafael Bridge in order to provide pedestrian and bicyclist
access to Point Molate from the East Bay via Point Richmond and the North
Bay via the RSR Bridge Trail.
2. Design the Point Molate headlands as a shoreline park in accord with the
City’s General Plan and Point Molate Reuse Plan …. not the proposed 270
residential units termed “The Point”.
3. Eliminate the proposed Loop Road adjacent to the Bay Trail along the
shoreline.
We are encouraged that the shoreline portion of the Loop Road may be eliminated
based upon Hart Howerton’s June 5 Response to Comments concerning the DRB’s
April 22 study session comment "No Southern Loop Road, just EVA"
"1. It was unanimous with the Board that the southern access road that
follows the proposed Bay Trail be EVA/ Bike Ped only. Please adjust your
circulation drawings to reflect this.”
TRAC hopes that the DRB will support items 1 and 2 above to extend the Bay Trail
to the spine at the RSR Bridge and eliminate “The Point” with its 270 residential
units on headlands designated for Parks and Recreation in the General Plan.
You might wonder how SunCal manages to satisfy the 70% open space requirement
while inserting 270 residential units on land designated for Parks & Recreation in the
General Plan and Shoreline Park in the Reuse Plan. They do this in part by the ploy
of counting 8.4 acres of neighborhood and pocket parks within developed areas as
public open space. (The 8.4 acres is from Vesting Tentative Map Dwg. C3.0 lot
parcels and is more than the 6 acres stated on page 2-14 of the Design Guidelines.)
This is at odds with the Reuse Plan, which states “The framework for the Plan is the
open space, which connects all the development areas” (emphasis added), rather
than tot lots and such within development areas. Please voice opposition to this shell
game.
SunCal’s disrespect for the value of shoreline parks extends to the City’s current
Point Molate Beach Park, which they will purchase and control under terms of the

Land Disposition Agreement. Portions of this park, including public parking, would be
wiped out by installation of potable water, stormwater and sewage handling
facilities, i.e.:
1. An expanse of stormwater treatment ponds/bio-retention facilities shown on
Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) Dwgs. C 6.2, 6.3 & 7.0,
2. EBMUD water booster pump facility Parcel F of 0.5 acres on VTM Dwgs.
C3.0 and measuring 150’ x 67’ on Dwg. C6.0,
3. Sanitary sewer lift station of 25’ x 60’ on VTM Dwg. C6.1,
4. Storm drain catch basins and manholes on VTM Dwg. C6.2 and
5. Storm drain structures on VTM Dwg. C6.3
Both the Beach Park’s paved 25-space and its overflow parking areas will be sorely
needed as Point Molate is developed, including shoreline park and open space lands.
Unfortunately, the proposed Development Guidelines emphasize a trail network,
parks and open space for use by those residing at Point Molate. There is no
significant new parking for shoreline parks or trailhead staging areas and are no
public restrooms to serve visitors to Point Molate. All but one of the ten hillside open
space trailheads are located in residential areas as shown by the attached Path and
Trail Network map. Residents would be very unhappy to have their streets clogged
with cars of park visitors and creating conflicts as for the Mission Peak trailhead in
Fremont. In short, the project is not designed to provide parks, open space and trails
for the public.
Parking is removed at the existing beach park, and residential development is
proposed on the headland where the Reuse Plan recommends parking for shoreline
park lands. As a guide to parking needs, 307-acre Miller/Knox Regional Shoreline,
which has 1.05 miles of shoreline compared to Point Molate’s 1.5 miles, has 238
developed parking spaces plus room for an additional 475 cars along 0.9 miles of
Dornan Drive, as well as a large, unpaved public parking area around the Ramblers’
clubhouse.
In summary, please ask SunCal to:
1. Extend the Bay Trail to the spine at the RSR Bridge,
2. Eliminate “The Point” with its 270 residential units on the headland,
3. Refrain from counting neighborhood and pocket parks within residential
areas as public open space,
4. Move all potable water, stormwater and sewage facilities from the Beach
Park to the residential area being served,
5. Provide ample public toilets and parking for access to parks, open space &
trails and
6. Provide trailhead staging areas from locations outside of residential
neighborhoods.
Thanks very much for considering TRAC’s recommendations.
Bruce
-------------------------------------Bruce Beyaert, TRAC Chair
tracbaytrail@earthlink.net
tel. 510-235-2835
http://www.pointrichmond.com/baytrail/

http://www.ci.richmond.ca.us/109/TRAC
Photos: https://sfbaytrailinrichmond.shutterfly.com/pictures/5 .

73 Belvedere Avenue
Richmond, CA 94801
Phone/Fax 510-235-2835
tracbaytrail@earthlink.net

TRAC

Trails for Richmond Action Committee

May 21, 2020
Via Email:
Mr. David Soyka, Senior Vice President, Public Affairs
SunCal
Irvine, CA
Dear David,
I hope that you’re doing well during these challenging times. We haven’t communicated
since the COVID-19 restrictions were put in place, so I thought that a letter might be
useful at this time to explain TRAC’s concerns about Suncal’s current proposal for the
Point Molate Mixed-Use Project. These concerns are largely congruent with those expressed by the City of Richmond’s DRB during their April 22 study session.
In short, we request that Suncal revise the proposed Design Guidelines to:
1. Extend the Point Molate Trail to the Bay Trail spine at Stenmark Drive near
the Richmond/San Rafael Bridge to provide pedestrian and bicyclist access to
Point Molate from the East Bay via Point Richmond and the North Bay via the
RSR Bridge Trail.
2. Design the Point Molate headlands as a shoreline park in accord with the
City’s General Plan and Point Molate Reuse Plan …. not the proposed 270
residential units termed “The Point”.
3. Eliminate the proposed Loop Road adjacent to the Bay Trail along the
shoreline.
Extension of Point Molate Trail to Spine Bay Trail:
The Point Molate Trail should be extended to the Bay Trail spine at Stenmark Drive near
the Richmond/San Rafael Bridge to provide pedestrian and bicyclist access to Point Molate from the East Bay via Point Richmond and the North Bay via the RSR Bridge Trail.
Making this Bay Trail connection would increase visitation to Point Molate while also reducing motor vehicle traffic and alleviating the “significant and unavoidable” traffic impacts cited in the Draft SEIR for the project. East Bay Regional Park District has a 1.1mile trail easement over Chevron’s shoreline land between Point Molate Beach Park
and the bridge. Moreover, they have completed a 65% construction design, adopted a
Mitigated Negative Declaration under CEQA, applied for major permits and obtained
some funding for building the trail. TRAC asks that Suncal provide the balance of funds

needed for construction within 30 days following City approval of the Planned Area Plan.
This would enable early completion of the Bay Trail to Point Molate Beach Park and
showcase Point Molate by linking with the Bay Trail continuing to the Winehaven Historic District and beyond.
Design Headlands for Shoreline Park:
The Point Molate headlands should be designed as a shoreline park, rather than the
proposed 270 residential units termed “The Point”. The City’s General Plan 2030 designates the entire headland for Parks and Recreation stating:
“In the former Point Molate Navy Fuel Depot area, improvements to public areas
•
should be guided by the 1997 Point Molate Reuse Plan.“
“Open Space and Parks and Recreation to reflect the conceptual land uses in the
•
adopted 1997 Point Molate Reuse Plan.”
The Reuse Plan recommends a Shoreline Park on the headland designed to include the
Bay Trail, a public promenade linkage with the Winehaven Historic District and public
parking, all providing access to a public plaza, playing fields, play structure, interpretive
facility and waterfront commercial area. This shoreline park is central to public enjoyment of the Bay Trail. These Point Molate headlands also are designated for Shoreline
Park in BCDC’s Bay Plan and the San Pablo Peninsula Open Space Feasibility Study
prepared by the City of Richmond, California Coastal Conservancy, Chevron, EBRPD,
Muir Heritage Land Trust and TRAC.
Please recognize that converting some nine acres of headland from Parks & Recreation
to residential housing would make it very difficult, if not impossible, to achieve the 191.7
acres of Parks and Open Space specified by the City’s Settlement Agreement with the
Guidiville Band and Upstream Point Molate LLC. This Open Space is to be outside of
development areas, e.g. the Reuse Plan states: “The framework for the Plan is the open
space, which connects all the development areas”. It does not include the many public
areas on the edges or between structures within the three development areas and the
Core Historic District. However, the DSEIR states on Page 3.21:
“Interspersed within the residential development areas, neighborhood parks
would be constructed as part of the Modified Project. These neighborhood parks
would be part of the total open space acreage on the Project Site and include
recreational amenities, such as picnic tables and playgrounds.”
Tot lots and picnic tables tucked away in residential housing areas can not substitute for
such facilities in a shoreline park with dramatic Bay vistas and would not serve to “connect development areas”. Moreover, families are not going to drive around on residential
streets searching for tot lots or picnic tables with public parking. They would, however,
be delighted with picnic areas and children’s play equipment on the headland of Point
Molate as specifically recommended in the Reuse Plan.
Eliminate Loop Road Adjacent to Bay Trail:
The Circulation diagram of the Preliminary Design Guidelines shows a portion of the
proposed Loop Road adjacent to the Bay Trail along the shoreline. The Bay Trail experience at Point Molate would be substantially degraded by being next to a roadway, esPage 2

pecially one which is likely to be very popular and heavily trafficked as the only place at
Point Molate where it would be possible to drive along the shoreline. The beauty of the
Bay Trail experience between Point Isabel and the ferry terminal on Richmond’s southern shoreline is that there is no adjacent road with motor vehicle traffic. A motor vehicle
road next to the Bay Trail would be a radical departure from the Reuse Plan, which follows the southern shoreline precedent of keeping roads away from a shoreline accessed by the Bay Trail distant from traffic. The City’s General Plan states "improvements to public areas should be guided by the 1997 Point Molate Reuse Plan”. Making
space for a shoreline road also leaves inadequate space for the Bay Trail width recommended by the Bay Trail Design Guidelines and Toolkit.
Making these design changes will ensure that the shoreline of Point Molate will be an
attractive asset for Point Molate residents & visitors and fully accessible for active
transportation and recreation.
Sincerely,

Bruce Beyaert, TRAC Chair
cc:

Page 3

Nicole Emmons - Hart Howerton
Marc Magstadt - SunCal
Lina Velasco - City of Richmond

5.0

LANDSCAPE GUIDELINES

Sidewalk (5’ min.)
Promenade
Bioswale
Pedestrian Paths and
Paseos
Bicycle Path
Hiking Trail
Bay Trail
Stairs
Trailhead/Park
Structure
Interpretive Signage
Opportunity
Winehaven Historic
District

Where Winehaven Historic District
boundary obscures potential trail,
boundary not shown for legibility.
Path and Trail Network

POINT MOLATE DESIGN GUIDELINES 5-15

PR EL IM INA RY - 5/ 4/ 2020

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bruce Beyaert
Jonathan Livingston; Karlyn Neel; Macy Leung; Kim Butt; Jessica Fine; Brian Carter; Michael Hanna
Lina Velasco; Rachel Sommovilla; Roberta Feliciano; James Atencio; Bruce Brubaker; Alan Wolken
Point Molate Parks & Open Space Requirements
PtMolateOpenSpaceAcreage.pdf
ATT00001.htm
PMReusePlanLUAreasFig6.pdf
ATT00002.htm

Chair Livingston and DRB Members,
I was very impressed by your professionalism and diligence in digging into the many
moving parts of SunCal's proposed Point Molate Mixed-Use Project during the fourhour study session last night. Vice Chair Hanna showed great insight in describing
the open space as “shoved to back in small areas” with “development trying to fill
the coastline” and stating his “primary concern” that development “should pull back
from the coastline”.
This email follows up on questions asked by both the Board and public speakers
about the basis for the 70% open space requirement of the Settlement Agreement
between the City, the Guideville Band and Upstream Point Molate, LLC. This 70% is
based upon the Point Molate Reuse Plan adopted by the City Council in 1997. I was
a member of the City’s 45-member Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee that developed
the Reuse Plan and chaired its Environmental Subcommittee. This was long before
my hair turned grey and when member John Gioia was a young Director of EBMUD.
The attached Table 2 from the Reuse Plan shows that it is based upon providing 191
acres of Open Space comprising 156 acres of Hillside Open Space and 35 acres of
Shoreline Park and Open Space. This 191-acre total represents about 70% of the
property’s 275 acres of dry land.
The attached Figure 6 shows that the Hillside Open Space and Shoreline Park lands
are outside of the three designated Development Areas and the Core Historic
District. The Reuse Plan states “The framework for the Plan is the open space, which
connects all the development areas”. Hence, Suncal’s ploy of counting pocket parks,
tot lots, neighborhood parks, etc. within development areas as public Open Space is
clearly an overreaching attempt to mask their attempt to profit from development of
land designated for Shoreline Park and other public Open Space uses. In effect, they
are proposing to trade off public Shoreline Parks for tot lots in private residential
areas.
Parcelization Dwg. C3.0 of the proposed Vesting Tentative Map shows that Suncal is
attempting to designate 11 acres of land within Development Areas as public Open
Space as follows:
Development Parcels 1 - 13: 10.40 acres
Parcel M1 Stenmark Drive 0.58
Total 10.98
Note that there is only 30.8 acres of “waterfront park” on Dwg. C3.0 vs. 35.3 acres
of Shoreline Park in the Reuse Plan. Note also that:
* Parcel F would take away 0.5 acres of Point Molate Beach Park for an EBMUD
water booster pump installation.
* The entirety of Point Molate Beach Park should be included in shoreline park Parcel

J, rather than splitting off the inland half as Parcel E.
* Parcel D has the potential to remove 2.0 acres of open space for a wastewater
treatment facility at the entry to Point Molate.
I hope that this info will be helpful. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Bruce
-----------------------Bruce Beyaert
bbeyaert@earthlink.net
tel. 510-235-2835

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Toni Hanna
DRBcomments
Pam Stello
Pt. Molate comments - Re: SunCal review
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 11:59:04 AM

Dear Design Review Board:
I am a Richmond resident (since 2003) and homeowner. I also served on Mayor
McLaughlin's inaugural Citizen's Advisory Committee for Pt. Molate for several years.
I have studied the Pt. Molate question for years. I am also a real estate agent working
in Richmond waterfront communities and the rest of the East Bay, for the past 18
years.
I ask that the Design Review Board not recommend the SunCal plan to the
Planning Commission until you have the final and certified Environmental Impact
Report. It's not fair to the DRB or to the community-driven process to just try to ram
this through.
Pt. Molate is public land that should remain in public hands. As somebody who
works with developers and has a lot of experience with new construction, as well as
existing construction, I can state unequivocally that Pt. Molate is the wrong place to
put a new development. The price points required to sell these homes will be
prohibitive, and being cut off from the rest of the city via a narrow shoot (even if it's
widened) in a high fire area, next to the Chevron refinery, is not a marketable
proposition at all. Not to mince words, it's patently ridiculous.
Pt. Molate is an ideal place for our next public park, for nature study and for outdoor
nature classrooms for the children of Richmond. It is not an appropriate place for
housing, full-stop.
Please feel free to call me if you would like more detailed input from a Realtor's
common sense point of view, which is shared by all—and I mean 100%—of my real
estate colleagues. I have spoken at city council meetings and submitted my
comments before. The city ignores the advice of experts at its peril. They are about
to make an extremely expensive and ill-informed mistake if they proceed with trying
to develop housing at Pt. Molate.
Thank you,
Toni Hanna
616 Commodore Drive
Richmond, CA 94804
(510) 366-4415
www.tonihanna.com

July 21, 2020
To:

City of Richmond Design Review Board Chairperson Jonathan Livingston and
Board Members, Kimberly Butt, Brian Carter, Jessica Fine, Michael Hannah, Marcy
Leung and Karlyn Neel
Lina Velasco, Community Development Director
Roberta Feliciano, Senior Planner
From: Shirley Dean
Via: E-mail, shirley.dean@sbcglobal.net
Re:
Design Review Board Meeting, July 22, 2020, Item 5, Pt Molate Mixed-Use Proposal
(PLN20-057) 2100 Stenmark Drive
Dear Chairperson Livingston and Board Members Butt, Carter, Fine, Hannah, Leung and Neel,
Using both the directions and the language provided to you in the staff report for your
meeting on July 22 under the heading “Requested DRB Action Related to the Rezoning,” I wish
to comment on what you are being asked to do, i.e., “The DRB will recommend statements of
fact” to the Planning Commission on the Planned Area (PA) Plan in six listed factors (A-F), with
the advice that you consider three of those factors (A, E and F) on the basis that these are the
only topics that involve design. .
Factors A, E and F are as follows: that the Proposed Development (PD) must be:
• A. Consistent with the General Plan
• E. Generally complies with applicable design guidelines.
• F. Demonstratively superior to the development that could occur under the underlying
base district and will achieve superior community design. environmental preservation
and/or community benefit under nine specified, different categories.
You might want to begin the discussion by questioning why staff considers categories B
(whether the PD is physically suitable for this area) and C (adequate public transportation
facilities on the site), and D (whether the PD will have a substantial adverse effort on
surrounding land uses) are not design issues. These are all, particularly C regarding public
transportation, important design issues around such matters as the placement of transportation
hubs affects density and kinds of uses that should occur around them. Also, how much land
should be devoted to roadway with the expansion, grading, construction and parking as proposed
in the PD in the overall effort to make any proposed project contribute to the achievement of
climate action goals. These are, without a doubt, design issues. I have yet to see design review
of plans in other cities that did not include comments on such issues.
It is inescapable that what you are being asked to do on July 22 requires knowledge of the
many issues that are, by law, described in detail in the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report (DSEIR). As you know, these comments are then responded to by members of the
public, and finally answered by City Planners. This process has been started but has not been
completed. The City’s responses have been scheduled to be released two days after your
meeting so there is no question that you will not have the necessary information for you,
according to your standards as design professionals, to make the required comments on any of
the listed factors which have been presented by staff for your consideration.
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Even if you limited your consideration to factors A, E and F, how is it possible for the
DRB to consider the facts about the PD without this information? For example, category F asks
you to determine whether the PD achieves “demonstratively superior” “environmental
preservation” in nine different areas one of which is number 5, “the provision of open space”
when the 70% set aside for open space has been contested in the SDEIR. You are literally being
asked to say that the 70% open space provision in the PD is correct without any collaborating
information regarding that this is correct so how is that “demonstratively” the case? What
specifically is being counted in this 70% number – the steep hillsides, the land that has been
identified as being polluted with toxic materials which should not be built upon, the roads, the
land around the necessary infrastructure facilities and the like included? Further, The Trails for
Richmond Action Committee (TRAC) has commented on a very important design issue – how
placement and size in a project provides access to open space that serves the public. TRAC’s
comments need your review to ensure that any open space in the PD provides free and open
access to surrounding areas, particularly those nearby residential surrounding neighborhoods that
do not have access to the shoreline. All in all, to determine the question of whether 70% of the
PD is actually open space the DRB should make the request that the specific spaces that fall into
this 70% required be calculated and listed in a chart and map provided by the applicant. You do
not need to do this calculation but you do need to have it so that you will then be able to
determine whether design components such as placement, size and number in the PD provides
sufficient public accessibility.
Additionally, you are being asked to comment on item 1 under category F regarding the
appropriateness of the use(s) at the proposed location. The public has raised very serious
questions about building housing and commercial uses so close to a major refinery with a recent
history of air quality alerts that are a hazard to the health of people and that might require
evacuation. Widening Stenmark Drive and not building on Potrero Ridge does not resolve this
issue, Not too long ago, some 15,000 people in widespread areas around the Refinery
overwhelmed existing health resources in their efforts to seek relief. On April 22, 2020, the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District announced a settlement with the Richmond Chevron
Refinery of nearly $150,000 for air quality violations. A residential PD at Point Molate will not
be exempt from such life-disrupting events.
Additionally, there are equally serious questions about the environmental impacts of
1,452 residential units from their use of pesticides which support their usual residential
landscaping efforts along with the 624,573 square feet of commercial uses which use these same
practices which support larger landscaping efforts in addition to the bits of rubber, brake debris,
oil and other chemicals from the traffic, road and parking facilities all of which destroy the
existing habitat of threatened birds, plants, reptiles and animals that enter the air and Bay water.
Further, there are questions about how the grading needed by the PD to construct the uses they
are proposing, as well as how the continued existence in the PD will destroy an important large
stand of eelgrass that is vital to maintaining San Francisco Bay water quality. Where is the
information regarding these environmental impacts? Where is the information about grading?
Maybe some will argue that technically these are not “design issues” but the staff report clearly
states that Category F, 1 the “Appropriateness of the use(s) at the proposed location” is within
your responsibility to make a comment. This says that the DRB must consider whether a PD of
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this size, at this location is appropriate. I hold that you cannot make such a statement,
particularly at this time, but probably not at any time in the future.
You are also tasked with commenting upon the PDs compatibility with the General Plan
(GP). Again, I hold that providing such a comment is not possible especially with the lack of
information that the DSEIR would provide. The City has predetermined that building a
housing/commercial project and adapting uses in the Winehaven Historic District is an “infill”
project based on an old Base Reuse Plan.
In determining whether the PD project as currently presented is in compliance with the
GP, please note that General Plan Policy LU1.1 defines Infill Mixed-Use Development as an
urban area that is transit-oriented and pedestrian-friendly development along key commercial
corridors, at key intersections (community nodes and gateways).” (Emphasis added.) Even
though Pt. Molate is located within the urban area of the City of Richmond, Point Molate most
decidedly is simply not such a place. Most definitely, it is an area that has no existing public
transportation system. It has very limited access from a well-documented, highly congested
freeway (I-580) with its only entrance and exit being an existing two-lane paved road.
It is said that transportation facilities will be provided, but there is no guarantee and current
newspaper articles are alive with stories about pending cut backs in transportation services
throughout the Bay Area. Will just the proposed uses in the PD, or all residents in Richmond,
then have to provide such services and at what cost? How will these costs affect, and most
likely, change the PD, if at all? How can a statement of compliance with the existing GP even be
considered before such issues are determined?
Further, General Plan Policy LU5.2 states that “The City will support development on the
Peninsula as a regional recreation destination that is well connected to the rest of the City and
accessible to the greater community.” Please consider once more the issue of 70% open space.
There is also General Plan Policy LLU5.3 which states that “Types, intensities and ranges
of use and development should be compatible with existing uses and should minimize or
eliminate conflicts that adversely impact wetlands, marshlands, creeks, mudflats, public safety,
human or environmental health or generate nuisances.” The DSEIR itself concludes that The
Community Plan with its emphasis on true open space with playing fields and development
occurring within the Winehaven Hiistoric District is the superior environmental plan to
accomplish the stated goal of minimizing the adverse impacts to those areas listed in the policy.
Also, I point out that City of Richmond goals expressed in the Climate Change Element of the
General Plan includes Policy EC-2.6 to “Work toward creation of an urban landscape that will
reduce reliance on private automobiles through land use planning.” There is no disagreement
with the DSEIR statement that “The transportation sector remains the largest source of GHG in
the State.”
All of this supports the conclusion that the PD is not in compliance with the existing GP.
Indeed, its purpose appears to be creation of current space into developed urban space which
would afterward, by one way or the other, comply. Isn’t this the very definition of SPRAWL
which the State of California, other cities, organizations and the public is against?
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There is more to be said, but this letter is already too long so I will end with the following
thought. Each of you have the credentials to make design decisions based upon the standards of
your profession. You do not have the information on hand to make the required decisions as
indicated by your staff. I suggest that you delay your decisions and take these matters up at a
future date. Deadline dates regarding this project have been delayed in the past so there is no
reason that they cannot be delayed further. They should be delayed again since what you
decide about Point Molate on July 22 will push forward a project that will result in the
irretrievable loss of one of Richmond’s most beautiful assets. This is a result that each of you
must consider as to whether you wish your name to be attached to such a result.
Thank you for your consideration of these views.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Sandra Gracia
DRBcomments
Pam Stello
Agenda Item 5-PLN20-057 Point Molate Mixed-Use Development
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:45:21 AM

Jonathan Livingston, Chair,
Kimberly Butt, Brian Carter, Jessica Fine, Michael Hannah, Macy Leung, and Karlyn
Neel, Members
City of Richmond Design Review Board
Dear Sirs/Madams:
Concerning your review of the Pt. Molate matter scheduled for tonight, it appears that the City of
Richmond (hereby referred to as City) is asking you to put the cart before the horse by asking you to
weigh in on this matter before you have had a chance to make a thorough review of the pertinent
documentation. Therefore, I ask that you take no action at this time but instead continue your hearing
until after you have reviewed the required environmental documentation, including but not limited to,
the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) and the Response to Comments which will not
be made available until July 24, 2020, and the Final SEIR (FSEIR) which has not even been made
public.
I also encourage you to familiarize yourselves with the Save Point Molate “Community Plan” which the
Draft SEIR concluded was a more “Environmentally Superior” plan than the SunCal Proposed
Alternative Plan.
Some of the differences in the Plans are:
70% Open Space vs. 60% open space at best if you count, as the Proposed Alternative Plan does,
space between buildings, water tanks, space for utilities and sewage infrastructure, the roadway, and
sites too toxic and/or steep to build or use for recreation;
Plenty of Public Access vs. Hardly any Public Access. The Community Plan allows for soccer fields,
picnic areas, a cultural center, dining and more.
Active Recreation Space vs. None in SunCal plan. The Community Plan recognizes that Richmond
does not have a soccer field and has plenty of children who have to be driven to soccer fields in other
Cities to participate in team games including practices. Currently, the City and youth pay these other
Cities to use their fields. Why don't we pay ourselves and provide our own soccer field.
Richmond youth need our support. They need to have open space to recreate, play and exercise. This
is our responsibility as adults to teach and provide for our children some of which will be our leaders
someday soon. We don't want to fail them. If we don't speak out and fight for them who will?
Cultural Heritage will be preserved in the Community Plan wherein the SunCal Plan the Ohlone
Shellmouds and the Chinese Shrimp Camp artifacts will be destroyed. This is Ohlone ground that the
City is attempting to sell off. I don't know how this is legal but attorneys are looking into this and will
also be arguing in favor of the Community Plan which preserves this rich cultural history.
Rare Biodiversity will be preserved in the Community Plan wherein SunCal's Plan will destroy the vital
eel-grass beds that act as a nursery and are used for transplanting in other areas where the eel-grass
has already been destroyed by development. If this eel-grass goes so does the transplanting
throughout the bay area. Wild life is already so challenged by this loss of habitat that to destroy this
last vestige of essential safe harbor would be tantamount to a crime against nature in the Bay Area.
Fish use these eel-grass beds to lay their eggs and raise their young. Without them the fish in our Bay

will in a short time also disappear, as will shell fish, birds, insects, reptiles and other mammals. Please
do not let our Bay wildlife suffer for the mistakes of man.
Safety of Human Life will be sacrificed in the SunCal plan which is proposing high-end residential
development which will further lead to Bay contamination not to mention the residential human lives
that will be put in danger or lost because the single narrow road in and out of Point Molate is
insufficient to handle the increase traffic produced by building the residential units SunCal plan
proposes. Ambulances, Police and Fire personnel will be tied up in HWY 580 traffic for possibly hours
if their need is during commute hours; and employees will be late for work or required to increase their
time spent in commute. Does it not make more sense to build these units in a more feasible area like
our downtown Richmond where infrastructure is already present including an emergency hospital
(Kaiser Permanente)?
The Financial Impact on the City of Richmond and its tax payers will be untenable. Locating the
proposed residential units right under the Chevron Refinery oil tanks is a disaster waiting to happen fires, earthquakes, terrorism - God forbid are all possible and even inevitable as Chevron has fires all
the time. That coupled with the poor road egress and ingress and the lack of proper provisions for
infrastructure and essential emergency personnel will make those properties un-sellable and/or open
the City up for further lawsuits. The taxpayers will be the ones incumbered with the cost of furnishing
all or part of the infrastructure and more costly litigation will be ensue. What the City and SunCal
propose in unfair to not only the unsuspecting home buyer but the residents and taxpayers. All
because of the failings of our City Administrators. It seems that they are trying to fix one error by
making another error, then another error, and so on and so on. The end result is that they are only
compounding their errors and we the residents and taxpayers are left holding the buck, or better said
“PAYING THE BUCK.” We are forced to pay for their mistakes and what really appears to be blatant
disregard of the rules, the laws, and the public trust.
For all these reasons and more, I humbly implore you to take the right path and postpone any
decisions or action in this matter with the exception of continuing it to a future date after you have had
a chance to thoroughly review all the aforementioned documents and any other documents that would
enable you to make a responsible and informed decision on how to proceed with this matter.
Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation.
Respectfully Submitted,
Sandra Gracia
Richmond Resident and Property Owner
486 Key Blvd. Richmond, Ca 94805
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Sally Tobin
thekimbutt@gmail.com; brianpscarter@gmail.com; jessicasharonfine@gmail.com; michaelhannah@gmail.com;
macy.m.leung@gmail.com; jonathan livingston; Karlyn Neel; DRBcomments
Lina Velasco
Public Comments - Agenda Item #5
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 11:09:11 AM

Sara L. Tobin
742 Lobos Avenue
Richmond, CA 94801

July 22, 2020
RE: Comments on Staff Report for Point Molate Mixed-Use Development, PLN20-057
Design Review Board
City of Richmond
450 Civic Center Plaza, 2nd Floor, Community Development
Richmond, CA 94804
Dear Design Review Board Members,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed development at Point
Molate. I am very supportive of appropriate restoration of the Historical District. I
look forward to the time when Richmond youth and the public will be able to enjoy
water sports, recreation, and parkland at Point Molate. I also look forward to welldesigned and affordable housing built near existing infrastructure and transit hubs.
However, these plans describing residential development outside the Winehaven
Historic District appear to be environmentally destructive and poorly designed.
Instead of enhancing recreational opportunities for the public, the plans reduce
public access compared with the “Community Plan,” which was found to be the
environmentally superior alternative in the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report (DSEIR).
Major issues:
The DSEIR
The DSEIR comments and responses have not yet been released. This release is
slated for Friday, July 24. Given that the DSEIR itself was 810 pages long, the
comments and responses are sure to be even longer. Everyone needs access to this
expression of community values and ideas before moving forward. The threatened
deadlines are political, not legal. I encourage you to insist on full information before
making decisions about this key community resource. It might even be a good idea
to wait for the final EIR.
The General Plan
The proposed General Plan amendments violate the letter and spirit of this excellent
document, produced by community consensus. In particular, the amendments gut
the environmental protections of the General Plan, permitting watersheds and plant
communities to be destroyed (or in the language of the proposed amendment,
“managed” instead of being “left undisturbed.” The proposed grading may well cause
release of contamination that can affect the eelgrass nurseries that are key to local
commercial fisheries. In addition, the General Plan has a wellness component. It
doesn’t make sense to fill hillsides with suburban residential units instead of
providing the youth of Richmond with recreational opportunities (like the soccer

fields in the Community Plan).
Vesting Tentative Maps (VTMs)
Many documents have been supplied for this DRB meeting. Most of them are for
illustrative purposes only. As I understand it, VTMs confer rights to developers. It is
a shocking lapse that no VTMs have been supplied to the DRB or to the public. For
example, the VTM about grading is a critical component for estimating potential
environmental destruction or for evaluating claims of 70% open space. If I
understand the situation, the VTMs are still under development. If that is the case, it
seems appropriate for the DRB to make decisions on the project when the VTMs are
ready.
Converting Public Resources into Private Property
At several points in the documentation, the potential of Point Molate is compared
with Sausalito, Tiburon, Cavallo Point, and the Presidio. Of these four locations,
Sausalito and Tiburon were built on private property belonging to large ranchos
(after displacement of Native Americans). Houses were built gradually over the
years, leading to the pleasing assortment of hillside homes. In contrast, Cavallo Point
(Fort Baker) and the Presidio were military installations that became public property
through base closure. No new residential housing has been constructed at either
location. The prevailing opinion was that these were public resources that should not
be privatized, and that residential housing would detract from the visitor experience.
Richmond should take note.
Appreciating the Coastal Terrace Prairie
Since there seems to be confusion about ecological communities, perhaps it would
be helpful to compare and contrast gardening/landscaping with an ecosystem. For
example, the coastal terrace prairie ecosystem evolved over about 100,000 years
and can be composed of a broad array of perhaps 100 plant species and up to 250
species of native wildflowers. Like an iceberg, the biodiversity below the soil surface
is arguably even greater than what can be seen above the soil surface. Seasonal
botanical surveys often underestimate the extent of coastal terrace prairie. Properly,
weeds need to be removed, and the expression of the seed bank can then be
estimated on a year-by-year basis. This ecosystem cannot be “replanted” with
nursery plants. Instead, remnants can be salvaged carefully and relocated onto
appropriate stratified soil next to existing patches, followed by a regimen of
conservative irrigation, fencing, monitoring, and documentation. According to
Stromberg (2014), the core is supportable by CEQA. In contrast, gardening and
landscaping involve planting of attractive plants in decorative locations.
Significant Issues
It is excellent that kayaks and other human-powered craft may be able to launch
and land at the Point. But how will the admirable goal of excluding motorized boats
and boats with keels from eelgrass areas be accomplished?
I note that sometimes the beaches are still characterized as “sand” in several
documents. I advise the author(s) to have an onshore observer with a rope for
safety, to put on rubber boots, and to walk toward the west at zero tide. With any
luck at all, they will be able to make it back onshore without losing the boots or a
need to be extracted from the muck and the mire. There are relatively few real sand
beaches in the East Bay. Keller Beach and Albany Beach are both excellent examples
of local sand beaches.
Page-by-page issues:
Page 2: Apparently 1452 units are currently being proposed. Does this mean that
earlier estimates of up to 2040 units are off the table, or is this a moving target?
Thanks for the new description clarifying that the building previously described as

the fire and police substation could be used for community purposes.
I am confused by the wording, “…the applicant is proposed to adopt Design
Guidelines to guide future development proposals for the project site…” How can the
applicant be proposed to adopt Design Guidelines? Is that not a job for the DRB?
Page 3-4
“As part of the rezoning to a PA district, a Planned Area Plan is prepared that will
guide future review of project components by the City, including the Planning
Commission, DRB, and Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) via tentative maps,
design review, and certificates of appropriateness.” But why would we want the
excellent boards that provide continuity for Richmond design and planning to be
removed from the process? These customized reviews could be interpreted as
permitting flexibility to the developer because then the lots will increase in value as
they are flipped to builders.
Page 5
4. …naturalized storm drain channel is proposed within the Promenade subdistrict,
but there are no details or plans or commitments.
6. “Grading standards that conform to the existing topography.” if they conformed,
no grading would be needed.
7. development regulations: “…common useable open space, private open space…”
These are likely to favor residents, rather than the public.
8. Reservation of land for public uses, like parks, fire station, schools??? Right now,
public open space is being severely constrained. According to every document, 70%
open space should be reserved now! Does this suggest that it might be reduced still
further in a Planned Area Plan?
The DRB is asked to provide its recommendation to the Planning Commission on
Major Design Review for the Planned Area Plan at this time. But only illustrations
have been provided.
Why do we need a PAP at all?
Page 6
I appreciate the DRB’s excellent list of questions. But no VTMs are provided.
Apparently these will be submitted directly to Planning. Without the VTMs, the DRB
and the public are unable to look at municipal parcels or water parcels or open
space parcels. The statement is made that changes are underway. If the VTMs are
not ready, maybe the entire process needs to wait until they are ready for public
release and review.
Page 7
Regarding tribal consultations, I understand the sensitive nature of negotiation with
sovereign nations, but shouldn’t tribal input (whenever it is available) be allowed to
inform the DRB and influence design?
The conclusion touts generalizations that are not supported by the plans. Natural site
drainages are to be destroyed. Grading is a process that changes topography by
definition. Open spaces that would be better used for the public are being privatized
and sold to benefit a developer.
Pages 8-9
The DRB is directed to provide several statements of fact in its recommendation to
the Planning Commission to approve the PA Plan rezoning. However, the suggested
statements of fact do not appear to be factual:
A. Not consistent with General Plan (unless ill-considered amendments are enacted);

B. DRB is being told that it is barred from providing a determination of whether the
subject site is suitable;
C. DRB is barred from evaluating transportation facilities and public services;
D. The claim is made that the project will not have a deleterious effect on
surrounding land uses. What about on the area zoned as parkland at Terminal 4?
What about effects of traffic on residents of Point San Pablo Yacht Harbor? The Staff
Report only discusses neighboring industrial uses.
E. Compliance with applicable design guidelines is important, but only illustrations
have been submitted.
F. Proposed development is required to be demonstrably superior to that which
could be built under existing standards, and to provide substantial environmental
preservation and/or public benefit. This last claim is demonstrably untrue. The
proposed residential development outside of the Winehaven district is inappropriate
at the location, aimed at wealthy buyers (increasing racial inequities), lacks
affordable units (hence the proposal to pay in lieu fees), open space will be
privatized and reduced, uses are incompatible with steep, ecologically sensitive
areas, and cookie-cutter units are proposed.
Though infrastructure will be improved, most of the proposed improvements are
environmentally destructive and could be limited in size and scope if new residential
units were confined to the Winehaven Historical District. Point Molate can provide a
substantial contribution to the environment of Richmond in the long term if it
remains the property of the public and is used for parkland, recreation, and
education.
Page 10
This page is characterized by a number of claims that, in my opinion, are difficult to
substantiate. For example, infrastructure improvements are noted, but appear to be
poorly planned. The claim is made that retail/restaurant uses could not be sustained
by visitors alone. But visitors to Point Cavallo (Fort Baker) sustain two
restaurant/bars and a formal restaurant without any housing, and Point Molate will
have housing in the Historic District. What about live/work? What about recreational
sports and lessons? What about educational programs? There is also a claim that
Stenmark Drive will be improved. Not that a good re-paving wouldn’t be an
improvement, but it will still be a two-lane as it intersects with 580 at the toll plaza.
But the most egregious claim is that the proposed project “protects the most
sensitive areas and open spaces.” Certainly not as presented, with hillsides covered
with a residential development, drainage altered, rare ecosystems destroyed,
eelgrass threatened, and the Beach Park decorated with a water booster pump, a
sewage pump, and storm water settlement ponds.
Page 11
And how would the project encourage brownfield redevelopment? Contaminated
areas are categorized as open space. Residential units are proposed over areas that
are still being monitored. Some areas have not yet been released. Exposure of
residents to contamination is not the kind of brownfield redevelopment that should
be encouraged.
Again, prescribed findings are set up for the DRB. Perhaps the worst of these is C,
which lists the finding that the project is consistent with any approved tentative map,
use permit, variance, or other planning or zoning approval. How can the DRB find
the project to be consistent with the vesting tentative maps that have not yet been
released?
Page 12

Eight subdistricts are described, with the claim that they reflect the site’s diversity.
“The proposed large-lot vesting tentative map establishes development boundaries
and grading limits and provides for installation of the necessary infrastructure to
support the Project.” WHERE IS THIS MAP? How can the claim that the project is
consistent with the proposed tentative map be evaluated without it? And then the
project is claimed to be consistent with design review criteria A-F. The only criterion
with an outside chance of being met is E (public safety). F. is that the landscaping
enhances architectural character, when a stronger case can be made that
architecture should enhance the natural environment instead.
Page 13
A Dark Sky commitment is incomplete. At the moment, the City is revamping its
lighting ordinances to provide more specificity. I note that several entire cities have
incorporated Dark Sky principles (examples, Flagstaff, Arizona and Southampton,
New York), so the weaselly phrase “…to the maximum extent feasible.” would seem
to reflect a lack of commitment, rather than a claim of actual feasibility.
Pages 14-16
These pages describe what the Vesting Tentative Maps will include. VTMs are not
included, though their contents are described. What VTM will show is…
This seems to be asking for approval in advance! These are critical design issues,
from parcelization to storm water management to grading to transportation to
utilities. For example, sizing of sewer pump and force station are to be determined
by applicant and are not yet available.
Public easements are described, but there is no map, and therefore no commitment
to locations. Water tanks might take 5 acres! And there is lots of language about “as
feasible.” What if not feasible?
The “applicant” is supposed to do the sewer plan under 580. But the applicant is
Winehaven LLC! Are they responsible for municipal utilities for the entire
development?
The watershed is to be designed by Community Development Director Velasco and
the City Engineer.
Culverting is said to be sized to permit wildlife crossing (is that within or above the
culvert)? what about under buildings placed across watersheds? As written, there is
little protection for natural riparian drainage or for the Beach Park. Use of the term
“naturalized” drainage channels is a license for wholesale grading and destruction of
the ephemeral drainages that the General Plan tried so hard to protect.
Page 28
The introduction to the Point Molate Design Guidelines states that Richmond’s vision
is based on the Base Re-Use Plan, the General Plan, and the Vision project that was
carried out in 2018. As explained in my DSEIR comments, this involves some
“picking and choosing” of selected text and does not convey the substance of these
documents. If this project was truly based on the General Plan, it would not require
removal of important environmental protections. And all of us who participated in
the Vision project saw that most did not want any housing at Point Molate at all.
Under “Landscape” there is a claim that “ecologically important resources” will be
conserved, but I have the opposite impression: that ecological resources are being
risked and destroyed to privatize a public resource and make a better profit for a
developer.
Page 30
Claims are made:

to protect and interpret the site’s cultural and environmental heritage (this remains
to be seen)
to preserve 70% as open space (apparently this includes streetscapes and utility
easements)
to mitigate environmental impacts (many cannot be mitigated once damage has
occurred)
and to protect native species by protecting and enhancing critical habitats (but then
why ignore them on grading maps and withhold vesting tentative maps)?
Page 32
There is a claim to build on what has already been approved in the PM_PAD and
PM zoning (see appendix C).
Page 33
Appendices D-K are listed, but do not seem to be included.
Page 35
Planning precedents are cited, with goals to enhance economic viability; to create
and attract job/business opportunities, to improve City’s regional presence and
attractiveness; and to expand open space and recreational opportunities! The
General Plan and 1997 Reuse Plan are touted, but are discarded when they would
limit the project. In particular, the open space and recreational opportunities will
become limited by filling most of Point Molate with upscale residential units. Please
see my DSEIR Comments.
Page 36
As proposed, the streets not sustainable due to overloading the 580 intersection.
The proposed recreational areas do not respect natural features. Critical habitat is
not protected. Creation of new habitat is an interesting concept and a worthy goal,
an it should be considered after native ecosystems and existing habitat have been
preserved and protected.
Page 37
Again, the Vision Plan is misrepresented. The design does not reflect the goals of the
majority who attended.
Page 39
See discussion above regarding Sausalito and Tiburon (derived from ranchos) vs.
Cavallo Point and Fort Mason (derived from public lands and used for the public
good).
Page 45
The Ohlone presence has been minimized, which contradicts anthropological
evidence. “likely used by native people from all around the northern Bay Area…” The
Miwok tribe did use the Tiburon peninsula, and many tribes fished the Bay, but even
the DSEIR presents Point Molate as being Ohlone.
Page 50-51
Twelve major watersheds are shown. It is stated that each watershed has a
separate discharge point to the Bay. Protection of eelgrass and flora and fauna are
discussed. But as the document continues, the watersheds are to be combined,
which will alter both the land and marine ecosystems.

Page 52
Cites the “…opportunity for a community embedded within the natural attributes of
the Point Molate site.” Though laudable, more detailed plans reveal a lack of
appreciation of those attributes.
Page 55
“Illustrative plans” are part of the “general vision and are not intended to reflect the
design, building placement, building materials, or precise uses to be developed in
Point Molate.”
“The articulation of the built environment subordinate to the natural features of the
site is key to the successful implementation of Point Molate…” But there seems to be
no commitment to this goal.
Page 58
“The Point provides an opportunity for Richmond residents to connect to the water
with a potential kayak and canoe launch and future ferry or water taxi service.” This
is an excellent feature, especially if the Point can provide a launching and landing
site for the Water Trail.
Page 59
Now only 4 riparian corridors shown above the Beach Park, and one is apparently
culverted as it goes under buildings.
Page 60
The taller buildings in front block views of buildings behind.
Page 63
At the Point: Why are buildings perched on top of the overlook? Where is the public
viewing area?
Page 67
This map does not show coastal terrace prairie, a rare ecosystem that is being
destroyed by coastal developments. Only “new and enhanced native plant
communities” are discussed.
Page 70
This map indicates that for the entire Point Molate site, only 4 areas of natural
drainage will remain!
“Conservation land” goes between buildings. Contaminated areas are shown as
“conservation land.”
The water tanks are shown as part of the built environment.
page 71-73
These pages show parks of different sizes, but usership of these neighborhood parks
is a critical issue. Are they designed to be private residential spaces? Are they
counted as open space? Are they public parks? If public, how can the diverse
residents of Richmond be made to feel safe and welcome?
Page 75
Existing Beach Park with Improvements (the improvements are not named).
“Extensive public access at key nodes along Stenmark Drive” is listed. Has a
commitment to dedicated parking spaces in the Beach Park been made? Will there
be public parking all along both sides of Stenmark Drive?

Page 79
Greenways are described. Are these artificial walkways considered part of open
space? “Park structures would be allowed within the greenway.” What structures are
these?
Page 84
Three of the hiking trails seem to come out of residential neighborhoods, instead of
from trailheads located on Stenmark Drive. This is not welcoming for the diverse
residents of Richmond.
Page 85
“A General Plan amendment is proposed…”
“The City of Richmond General Plan has been amended…”
I believe that the second excerpt is somewhat premature.
Page 88
Stenmark Drive: Improvements are a good idea, but they don’t fix the 580
interchange.
And how will the improvements keep the village atmosphere with big rigs going to
Terminal 4 and back?
Page 93
Stenmark Drive Street Section 7 (North Cove and Cottages)
“There is not room for street trees in this location; however, to the extent possible,
the existing tree cover on both sides of the street will be preserved.”
How will the tree cover be kept if there is no space for street trees? Please explain.
Page 97
105-foot building heights in the historic district! How many of these are new
structures versus original buildings?
Page 103
EBMUD Water
The hillside tank will require one acre; the booster pump near the Beach Park will
require half an acre. What is the noise level?
Page 104-5
Sewage
Lift stations and force mains and potentially, an onsite treatment plant. Two options:
A. Force main to Tewksbury. Lift station may still be required on Marine Street. 2100 hp pumps at Point Molate (near Beach Park) and an 8-inch force main for
Option A. Also third lift station offsite. Is the lift station on Marine still a possibility? I
thought that that option had been eliminated. How noisy will the pumps be?
B sewer treatment onsite 1 acre
Page 106
Describes 12 distinct watersheds, each with separate discharge to Bay. All culverted
currently. 11 outfalls claimed.
Page 107
Storm water from development areas would be routed through treatment ponds
prior to discharge into Bay. Every outfall would have a treatment pond? What if

outfalls are combined? Would the treatment ponds need to be redesigned and/or
relocated to correspond with changes in the volume of drainage?
The document cites discharges into San Pablo Bay, but discharges from the west
side of Point Molate go into San Francisco Bay. Stormwater from the east side goes
into San Pablo Bay.
Proposal is to combine outfalls on the basis of volume. This may reduce the number
of outfalls and possibly unbalance the flow of storm water into the Bay.
Page 110
What does “dedicated and shared” parking mean?
Page 141
Common Yard: a shared landscape area between the public right of way and a
setback facade. Unfenced. Are these counted as open space?
Page 144
Are trash collection areas counted as open space?
Page 149
Winehaven Historic District is cited as 47-acre historic district! What happened to 71,
which was going to be reduced to 27, and then we were told it would be 71 after
all?
Page 166
“restored bay edge” What restoration is needed? Will resilient shoreline techniques
be used? Will a BCDC permit be submitted?
Page 169
Again, an emphasis on Stenmark becoming a “village-scale” street. With semi trucks
to Terminal Four?
Page 174
Stenmark as a pedestrian-oriented street…
Page 186
Only one trail emerging from Stenmark. Two others are shown as residential. There
is substantial variation in trailheads throughout these documents.
Page 189
Lighting: no mention of dark sky standards.
Page 197
Goals of Landscape Guidelines: natural beauty of setting preserved and enhanced.
Respect for nature and natural systems: sensitive development balanced with care
for environment
complement natural setting & preserve existing character. Use native plants.
Laudable goals, but achieved only with great care.
Page 206
Appreciate designated parking at trailhead and Beach Park. The drainage course
looks open!
The water booster is shown. Where is the onsite sewage for Phase 1? What is the
location of the sewage lift station?

Page 208
Most plants shown are not natives. Only the oak forest is native. But gardening and
landscaping is completely different from preserving and enhancing ecosystems.
Page 212
This time, only 2 trailheads come from the roadway; five emerge from housing
areas. Trailheads are on the map legend but not on map itself.
Page 218
Much better; parking at four trailheads, and only one emerging from a
neighborhood.
Page 227
Lighting!!! “…shall consider dark sky initiative measures…” No commitment here.
Page 228
Dark Sky principles for only three zones? What part of Dark Sky is not understood?
Entire cities have implemented Dark Sky practices.
Page 229
Color temperature standards should be included.
Page 230
Nightmare lighting. Instead of showing good examples, the illustrations show
prohibited uplighting and “festival lighting” which does not appear to be shielded.
Page 238
This map shows the locations of ecosystems, with coastal terrace prairie locations.
Since coastal terrace prairie can be challenging to find, these are probably minimum
locations. Perhaps a specialist in this rare ecosystem needs to evaluate. Can all these
locations be avoided by proposed building construction?
Page 239
Habitat Protection
7000 new trees are proposed to increase habitat and diversity. If done carefully and
gradually, this can be a good start. But then there is a commitment “…to protect
critical habitats supported by the conclusions of the Point Molate SEIR.” To the best
of my knowledge, even the comments and responses on the DSEIR have not yet
been released, so this seems premature. Plus the 2020 SEIR is cited for identifying 8
terrestrial and five aquatic habitats. Such comments appear to ignore and minimize
the important public process of evaluating the DSEIR.
“Avoidance of development in the uplands above 200 feet elevation protects the
majority of coastal terrace prairie and coastal scrub on the site.” This means that up
to half can be destroyed. Quantitative measures are needed. “Also Riparian areas,
Seasonal Wetlands, and Ephemeral Drainages are protected in the uplands.” This
writes off a significant proportion of these natural features. Where development
impacts Coastal Terrace Prairie and Coastal Scrub, they will be replanted in
contiguous to existing native plants communities.” As discussed above, replanting
coastal terrace prairie plants is inadequate and ineffective.
Page 240

“…major existing east to west drainages are avoided and protected.” This protects…
Some parts of these drainages have disappeared due to previous development and
will be day-lighted and restored as feasible. Excellent goal, but no commitment.
“County and State standards which requires (sic) all storm water to be treated in
bio-retention basins before release to the Bay.” Again, how will this be coordinated
with merging and re-sizing outfalls?
Page 241
Green sea turtle: 3 sightings in last 10 years, and reproduces in South America
through Baja. Hazards: fishing techniques, drift nets, and long lines. Important to
preserve, but not really a San Francisco Bay resident. No strong connection with
eelgrass or Point Molate.
Why only Townsend’s big-eared bat? See DSEIR comment from bat expert.
Page 242
Water-efficient pumps and equipment shall be located inside adjacent buildings,
noise-buffering structures, OR screened from public view… That implies a choice
between noise vs. appearance.
Appendices: (page 246)
Definitions (page 247-254)
Appendix A - Approved plant list (page 255-6)
Appendix B - Prohibited plant list (page 257-8)
Appendix C - Point Molate Planned Area District (page 259)
Page 256
Native plants “depend on availability of resources”
So then what happens to this supposed restoration of ecosystems, such as coastal
terrace prairie?
Page 257
Acacia is missing from Prohibited Plant List. Happy to see broom species, pampas
grass, and Himalaya berry on the prohibited list, among others.
Page 264
Map of Planning Areas Figure 1.020.A
PM-PAD seems unnecessary and weakens design review, as well as environmental
protections.
Page 293
Attachment 2
PM-PAD Zoning Map
Proposed Zoning Subdistricts
Open space vs. Parks & Recreation. Open space is upland. What is the
correspondence with the promised 70% open space?
Again, the only Public, Cultural, and Institutional is the wharf.
Reference:
Stromberg MR, 2014. Richmond Bay Campus Coastal Terrace Prairie Management
Plan. Prepared for University of California, Berkeley.
Thank you for the opportunity to make these comments.
Sincerely,

Sara L. (Sally) Tobin, Ph.D.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

pvjones10@gmail.com
DRBcomments
SunCal plan at Point Molate
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 11:47:07 AM

Dear members of the Design Review Board:
I am writing to ask that you not recommend the SunCal plan to the Planning
Commission until they have the Final and certified Environmental Impact
Report.
The staff report introduction claims to address all the issues raised by Design
Review Board members and the public at the last meeting. None of the major
issues has been addressed including:
-still no map clearly defining the 70% open space;
-still no utility map; and
-the grading map was NOT re-incorporated. It states the grading will conform
to the original topography which is a meaningless standard that will permit
massive grading.
The City needs to continue to develop the maps until they are finished and
then supply them to the Design Review Board and the public. Otherwise they
are asking for a blank check to denude the entire site.
Thank you for your service.
Sincerely,
Patricia Jones
Former Executive Director of Citizens for Eastshore Parks, who spent six years
advocating for shoreline protection during the last Richmond General Plan
update
Co-Chair Sierra Club State Parks committee

Virus-free. www.avg.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michele Rappaport
DRBcomments
Public Comments – Agenda item #__ [include the agenda item number 5
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 12:54:04 PM

Dear Chair Livingston and Members Butt, Carter, Fine, Hannah, Leung, and Neel,
We ask that the Design Review Board not recommend the SunCal Plan to the
Planning Commission until they have the Final and certified Environmental Impact
Report.
Information is required to
make an informed recommendation. Make sure you get what you need to do the
job.
Michele Rappaport
Richmond Resident for 32 years.
-Michele Rappaport

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Matt Duckworth
DRBcomments
Public Comments--Agenda Item #5
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 10:30:16 AM

Dear Design Review Board members,
I have listened in on the last two meetings regarding the Pt. Molate development,
and I want to thank you for the clear questions and concerns you have been raising
with the SunCal representatives and the Richmond City staff (for no SunCal reps
were present a month ago). I also want to encourage you to keep pressing for
clear, precise language that will actually be binding in the documents.
I was as "confused" and "disturbed" as was Vice Chair Michael Hannah by the
seeming unresponsiveness of SunCal to community concerns, to the guiding
strictures of the City's General Plan, and to the requests and concerns of the Design
Review Board. I found Hannah's comments and concerns helpful, even as I found
other comments and observations by Chair Jonathan Livingston, Kim Butt, Karyln
Neel, and Brian Carter, among others, on issues of responsiveness, grading issues,
safety, and the voices of the public. Again, thank you all for voicing those concerns.
I would love to see parkland here on Pt. Molate. I have been a resident of
Richmond/San Pablo my whole life, and I have fond memories of my father taking
the family for drives and walks in Pt. Richmond, in Brickyard Cove when it was a
quarry still, and in Pt. Molate. More recently, I have used the Pt. Molate waterside
park for kayak-outings and have enjoyed learning and sometimes re-learning the
history of the region.
Still, mindful development of the Pt. Molate area that adheres to the City of
Richmond General Plan and that respects the wishes of the many stakeholders could
be a benefit to the community. I encourage the DRB to continue along those lines.
The issues of the natural setting and drainage, of community access to nature and
greenways--those matter too.
As a (non-pandemic) commuter across the San Rafael Bridge, I worry about the
population density and traffic patterns that will emerge. I worry about the expenses
of a Fire Station and related matters, and I worry about fire/disaster safety when so
many people may be living in an area served by only a two-lane roadway.
Finally, I want to thank the Design Review Board for its mindful service and to urge
the board not to recommend the SunCal project unless all of those key issues were
addressed appropriately and in the spirit of the General Plan and community
inclusivity.
Thank you,
Matt Duckworth
Richmond resident
(I have sent this letter from two different emails, for I don't think the first letter
"sent" properly. If you have received two copies, I am sorry about the replication,
though not about the urgent message. Thank you.)

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Matthew Duckworth
DRBcomments
Matt Duckworth
Public Comments – Agenda item #5 -- July 22 Meeting
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 7:41:28 PM

Dear Design Review Board members,
I have listened in on the last two meetings regarding the Pt. Molate development, and I
want to thank you for the clear questions and concerns you have been raising with the
SunCal representatives and the Richmond City staff (for no SunCal reps were present a
month ago). I also want to encourage you to keep pressing for clear, precise language that
will actually be binding in the documents.
I was as "confused" and "disturbed" as was Vice Chair Michael Hannah by the seeming
unresponsiveness of SunCal to community concerns, to the guiding strictures of the City's
General Plan, and to the requests and concerns of the Design Review Board. I found
Hannah's comments and concerns helpful, even as I found other comments and
observations by Chair Jonathan Livingston, Kim Butt, Karyln Neel, and Brian Carter, among
others, on issues of responsiveness, grading issues, safety, and the voices of the public.
Again, thank you all for voicing those concerns.
I would love to see parkland here on Pt. Molate. I have been a resident of Richmond/San
Pablo my whole life, and I have fond memories of my father taking the family for drives and
walks in Pt. Richmond, in Brickyard Cove when it was a quarry still, and in Pt. Molate. More
recently, I have used the Pt. Molate waterside park for kayak-outings and have enjoyed
learning and sometimes re-learning the history of the region.
Still, mindful development of the Pt. Molate area that adheres to the City of Richmond
General Plan and that respects the wishes of the many stakeholders could be a benefit to
the community. I encourage the DRB to continue along those lines. The issues of the
natural setting and drainage, of community access to nature and greenways--those matter
too.
As a (non-pandemic) commuter across the San Rafael Bridge, I worry about the population
density and traffic patterns that will emerge. I worry about the expenses of a Fire Station
and related matters, and I worry about fire/disaster safety when so many people may be
living in an area served by only a two-lane roadway.
Finally, I want to thank the Design Review Board for its mindful service and to urge the
board not to recommend the SunCal project unless all of those key issues were addressed
appropriately and in the spirit of the General Plan and community inclusivity.

Thank you,
Matt Duckworth
Richmond resident

RM: Kathryn Dienst, Richmond Resident
To: Richmond Design Review Board, drbcomments@ci.richmond.ca.us
RE: Agenda Item #5 (June 22) Point Molate Mixed Use PLN20-057
1) Point Molate’s proposed development continues to grow larger and more complex.
a. Too many questions remain unanswered for DRB to approve it. From prior Zoom meetings, I realize how
hard DRB is working to guide this complex project.
b. But, with huge questions unresolved (lawsuit, access roads, utilities, financial impact), information is
inadequate.
2) High end residential does not belong next to a refinery
a. Without a second access road to the area, it would be unsafe to have 5,000 residents and commercial uses.
In Community meetings, we have asked that a bridge towards Richmond Parkway be studied, but there was
no consideration in the EIR.
b. Development plan assumes that future buyers of these million-dollar homes will ignore the refinery in the
back yard… that is unlikely.
c. Chevron does not want these homes so close to their operations either. And Chevron seems to have a major
incident each decade or so.
3) Environmental impacts are serious and should not be ignored.
a. Many credible studies have confirmed this and are part of the public record.
b. Meanwhile, the development increasingly expands into more sensitive areas with each redesign.
4) Financial Disaster for Richmond
a. This project will overwhelm the City’s financial resources for decades. To add new fire houses and roads is
unrealistic.
b. Sharing proceeds with a developer (per the lawsuit) only makes things less viable. Will this developer share
in Richmond’s net loss for years to come?
c. Even smaller projects have overwhelmed Richmond services: new sewer fee increases are not acceptable,
and this project will make it far worse. A development of this scale needs its own sewer treatment plant, so
that should be included in plans.
d. Richmond already struggles to maintain current roads and manage crime with current staff. Years of
deferred maintenance and unfunded pensions are normal for Richmond.
e. There is a high probability that Richmond will be in bankruptcy THIS fiscal year. This year’s budget meetings
showed no realistic plans to address long term structural deficits.
f. There is no way that Richmond residents can be left holding the tab. Most residents of Richmond are
financially struggling. Now Coronavirus has impacted residents and the economy, and accelerated
Richmond’s financial stress.
5) Review of Point Molate needs to be deferred until Covid-19 had stabilized. A project of this scale cannot be
managed by Zoom meetings only.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeanne Pimentel
DRBcomments
Point Molate
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 12:47:15 PM

I urge you to wait for the Final and certified Environmental Impact Report
on SunCal’s proposed project for Pt Molate before recommending it to the
Planning Commission. It would not be fair to the DRB or to the communitydriven process. Point Molate is a treasure which needs to be cared for in
the wisest way possible.
-- Jeanne Pimentel

Jeanne Pimentel
1231 Allston Way
Berkeley CA 94702
jpim@berkeley.edu

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

elizabeth kudo
DRBcomments
Design Review/ Sun Cal Plan
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:26:57 PM

Dear Mr. Livingston, Chairman, and All Members of the Design Review Board
I am writing to underscore the timeline issues and recommendations sent to you
from the Sierra Club. I had written previously to urge proper and thorough
documentation, consideration of concerns raised. We owe it to the taxpayers of our
city to not be “railroaded into making decisions” that you know are based on
inadequate, unclear, or non existent information. The many overall issues that have
been raised are complicated and serious. They all have an impact on the community
now and in the future. The Design Review Board will play a large part in what is
recommended and it must be based on genuine examination of all the information
presented, documentation and comments.
I urge you to continue the hearing and consideration, proceeding only after receiving
and reviewing the proposed FSEIR and the Response to Comments.
Thank you. Sincerely,
Elizabeth Kudo
5104 Barrett Avenue
Richmond, Ca 94805
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad

July 21, 2020
Lina Velasco
Community Development Director
City of Richmond
450 Civic Center Plaza
Richmond, CA 94804
RE:

Public Comments – Agenda Item #5: East Bay Regional Park District
Comments on Point Molate – Design Review Board July 22, 2020

Ms. Velasco,
The Park District has worked for decades to create a new shoreline park at the former Point Molate Naval Fuel
Depot. In addition to securing bond measure funding for a regional shoreline park, the Park District has invested
significant funds to extend the San Francisco Bay Trail to Point Molate, which will connect the shoreline to the
larger community. The Park District remains committed to partnering with the City on park and open space at
Point Molate. However, we want to make clear that for the Park District to be able to take on operation and
management of open space or invest voter-approved funds paid by taxpayers throughout the East Bay, the
project must provide a true regional park at the shoreline.
The Park District respects the City’s local authority regarding approval of development at Point Molate. We
recognize that the Design Review Board’s review of the proposed project relates to design issues, and that the
proposed land uses will be further reviewed by the Planning Commission and City Council. We are also aware
that the City is facing an extremely aggressive timeline under the terms of its settlement agreement with
Upstream. However, we are also aware that the settlement agreement requires 70% open space, and that the
City and the community remain interested in the Park District partnering to own and/or manage a significant
portion of this open space for public access and natural resource management. As an expected partner in this
project, there are some aspects of the development that are of critical importance to the Park District.
Specifically, the current development glaringly lacks a true regional shoreline park that would serve the future
residents of the East Bay. The shoreline open space is currently limited to the Bay Trail, with significant
development proposed on areas of the shoreline that are critical to the establishment of a regional shoreline
park. The current proposal appears to emphasize use of the shoreline area by future residents and fails to meet
the needs of the broader community. Additionally, the footprint of the current proposal presents significant
operational challenges. The proposal includes hillside development with fragmented open space between
development clusters. This proposal for separated fingers of open space reduces habitat and recreational values,
creates individual, separated open space areas that are more difficult to manage, and increases wildfire risk by
creating more wildland urban interface, making vegetation management more difficult, and making access for fire
response difficult on steep hillsides.

L. Velasco
July 21, 2020
Page 2
In addition, while the Park District appreciates that there may be trail opportunities on the hillsides and ridgeline
that could enhance a regional park, the Park District’s main interest remains a regional park at the shoreline.
The current plan includes a dense residential development of as much as 1200 units adjacent to the shoreline,
which may see a population of more than 3,000 residents. As currently proposed this density would overwhelm
the proposed shoreline park corridor, making it in fact a city park primarily serving those resident adjacent to
the park. As a comparison point, Miller Knox Regional Shoreline -- even before the surge in use due to COVID19 -- is routinely closed because all parking lots and street parking and picnic areas are full, drawing visitors from
throughout the Richmond community and greater East Bay.
There is a remarkable opportunity at Point Molate to create a world class urban shoreline park that would serve
the proposed neighborhood and all of City’s residents, while also serving as a destination site for the entire Bay
Area. The provision of a new regional shoreline park at this site will be a cherished amenity and provide
substantial value to the proposed development. The City of Richmond should ensure that the development at
Point Molate provide considerable public benefits and public access that can truly serve the entire community
of Richmond.
The Park District looks forward to continuing to work with the City of Richmond as the project is considered
by the Planning Commission and City Council to identify a viable development on the former Point Molate Naval
Fuel Depot that provides an accessible regional shoreline amenity. Please feel free to contact me at (510) 5442623 or bholt@ebparks.org should you have any questions.
Respectfully,

Brian Holt
Brian W. Holt
Chief of Planning, Trails, and GIS

cc:

Ellen Corbett, EBRPD Board of Directors President Ward 4
Dee Rosario, EBRPD Board of Directors Vice President Ward 2
Colin Coffey, EBRPD Board of Directors Treasurer Ward 7
Beverly Lane, EBRPD Board of Directors Secretary Ward 6
Elizabeth Echols, EBRPD Board of Directors Ward 1
Dennis Waespi, EBRPD Board of Directors Ward 3
Ayn Wieskamp, EBRPD Board of Directors President Ward 5
Robert Doyle, General Manager
Kristina Kelchner, Assistant General Manager
Lisa Goorjian, Chief of Design and Construction
Tom Butt, Mayor, City of Richmond
Laura Snideman, City Manager, City of Richmond
Jonathan Livingston, Design Review Board Chair, City of Richmond Planning Division

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Al M
DRBcomments
Public Hearing Item #5: PLN20-057, POINT MOLATE MIXED-USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 2:23:32 PM

Dear Design Review Board Members:
The purpose of this message is to comment on the Point Molate Mixed-Use
Development Project.
First, I would like you to know that I think you are asking the rights questions about
the SunCal plan. Thank you so much for doing a great job in this regard!
Second, please, know that I fully agree with the comments of Mr. La Force (Sierra
Club) and Mr. Flashman (SPRAWLDEF).
Third, I would like to bring to your attention several additional points:
1) The staff report introduction claims to address all issues raised by your board
(DRB) and the public at the last meeting. However, none of the major issues have
been addressed. For instance:
there is still no map clearly defining the 70% open space.
there is still no utility map.
2) On pagers 14-16 of the Staff Report (pdf): Vesting Tentative Maps (VTMs) give
rights to developers. Although this section describes specifications required in the
VTMs for the project, many discrepancies, lack of transparency, missing data can still
be noted. For instance:
the VTMs are not yet available and not included.
the VTMs will be required to meet certain standards only “if feasible.”
there is no requirement to preserve original drainage patterns, only
“naturalized” drainage.
grading will conform to the original topography. In other words, this is a
generic verbiage that will open the door to massive over-grading.
there is no evidence that the project will avoid the Ohlone shell-mounds.
There is an urgent need for the City to continue to develop the maps require for this
kind of development projects. Once this is done, the City should supply them to the
DRB and the public. Otherwise, funds for this development project are at great risk
to be spent to denude the entire site, destroy Point Molate's natural habitat and the
Ohlone’s sacred sites. Forever. This catastrophe must be avoided at all costs,
because it would have devastating effects on the Point Molate’s ecosystem and the
people of Richmond who have, over and over, asked that the Community Plan
presented by the Point Molate Alliance and supported by many environmentalists and
social organizations be seriously taken into consideration, examined, discussed.
Lastly, I urge the Design Review Board to NOT conclude its hearing. In addition to
the missing documents above mentioned, a great many impartial environmental
documentation is still very much needed. No progressive, environmentally sound,
socially equitable and financially feasible decision can be made about the future of
Point Molate and the people of Richmond before all environmental, community-based

and financial documentation, not just those provided by SunCal and its allies, have
been fully examined and debated by the Design Review Board and the public.
Cordially,
Alix Mazuet

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Park
DRBcomments
Public comment - -Agenda item # 5 - July 22, 2020
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 2:17:41 PM

To the Design Review Board:
Regarding the SunCal development project on Point Molate:
Please do not recommend the SunCal plan for Point Molate to the Planning Commission until the Final
and certified Environmental Impact Report has been completed.
Also, the Design Review Board and the public need more and better maps of the proposal, including a
map clearly defining the 70% open space; a utility map; and a grading map that reveals the whole truth
of SunCal's plan to grade the greater part of the hillside open space.
Please do not recommend SunCal's plan absent all necessary maps.
Sincerely,
Lisa Park
5626 Bayview Avenue
Richmond, CA 94804

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jenny E. Balisle
DRBcomments
Public Comments- Agenda #5
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:58:12 PM

Hello,
Today, I’m writing this email asking the Design Review Board to not recommend the SunCal plan
to move forward to the Planning Commission.
The process needs to be deliberate and thorough with a final/certified Environmental Impact
Report . Without proper documentation and engagement, important decisions lack community
confidence and support. During a pandemic, transparency is more important than ever!
Sincerely,
Jenny Balisle

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jean Spencer
DRBcomments
jean spencer
Point Molate
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 2:10:17 PM

To the Design Review Board:
As a neighbor who uses Pt Molate and one who values a safe and healthy environment for citizens, I
oppose vehemently the use of Pt. Molate for a casino and housing. It is one of the treasures of the San
Francisco Bay area, and should be preserved as such.
The downtown City of Richmond has so much potential to return to some of its former glory. It takes
expert planning to consider such an undertaking, but consider the amazing successful area of Berkeley’s
4th Street that was developed many years ago, and continues to be a successful destination and
contributes to the city’s tax base.
Please! use some very long term vision and don’t waste this beautiful Pt Molate site.
There may be a way for the village to spruce, too.
Respectfully submitted,
Jean Spencer
832 Polk Street
Albany CA 94706

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Janis Hashe
DRBcomments
Public Comments — Agenda Item #5
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 2:04:11 PM

To Members of the Design Review Board,
As a both a Richmond resident, and a journalist, I have done a great deal of
research into the proposals for Point Molate. This is a link to the cover story I wrote
for the East Bay Express last year: https://www.eastbayexpress.com/oakland/theclock-is-ticking-at-point-molate/Content?oid=27944686
I do not believe that the city's proposed plan represents the desires of the majority
of Richmond residents. Furthermore, Point Molate is a regional and state asset, and
should be preserved for future generations. Also, despite comments to the contrary,
it seems clear that costs for the currently proposed plan will at least partially devolve
upon Richmond taxpayers, many of whom are struggling not to lose their homes.
I request that the DRB NOT recommend the "SunCal plan" to the Planning
Commission at least until you have the final and certified EIR. Any other decision
subverts continued community input and does not take into account future
consequences of this plan.
Sincerely yours,
Janis Hashe
336 W. Bissell Ave.
Richmond, CA 94801
We ask that the Design Review Board not recommend the SunCal plan to the
Planning Commission until they have the Final and certified Environmental Impact
Report. It's not fair to the DRB or to the community-driven process.....

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Glenda Rubin
DRBcomments
Public Comments: Agenda Item #5. PLN20-057 POINT MOLATE MIXED-USED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT July 22,
2020 Meeting
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:56:29 PM

Dear Design Review Board Members,
I am a Richmond resident.

With many other Richmond residents, I ask that the Design Review Board take NO action
on the SunCal plan with respect to a recommendation to the Planning Commission until
they have the Final and Certified Environmental Impact Report. It's not fair to the DRB or to
the community-driven process.
One of our city's great assets is the Bay shoreline, including (and especially) Point Molate
for its uniqueness.
I am very disturbed about the plan to build 1,500 to 2,000 high-end housing units in the
south watershed of this beautiful public land. This is but one example of how the
developers and the city have tried to pull the wool over our eyes. While the plan states
there would be a "minimum" of ~600 housing units (less than half of what is planned now) I
seem to remember that, during the community meetings, the ~600 units was always stated
as the number anticipated. Clearly, an attempt to mislead residents that has continued.
It is my understanding that the documents you need to make an informed decision have
not yet been provided to you. Please, do not succumb to the pressure of City Staff or
elected officials to move forward and approve SunCal’s plan until you have all the
documents required by your committee to make your decisions.
I believe we must preserve our public land - especially Point Molate's unique habitat and
position as the last undeveloped Bay headland - for the benefit of present and future
Richmond residents - indeed for all residents of the Bay Area.

The East Bay Regional Park District has set aside over $4 million to purchase the south
watershed. Take the District's offer! The current plan essentially privatizes public land,
destroys environmentally sensitive areas, and destroys the largest and healthiest eel grass
bed in San Francisco Bay. We will also be giving up most of the Point Molate Beach Park
to install a sewer system. What a gross insult to us!

The sale of this environmentally sensitive area to build homes does not serve the City and
its residents well. Housing in general will ruin the habitat and cost the City untold sums to

create the required infrastructure. High-end housing will be another socioeconomic
injustice to the people of Richmond. And, if there is some portion of affordable housing,
what about the services needed to make living there viable, e.g., shops, schools? What
about access, with just the one, narrow road? How will you ensure adequate public
transportation? What about access for emergency vehicles?
If it's reasonable, I might support limited recreational and commercial development around
the Historic Winehaven District. This could be a destination for tourists and locals - and
provide revenue for the City.
The current plan would result in a negative cash flow for the City for years to come. Please
read the financial analysis on the Point Molate Alliance website at
http://ptmolatealliance.org/financial-analysis/ We don’t need to take this risk considering
where the City is at financially at this time.
The goal of housing development in the City should be to build affordable, infill housing,
provide homeowners with loans to rehabilitate their properties, and create a first time
homeowners buying program.
Most cities in the Bay Area are building near public transportIon within their cities, not on
their shorelines. This makes for a lower carbon footprint, safer and attractive downtowns,
and is fiscally sound.
As this plan stands now, it goes completely against the Richmond General Plan.

Please do not recommend the plan to the Planning Commission.

Glenda Rubin
Roosevelt Avenue resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gayle McLaughlin
DRBcomments
Please pass this on the DRB members
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 3:07:14 PM

Dear DRB members,
I will be calling in to make a comment tonight, but I wanted to send
this short email ahead of time.
I know you have received some really significant comments from expert
members of the public about the impacts of the proposed SunCal
project. I have had an opportunity to read many of them myself and I
am so incredibly pleased that we have such knowledgeable and concerned
members of the public about this incredible site known as Pt. Molate.
And of course I am really grateful for the level of expertise and
knowledge that all of you on the Board bring.
Here are a couple broad concerns I have:
1. The DSEIR comments and responses have not yet been released. We
all need to see this document. I would urge that you not make any
recommendations to staff or to the Planning Commission (or at all)
until you have an opportunity to fully review this document. Frankly,
I would rather see you wait until the final EIR is released before
providing your expertise.
2. The proposed General Plan amendments disregard the nature and
spirit of our GP, which came into being due to a lengthy and detailed
community process. The Richmond GP is based on health, equity and
sustainability. My view of this project is that it violates all three
of these concepts. Many others have outlined the destruction of the
ecosystem that will occur via the proposed grading and by putting into
place buildings and infrastructure in and around ecologically
sensitive areas. And there is a threat to public health by exposing
residents to contamination by building over areas that are still being
monitored. And of course the narrow road in and out of Pt Molate to
the freeway, which will fill up with traffic quite rapidly with nearly
1500 units built out, presents a serious threat to residents in need
of emergency medical care. These are just a few of the public health
problems. Let's not forget that just over the ridge is the Chevron
refinery. And I fear the effect of high-end housing at this site will
not present itself as a welcoming area for our diverse community
especially our youth, whose lives could be so enhanced and lifted by
visits to this extraordinary site in our city. This project is in
opposition to our General Plan's focus on equity.
3. The financial aspect of this project is very, very worrisome. I
know others have laid out some of the really troubling faulty
assumptions.
I mention just these general points for now and may mention other
things at your meeting tonight. Looking forward to making a comment at
your meeting tonight!
Sincerely,
Gayle McLaughlin

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Gail Seymour
DRBcomments
Pam Stello
Public Comments – Agenda item #5 — Point Molate development
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 3:17:29 PM

Design Review Board,
If you do not care about adequate open space for the health and welfare of the
Richmond Community and greater Bay Area, equitable affordable housing for
marginalized people, wildlife and bio diversity, and the preservation of Native
American cultural resources, than please at least consider the following.
The proposed project sits on hazardous waste and should be designated a
Superfund site. The City of Richmond has not fully remediated the toxic waste that
has been required by a San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board
(SFRWQCB) remediation order. If the property is sold to a developer, the City will
wash its hands of the remediation that it should have taken care of years ago. Do
you think the developer will fully remediate or do you think it will negotiate to build
over the toxic waste as we see at other sites in Richmond and the Bay Area.
The DSEIR glosses over the failure of the City to fulfill the remediation order. It
appears that the design document that you are reviewing also does not address this.
If your board approves the design, it will go on record that you have ignored and
neglected the protection of potential residents of Point Molate as well as the Bay and
the native wildlife and plant species that inhabit this land. You will be subject to
public scrutiny by the people, and local, State, and Federal agencies. The nongovernmental organizations that are challenging this project have uncovered
indiscretions and dangerous decisions by the City of Richmond and will certainly
continue to publicize and reveal rash, unjust, and discriminatory decisions by those
who have been part of the decision-making process. Lawsuits will follow.
Please review the DSEIR and the SFRWQCB remediation order, demand revised and
thorough design plans and delay your decision until you are fully apprised.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Gail Seymour
Environmental Scientist

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

cubanelsa@sbcglobal.net
DRBcomments
forgot to include my name
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 3:04:58 PM

Elsa Stevens Richmond voter
We ask that the Design Review Board not recommend the SunCal plan to the
Planning Commission until they have the Final and certified Environmental Impact
Report. It's not fair to the DRB or to the community-driven process

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dorothy Gilbert
DRBcomments
Public Comments--Agenda Item #5
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 2:15:45 PM

Dear Design Review Board Members:
I write,deeply concerned, to urge you to not recommend the SunCal Plan Area (PA)
to the Planning Commission until the Commission has the Final and certified
Environmental Impact Report. There has been an incomplete and inadequate EIR
done by SunCal, but it should not be the basis of this critical decision. You must not
let SunCal pressure you into a decision before you have full and accurate
information regarding this site. It is not fair to you and not fair to the public.Be
steadfast! Many of us citizens support you and I'm sure you will hear from us.
From the first, this SunCal proposed deal has been marked by chicanery and
dishonesty. The settlement that they are pressuring you to now recommend was
agreed upon in closed session by SunCal and the City Council, with no participation
by the public, and is thus illegal. Now a PA has been proposed that greatly distorts
the previous understanding, that 70% of the area was to be Open Space. Open
space of a sort it may be, but it is hardly 70%, and it is not for us. Much of it is on
the 400-500-foot hills on the Eastern side of Point Point Molate, too steep for use;
other parts of it are known toxic sites. Public access would be available only by the
Bay Trail and even that looks doubtful, as all of the entrance is on land designated
for private dwellings. Possibly most horrifying to me is the proposed use of what is
now Beach Park for the location of the sewer for the hundred or thousands of
condos for wealthy people.This park, which has given many people cherished
memories, and is outstanding for its beautiful views, is also the site of rare and
valuable vegetation--as are other areas of Point Molate. Point Molate is important for
science (botany), for archaeology,and for public use and enjoyment! It is still a
treasured historic site for the Ohlone people, who wish to use it for ceremonies.
The timeline SunCal is so insistent upon has been changed several times and can be
changed again, when you have enough material to make an informed decision. It is
most unfair to you to be required to make a decision based only on the information
that has been so far given to you.
A look at the Staff Report Vesting Tentative Maps makes me uneasy as:
1) the maps are not yet available
2) they will be required to meet certain standards only "if feasible" (very troubling)
3) there is no requirement to preserve original drainage patterns (only "naturalized"
drainage) What does that mean? Aren't they         somewhat "naturalized" already?)
4) grading will conform to the original topography (what does that mean? the
statements is so general as to permit massive grading, i.e., destruction of the
environment),
5) there is no mention of avoidance of the Ohlone shellmounds ( an archeological
site thousands of years old)
Your Board needs much better, more detailed maps to work with, to be supplied to
you by the City when there has been sufficient time to develop them. The idea that
shovels might start their work on this astonishingly beautiful site--public site--by late

September appals me. Stand your ground! SunCal should not have this property,
and they should not pressure you! Resist their pressure and wait for a full report!
Thank you very much for reading. With all very best wishes,
Dorothy Gilbert
Richmond resident (homeowner) 22 years
Former Member, Point Molate Community Advisory Committee

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Deborah Bayer
DRBcomments
Point Molate
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 2:11:34 PM

To: The Design Review Board
Re: Point Molate Approval Process   
Dear Members of the DRB:
First of all, thank you for the work you have been doing to analyze the merits of SunCal's
Design Proposal. I think other people have pointed out that there is no necessity to rush to
judgment, since Sept 30 is not a deadline set in stone, but the third revised deadline made
by the City. Since many people submitted comments to the Draft SEIR, I think it would be
appropriate to see how those comments were addressed before putting your stamp of
approval on this plan.
My comments here are mostly limited to the references to open space in the Report. We
keep hearing that 70% of the land acreage will be dedicated to open space (the definition of
which includes "paseos, waterfront and neighborhood parks, compact parks, urban plazas,
streetscapes, and utility easements," along with the steep hillsides above the housing
developments and I assume the contaminated ravine between the north and south sides of
the property.
The concept of open space in the Report is confusing. Is open space the same as public
space? I know it is not the same as private open space since I did find a definition for private
open space. Maybe SunCal could also provide their definition of public open space. (There
was a reference in the Report to a where a definition of open space could be found but I
could not find it.)
SunCal does a good job of very specifically listing how many thousands of square footage
they allow for parking, for housing unit balconies, for spaces between homes, for different
kinds housing units, for general commercial spaces, for high-trip commercial spaces, etc., in
each of the different Planning Areas A through H. I could not find anywhere in the Report
where SunCal lists the square footage for specific open spaces.
Looking at the maps showing the locations of different planning areas, it is difficult to see
where that 70% open space exists. I think it would be reasonable for the DRB to ask for a
listing of the square footage of open space, broken up into where those open spaces are: for
example "so many square feet on the Bay Trail, so many square feet on the beach park, so
many square feet in the public parking space A or B, so many square feet in each particular

paseo, so many square feet on each connecting trail and, so many square feet in each
section of hillside, etc."
This is the only way we can assess what SunCal is talking about when it refers to "open
space," and evaluate the uses to which such spaces would be. I urge the DRB to ask SunCal
to complete the Report by listing the square footage of each of these discrete open space
areas.
My own original sense of open space, when these plans began to be discussed, was
contiguous natural space, relatively undisturbed by immediate human habitation. Examples
of open space by that definition would be Point Pinole, or the trails at Tilden or Wildcat or
even the El Cerrito Memorial Grove. When I go there I feel my busy brain calm down, and
even though I share those spaces with other people, they are large enough areas that we
nod to each other as we pass, and continue to allow the peace of nature to enter our souls.
Birds and other flora and fauna thrive in such contiguous natural areas, away from the
constant intrusion of cars, lights, asphalt, and noise.
I do not think urban shopping areas, nice as such areas can be, can serve the same purpose.
Nor can Paseos, 40 feet wide between buildings and crossed by streets and "horizontal
improvements," (whatever that means). I have seen the steep slopes above Brickyard Cove.
They look very uninviting and I was never moved to try to find a trailhead. Are they also
considered open spaces?
In the report, there is a section on the alternatives drawn up by WRT in response to the
public meetings held by the City. At the time, I did not think either of the alternatives were
a true representation of what occurred during those meetings, since they showed housing in
the South, and there was a general consensus during the meetings that there should be NO
housing in the south watershed. There was limited support for some housing around
Winehaven, because the audience was told by WRT that the judge had ordered us to find
room for 670 dwelling units.
But even the two alternatives drawn up by WRT, Alternatives A and B, are significantly
different from the plans in SunCal's Report. Please take a look at the maps showing those
two alternatives,and compare them to the maps showing where the different SunCal
neighborhoods will be located. Almost the entire hillsides are open in the alternatives, a big
contiguous plot of open land where SunCal has drawn multiple neighborhoods. SunCal's plan
by no means reflects public input. And, I want to add, the 670 houses required by WRT has
turned into an initial 1450 units, with a maximum of up to 2,040 in later phases. You would
be approving all of that.
Thank you,

Deborah Bayer
Richmond, CA

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jim Hanson
DRBcomments
Public Comments - Agenda item #5
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 3:54:04 PM

Dear Chair Livingston and Members of the Board,
Thank you for your continued work for a sensible project for Pt. Molate, and therefore for
Richmond as a financially, socially, and ecologically healthy city.

Both the Design Review Board and the public have not been able to review vital
and relevant information about this consequential project with the benefit of a
certified Final Environmental Impact Report.
Please know that the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) raised significant
concerns on the land use and planning impacts in the Draft EIR...comments that
relate directly to the DRB's consideration of items, A. Consistency with General
Plan, and F. the comparative superiority of the base district and the proposed
project.
CNPS also commented on significant impacts from the proposed project's largescale grading and its affects on the remarkable native flora of this site, a key
concern raised by your board in the interest of achieving a project with ecological
integrity.
We believe you have valid interests to be informed by the City's response to
comments in a certified Final Environmental Impact Report.
Best regards,
Jim Hanson
Conservation Chair, California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter
Richmond resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gary Wolinsky
DRBcomments
I oppose SunCal’s grading plan for Pt. Molate
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 4:53:39 PM

I am writing to express my opposition to SunCal’s plans for Pt. Molate. The plan will
raze disappearing wildlife ad cultural resources leaving little open space for the
public and and will eliminate cultural and biodiversity values. I urge the DRB to
recommend that the Planning Commission reject the Final EIR and preserve Pt.
Molate.
Sincerely,
Gary Wolinsky

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Elizabeth Dougherty
DRBcomments
thekimbutt@gmail.com; Brianpscarter@gmail.com; Jessicasharonfine@gmail.com; Michaelhannah@gmail.com;
Macy.m.leung@gmail.com; Jlivingston7096@gmail.com; Karlynneel@gmail.com
Comments for Design Review Board
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 4:46:35 PM

I am writing to encourage the Planning and Review Committee not to take the step
of approving nor recommending the Planned Area (PA) plan and the Planned Area
District rezoning for SunCal’s plan for the development of Point Molate before the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been released to the Board and the
public. One of the purposes of the EIR is to describe impacts to land use and
planning and describe an overall environmentally-superior alternative for this site.
SunCal’s project is fundamentally in conflict with the Richmond’s General Plan. To
enable a Planned Area plan to be considered the project must be consistent with the
General Plan and it is not. Please take the responsible step of not recommending this
until the SunCal plan can be fully vetted in relation to the DEIR. This area is home to
endemic flora and fauna, and the impact not only to these species, but to the health
of the SF Bay and Bay Delta could not be more crucial at this time. Pet projects
must stand aside to the realities of climate change and the desperate need in the
Bay Area for green space and parklands.
That you for considering our request. Should you be inclined, check out the
documentation we’ve done thus far of the species readily accessible at Point Molate:
https://www.inaturalist.org/projects/point-molate-observations
"We’re probably known around the universe as that really noisy blue planet where everyone
pees in their water.” Will Durst
___________________________
Elizabeth Dougherty, Ph.D.
Executive Director, Wholly H2O
510-776-1780 (cell)
(I don’t do email on my phone.)
whollyh2o.org
facebook.com/whollyh2o
twitter.com/WhollyH2o
Wholly H2O
339 15th Street, Suite 208
Oakland, CA 94612
415-323-5966

