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August 6, 2010

Mr. Lamont Thompson, Senior Planner 
City of Richmond
P.O. Box 4046
Richmond, CA 94804

Dear Lamont,

TRAC, the Trails for Richmond Action Committee, is responding to the City of 
RichmondÕs request for suggestions regarding the study of Point Molate Land 
Use Alternatives other than those already considered in the DEIR/DEIS.  TRAC is 
very pleased that all proposals submitted for alternative land uses at  the former 
Naval Fuel Depot will be expected to include the San Francisco Bay Trail  along 
the entire shoreline of the property and provide at least the minimum 35 acres of 
Shoreline Park and 156 acres of HIllside Open Space as recommended in the 
1997 Reuse Plan adopted by the Richmond City Council.

The City of Richmond has retained Questa Engineering under a $1.6 million con-
tract to design and prepare environmental documents for completion of the 
Bay Trail between Point Richmond and the existing trail  under the Richmond/San 
Rafael Bridge. In evaluating the proposed Point Molate project and alternatives, 
please recognize that a linkage will be needed to connect the trail under the 
bridge along the planned shoreline route to Point Molate Beach.  This connec-
tion could not be included in the Bay Trail provisions of the LDA or its First 
Amendment because no public agency had land tenure over the intervening 
Chevron lands.  However, Chevron agreed late last  year, to convey the needed 
trail easement to East  Bay Regional Park District. Hence, TRAC recommends that 
the Point Molate project, whatever it  may be, include funding for design and 
construction of this trail linkage to provide safe bicycle and pedestrian access to 
the site.

Best Regards,

Bruce Beyaert, TRAC Chair

	 	

Trails for Richmond Action Committee
TRAC

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

From: Larry Tong [LTong@ebparks.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 01, 2010 10:32 AM
To: Lamont Thompson
Cc: Adrienne Harris; Al Green; Bruce Beyaert; C. Hamilton; Cate Bainton; Corky Booze; David Helvarg; 

David Moore; Don Gosney; Duncan Carvey; Frances Dupont; John Garrett; Garland Ellis; Katherine 
Tam; Mike Parker; Nathaniel Spearman; Owen Martin; Pastor Raymond Landry; Paul Miao; Susan 
Glendening; Ted Smith; David Early; Dahlia Chazan

Subject: Request for Pt. Molate Alternatives

Page 1 of 2

10/28/2010

Hi Lamont- 
  
For the Pt. Molate Alternatives, the East Bay Regional Park District requests full consideration of permanently 
protected and maintained parks and open space, with specific commitments to implement mitigation measures, 
as set forth in the San Pablo Peninsula Open Space Study and the other attached documents: 
  

1. San Pablo Peninsula Open Space Study, with Preferred Alternative.  
2. East Bay Regional Park District Economic Analysis, Executive Summary.  
3. East Bay Regional Park District Comments on Pt. Molate Casino DEIR.  
4. Attorney General Pt. Molate Letter.  
5. Pt. Molate Settlement Agreement.  
6. Pt. Molate Reuse Plan Excerpts.  
7. Pt. Molate List of Additional Documents.  

  
Please contact me if you need any of the additional documents or if there are any questions.  Thanks. 
  
  

  

  

From: Lamont Thompson [mailto:Lamont_Thompson@ci.richmond.ca.us]  
Sent: Friday, August 20, 2010 5:15 PM 
To: Adrienne Harris; Al Green; Bruce Beyaert; C. Hamilton; Cate Bainton; Corky Booze; David Helvarg; David 
Moore; Don Gosney; Duncan Carvey; Frances Dupont; Garland Ellis; John Garrett; Katherine Tam; Larry Tong; 
Mike Parker; Nathaniel Spearman; Owen Martin; Pastor Raymond Landry; Paul Miao; Susan Glendening; Ted 
Smith 
Subject: During the work week of August 16 to 20 staff did not receive any Pt. Molate Alternatives  
  

  

  
 Larry Tong    
 Interagency Planning Manager  | Interagency Planning  
 East Bay Regional Park District
 2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA 94605   
 Tel: 510-544-2621 | Fax: 510-569-1417
  LTong@ebparks.org | www.ebparks.org

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY | This electronic message and any files or attachments transmitted with it may be confidential, privileged, or p
Regional Park District. The information is solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it was intended to be addressed. If the reader of this messag
hereby notified that use, distribution, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately

your system.  
  

 Please consider the environment before you print  
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All, 
  
During the work week of August 16 to 20 staff did not receive any Pt. Molate Alternative proposals. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Lamont Thompson 
Senior Planner 
City of Richmond 
450 Civic Center Plaza 
P.O. Box 4046 
Richmond, CA 94804-1630 
(510) 620-6947 
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10/28/2010
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The San Pablo Peninsula Open Space Study (Study) culminates a two-year effort to assess the 
potential for regional open space on the San Pablo Peninsula and to reach consensus on specific open 
space recommendations.  The Study resulted from the collaboration of government and regulatory 
agencies, property owners, and citizens with an interest in open space.  Participants agreed on a broad 
vision, identified specific land use, recreation, and open space recommendations and outlined next 
steps for the planning process. 

At the request of the Trails for Richmond Action Committee (TRAC), the City of Richmond joined 
five entities to investigate the possibility of securing and developing an open space area on the San 
Pablo Peninsula (City of Richmond Resolution 99-01, July 17, 2001).  The study area is roughly 
bound by the San Francisco Bay shoreline on the west, Potrero Ridge on the east, the Richmond-San 
Rafael Bridge on the south, and Point San Pablo on the north.  The San Pablo Peninsula Open Space 
Committee (Committee) includes a representative from each of those six entities: City of Richmond 
(City), California State Coastal Conservancy (Coastal Conservancy), East Bay Regional Park District 
(EBRPD), Muir Heritage Land Trust, Chevron Richmond Refinery (Chevron), and TRAC.   

In 2003, the Muir Heritage Land Trust, with funds from the Coastal Conservancy, EBRPD and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency’s Coastal Impact Program, contracted with LSA 
Associates, Inc. (LSA) and its Consultant Team to conduct a comprehensive open space feasibility 
study under the direction of the Committee. 

Over the course of the study, outside parties with an interest in working with the Committee on plans 
for the Peninsula joined the Committee discussions.  All Peninsula property owners were invited to 
participate and several property owners, the owners of the San Pablo Yacht Harbor and Upstream 
Point Molate LLC (Upstream), actively participated. As of May 2005, Upstream Point Molate LLC is 
under contract with the City of Richmond to purchase and develop the Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot into a hotel/gaming/retail resort complex. 

The Study consists of two volumes.  The first volume, Recommendations and Alternatives, represents 
the core of the study effort.  It presents the recommendations for future uses of the Peninsula, a 
conceptual Preferred Alternative and analysis of five specific alternatives.  The second volume, 
Existing Conditions, provides the background information upon which subsequent analysis was 
based.  It describes the existing conditions on the Peninsula within the context of historic uses. 

Successful collaboration between entities sharing mutual interest in preserving open space resulted in 
a broad vision and recommendations for future uses of the Peninsula: A permanently protected 
open space and park facility on the San Pablo Peninsula is appropriate and desirable.   

The Committee translated recommendations into a conceptual Preferred Alternative (Figure 4).  The 
Preferred Alternative incorporates: developing Point San Pablo (Terminal 4) for public recreation use, 
establishing a park along the Point Molate shoreline, preserving the western slopes of the Peninsula as 
protected open space, providing interpretive facilities to highlight the Peninsula’s unique amenities, 
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protected open space, providing interpretive facilities to highlight the Peninsula’s unique amenities, 
and establishing the Bay Trail along the shoreline.  The Committee created the Preferred Alternative 
from five specific alternatives based on an opportunities and constraints analysis:  

• Alternative A:  Passive open space with minimal developed infrastructure; 

• Alternative B:  Park-related public amenities with minimal developed infrastructure; 

• Alternative C:  Park-related commercial recreation and development; 

• Alternative D:  Park-related uses compatible with commercial and industrial development as 
identified in the City of Richmond General Plan (1994) and the Point Molate 
Reuse Plan (1997); and 

• Alternative E:  Park-related uses compatible with the current Upstream development proposal for 
Point Molate.

The Committee intended to include an economic analysis of the various alternatives, but decided that 
a sound economic analysis was not possible at this time due to uncertainties surrounding the 
redevelopment of the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot and Terminal 4 and public access to land owned 
by Chevron. 
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OVERVIEW 

At present, the San Pablo Peninsula (Figure 1) is a mosaic of diverse land uses and ownerships 
(Figure 2).  Although located on the eastern side of the Peninsula outside the study area, the Chevron 
Richmond Refinery is the dominant land use.  On the western side the most prominent developments 
are at the point of the Peninsula (Terminal 4) and at the closed Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot. Other 
developed landmarks of interest on the western side of the Peninsula are the terminus of the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, the Point Molate Beach Park (currently closed to the public), and the 
San Pablo Yacht Harbor.  Undeveloped areas provide important aquatic and upland habitat and many 
sites from which spectacular views of San Francisco and San Pablo Bays, the Marin County 
shorelines, and beyond may be enjoyed. 

BACKGROUND
Interest in pursuing the development of public open space on the San Pablo Peninsula grew out of the 
planning process to reuse the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, closed by the federal government in 
1995.  Investigations into the area uncovered several opportunities to expand the open space beyond 
Point Molate to include most of the western half of the San Pablo Peninsula.  The City of Richmond 
passed resolution 99-01 (adopted July 17, 2001)  supporting a cooperative study to investigate the 
possibility of securing and developing an open space area roughly bound by the San Francisco Bay 
shoreline on the west, Potrero Ridge on the east, the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge on the south and 
Point San Pablo on the north (see Appendix A). 

This resolution resulted in the joining of six entities that saw value in the project and the potential to 
meet both individual and complementary goals.  These entities include the City of Richmond, the 
California Coastal Conservancy, the East Bay Regional Park District, the Muir Heritage Land Trust, 
Chevron-Texaco (Chevron), and the Trails for Richmond Action Committee (TRAC).  The San Pablo 
Open Space Committee (Committee), with a representative from each of these six entities, was 
established to investigate the possibility of creating public open space in the area.

In December 2003, the Muir Heritage Land Trust, relying on a Coastal Conservancy grant, contracted 
with LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) and its Consultant Team to conduct a comprehensive feasibility 
study for the creation of a regional-scale public open space on the western half of the San Pablo 
Peninsula under the direction of the Committee.  This report culminates that effort. 

STUDY AREA 
One of the first actions of the Committee was to define the Study Area.  Figure 3 represents the 
boundaries as defined by the Committee and later amended during the planning process. The 
definitions of the categories shown on the map are as follows: 
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Figure 1: Regional Location 
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Figure 2: Property Ownership 
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Figure 3: Study Area 
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Primary Study Area 
The Primary Study Area is the focus of analysis for park and open space facilities on the San Pablo 
Peninsula.  The study assessed the feasibility of developing a public park with open space and 
examined the potential layout of facilities.  The Primary Study Area includes the length of the western 
shoreline from I-580 to the San Pablo Yacht Harbor, the Port of Richmond’s Terminal 4, Point 
Molate Beach Park, Red Rock Marina, and the western-facing slopes of the Peninsula. 

Secondary Areas 
Point Molate Development Areas  
The City of Richmond (City) has identified these areas within the former Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot for redevelopment (Point Molate Reuse Plan 1997). Specifically, the City envisions recreating 
the vitality, commerce, and activity reminiscent of its era as a winery and village.  The future  
redevelopment of these areas will impact the Primary Study Area. The study addressed the interface 
of these lands with the Primary Study Area. 

Chevron Refinery Interface Areas
The Refinery lies on the eastern side of the ridge.  Chevron has a vital interest in protecting the safety 
and security of its operations. Development of park or open space facilities within the Primary Study 
Area would affect areas owned by Chevron. The study considered these areas while recognizing and 
respecting potential safety and security concerns as they relate to public access.   

Water and Submerged Parcel Areas
Water areas and submerged parcel areas adjacent to the study area are essential to developing a 
regional park on the Peninsula. These adjacent water areas create unique opportunities to enhance the 
recreation experience for visitors (i.e., water access, views, interpretive opportunities). 

STUDY PRODUCTS 
Two separate, but related, documents constitute the final product of this effort.  Each document is 
described below: 

Recommendations and Alternatives (Volume I) 
The Recommendations and Alternatives report describes the key recommendations and conclusions. 
It outlines the areas of general agreement on how open space development should unfold and 
provides specific land use, recreation, open space, and related recommendations that should be 
implemented. The report includes specific action items related to the land and its resources, and 
outlines the next steps needed to proceed.

Analysis of several land use alternatives led to the recommendations and conclusions.  Based upon 
the Existing Conditions Report (Volume II), the Consultant Team identified the site opportunities and 
constraints considering biological sensitivity, accessibility, visual resources, safety and security. The 
opportunities and constraints are included as Appendix A of this report.  The opportunities and 
constraints informed the development of different open space, recreation, and land use alternatives for 
the San Pablo Peninsula Open Space Committee.  The five concepts considered by the Committee are 
briefly described in the Alternatives Analysis chapter and detailed in Appendix B of this report. 
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Existing Conditions (Volume II) 
The Existing Conditions report was developed as a resource document to guide and inform the 
Recommendations and Alternatives Analysis and is provided under separate cover. It is a 
compendium of information from existing sources on the resources and circumstances of the San 
Pablo Peninsula.  The report covers land use, visual resources, recreational resources, infrastructure, 
traffic and circulation, safety and security, biological resources, hydrology, cultural resources, soils 
and geology, and noise.  

Relevant Richmond General Plan policies and programs are included (in part) within this document; 
these policies form an important starting point for the development of the Preferred Alternative for 
the Peninsula (Figure 4).
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SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

INTRODUCTION
Based on the information provided in the Existing Conditions report (Volume II), the Consultant 
Team developed an opportunities and constraints analysis for the site and used that analysis to 
formulate several alternative development scenarios for open space and recreation facilities on the 
San Pablo Peninsula.  The opportunities, constraints, and alternatives were designed to facilitate an 
analysis of key issues, challenges and trade-offs associated with development and implementation of 
park and open space facilities.  In particular, the alternatives analysis reflects the complexity of issues 
related to the needs and desires of the various landowners on the Peninsula and the uncertainty 
regarding the future of Point Molate and Point San Pablo/Terminal 4.  The opportunities, constraints, 
and alternatives are described briefly below and provided in detail in Appendix B. 

The Consultant Team presented four alternatives to the Committee at a meeting on September 14, 
2004.  A lively discussion resulted in consensus that the discussion of alternatives required a second 
meeting, October 20, 2004.  Committee members made comments on the alternatives at each of these 
two meetings and also submitted comments in writing.  The alternatives were then refined to reflect 
the Committee’s feedback and an additional alternative was added to address the current development 
proposal for Point Molate. 

OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS 
The Opportunities and Constraints analysis considered biological sensitivity, accessibility, visual 
resources, safety and security.  It acknowledges project goals and objectives and is consistent with the 
Consensus document prepared by the Committee in 2002 (Appendix C).  The analysis considers 
potential uses and facilities as well as compatibility with adjacent land uses.   

Opportunities 
• Historic Interpretation 

• Outstanding Views 

• Future Use of Terminal 4 

• Access to East Brother Light Station 

• Natural Resource Recreation and 
Interpretation

• Public Access to Piers 

• Redevelopment of Point Molate 

• Improvement of Point Molate Beach Park 

• Inactive Railroad Lines 

• Western Drive Alignment 

• Accessibility

• Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission (BCDC) Jurisdiction 
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Constraints 
• Private Ownership 

• Accessibility

• BCDC Jurisdiction 

• Pier Conditions 

• Protection of Aquatic Resources 

• Railroad Right-of-Way 

• Ridgeline Security Buffer 

• Hazardous Materials 

• Protection of Sensitive Natural 
Communities/Wetlands

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
The Consultant Team developed and refined five distinct project alternatives for the study area.  
Alternatives include passive open space with minimal developed infrastructure, park-related public 
facilities, park-related commercial recreation, and park-related uses compatible with other 
commercial and industrial development.  

Alternative A: Passive Open Space with Minimal Developed Infrastructure  
Alternative A emphasizes minimal infrastructure improvements with no new construction, 
development, or reuse of existing buildings or infrastructure.  Passive open space on the hillsides 
would allow for visual access only; physical access would be prohibited.  The existing roadways 
would form the spine of a Class II trail system.  Class I trail alignments along the shoreline zone of 
Point Molate would use the existing railway alignment and access key shoreline vista points.  
Terminal 4 would remain in industrial use; therefore, public access to Point San Pablo would be 
prohibited. 

Alternative B: Park-Related Public Amenities with Minimal Developed Infrastructure 
Alternative B centers on reclaiming and redeveloping Terminal 4 as a park-related asset with a 
shoreline trail system.  Point Molate Beach Park would be improved and reopened for public use with 
sufficient funds for appropriate maintenance and supervision.  The Point Molate and Point Orient 
Piers would be improved and opened for general public use, with fishing and other water-related 
activities available at Point Molate Pier.  A controlled access trail system would be developed along 
the western-facing slopes of the Peninsula. Limiting public access to these areas would protect natural 
resources, ensure public safety and protect the security of the neighboring refinery.  

Alternative C: Park-Related Uses with Commercial Development 
Alternative C focuses on the maximum development of park-related facilities to include commercial 
and recreation-related development with interpretive amenities.  Point Molate Navy Fuel Depot 
buildings would be renovated for public recreation and interpretation, providing for a Discovery 
Center, overnight cabins, a meeting or conference facility, a restaurant, and small shops.  A 
commercial venture, such as a bait shop at the base of the Point Molate Pier and a kayak and sailboat 
concessionaire at Point Molate Beach Park would supplement public use of these facilities.  Industrial 
use at Terminal 4 would be discontinued; park-related facilities would include Class I trails to access 
the ridge and an interpretive display at the historic whaling station.  
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Alternative D: Park-Related Uses Compatible with Commercial/Industrial Development 
Alternative D relies on the City of Richmond General Plan (1994) and the Point Molate Reuse Plan 
(1997).  Terminal 4 would revert to industrial use, prohibiting public access to Point San Pablo. The 
City of Richmond would retain ownership of Point Molate and develop it for mixed use according to 
the Point Molate Reuse Plan (1997). Alternative D would include Class I and Class II trails along the 
shoreline, hiking trails on the hillsides, and a spur trail from the San Pablo Yacht Harbor to an 
interpretive vista point overlooking the historic whaling station. Point Molate and Point Orient Piers 
would be improved for public access.  A shoreline park would follow the entire length of the Point 
Molate waterfront, including the Point Molate Pier and the existing Point Molate Beach Park. 

Alternative E: Park-Related Uses Compatible with Proposed Casino Development of  
 Point Molate 

Alternative E provides programming elements that would be compatible with the proposed Upstream 
Point Molate LLC (Upstream) casino development for Point Molate.  The Upstream development 
would feature first class destination resort and gaming facilities, including entertainment and 
conference, hotel, and retail space, together with public-serving uses, park and open space (Land 
Disposition and Development Agreement, 2004). This alternative assumes a similar commercial 
development for Terminal 4.  Alternative E would include a Class I trail system along the shoreline 
within the existing railroad right-of-way, redevelopment of Point Molate Beach Park (open for public 
use), public access to Point Orient Pier, and public access to key vista points along the shoreline and 
in the hillside open space areas. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Committee discussed Existing Conditions (Volume II) in the context of providing public open 
space and recreational facilities.  This analysis resulted in a series of recommendations that form the 
basis for open space planning.  The Committee determined that a range of open space futures were 
feasible and developed a Preferred Alternative (Figure 4) incorporating elements of Alternatives B, C, 
and D.  The Preferred Alternative, as depicted in Figure 4, conceptually corresponds to the 
recommendations below.  Decisions regarding the specific location and type of recreation facilities 
should be resolved with a Park Master Plan process to be initiated after the land rights to the area are 
secured.  Site-specific decisions need to be made with public participation and cost estimates for 
proposed improvements.  Consequently, only the most important facility recommendations are 
described below. 

The recommendations are summarized in general categories and are not intended to be mutually 
exclusive.  These recommendations focus on the Primary Study Area but refer to the adjacent 
Secondary Areas where appropriate.  

VISION
A permanently protected open space and park facility on the San Pablo Peninsula is appropriate 

and desirable.  The majority of the Primary Study area should be dedicated to open space and 
recreational uses, including portions of the Point Molate Development area, Point San Pablo 

(Terminal 4), and Chevron properties as shown on Figure 4 and described below. 

LAND USE RECOMMENDATIONS 
• No new development on the western side of the Peninsula should occur except as provided on 

portions of Point Molate as described below. 

• The 53 acres of scenic, but derelict, City of Richmond property commonly known as Terminal 4 
is key to the success of an open space plan for the Peninsula.  The area of Terminal 4 offers a 
unique Bay experience with panoramic views of the San Francisco Bay.  If Terminal 4 has a 
similar use to that described in the approved Development Agreement on Point Molate, the 
amount of open space remaining on the Peninsula would be disproportionately small.  Hikers, 
bikers, and small craft boaters would have the large-scale features of hotels and casino in the 
foreground to the entire open space experience.  If Terminal 4 were to revert to industrial use then 
the public would not have access to it for safety and security reasons.  The BCDC Bay Plan (as 
amended 2002) notes that as this area is not needed for a marine terminal use, it should be 
developed for recreational use. 
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Figure 4: Preferred Alternative 
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• Commercial recreation uses can be consistent with a major park or open space facility on the 
Peninsula.  Specifically, the San Pablo Yacht Harbor is an important recreational component in 
the area.  Efforts to support facility improvements are desirable. 

• The upper hillsides of the Peninsula need to be protected as permanent open space. 

• The land uses that are ultimately approved by the City for development areas at Point Molate 
should be designed to support and complement park and open space development within the 
Primary Study Area and should be integrated into that development. 

• All remaining lands on the Bay side of Western Drive should be protected as park lands. 

• The core ridgeline along the Peninsula should emphasize passive open space uses (i.e. provide 
visual amenities but not necessarily be available for public access). 

TRAILS
• Development of the San Francisco Bay Trail spur from the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge to the 

San Pablo Yacht Harbor should be expedited to resolve right-of-way issues, complete the final 
design, and initiate construction.  The section within Point Molate should be completed when that 
area redevelops. 

• Interior trails throughout the Primary Study Area need to be jointly designed by the implementing 
agency(ies), Chevron, and other affected organizations or private entities, to ensure that refinery 
safety concerns are addressed. 

• Access to some hiking trails on the western-facing slopes may be controlled for resource 
protection and the safety and security of the refinery.  Further studies need to be initiated to 
determine what restrictions would be appropriate, including addition or deletion of trails in these 
areas.

RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 
• Small-scale picnic areas, benches, restrooms and related facilities should be located along the 

Spur Bay Trail and at Point San Pablo (Terminal 4). 

• The shoreline park should be developed as part of the Point Molate project. The existing Point 
Molate Beach Park should be redeveloped and reopened for public access as part of developing 
the shoreline park.  Operation and maintenance costs should be a responsibility of the Point 
Molate project. 

• The Point Molate Pier with its tremendous views and unique access to the Bay should remain a 
public resource, not just to benefit private uses. The potential for ferry service to this pier should 
continue to be evaluated and encouraged if feasible over time.  Reservation of space for future 
parking facilities associated with ferry service should be explored as part of the Point Molate 
planning and environmental review process.   

• While not currently a public resource, Point Orient Pier could also provide tremendous views and 
unique access to the Bay.   Public access to Point Orient Pier should be considered, depending on 
pier condition and structural integrity. 
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CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL OPPORTUNITIES 
• The San Pablo Peninsula presents a tremendous opportunity to interpret a continuum of history 

for the East Bay.  Remnants of some of these periods still exist and should be protected.  The Bay 
Trail should include interpretive panels describing these interesting historical periods and the 
geologic history of the Bay’s formation.  

• Point Molate historical facilities are well documented in City of Richmond and Federal 
documents.  Support for the preservation of these historic facilities, where feasible, should be a 
cornerstone to redeveloping Point Molate. 

SAFETY AND SECURITY 
• All facilities and proposals should be reviewed for public safety and security concerns, whether 

from terrorism, normal law enforcement issues, fire safety or industrial emissions.  Facilities 
needing special consideration include the Refinery and the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. 

• A public safety and security policing program should be developed for the San Pablo Peninsula.  
With limited points of public access, a coordinated program by the City of Richmond, Chevron, 
the East Bay Regional Park District (assuming they will operate the Bay Trail), California 
Highway Patrol, Coast Guard, and the developers of Point Molate is essential and desirable. 

• Environmental review for new project proposals should emphasize public safety and security 
issues to ensure that these issues are considered in the development of new facilities. 

LAND PRESERVATION AND OWNERSHIP ISSUES 
• Research should be encouraged into ownership of railroad rights-of-way throughout the study 

area to facilitate anticipated construction of the Bay Trail alignment along the shoreline. If 
railroad right-of-way does not become available, adjacent land should be acquired to provide for 
the shoreline trail. 

• Chevron should be encouraged to work with potential park operators (e.g. East Bay Regional 
Park District) to transfer lands on the shore side of Western Drive to a public entity for park and 
recreation purposes.   

• Property owners should be encouraged to work with public agencies or land trusts to protect rare 
habitats (e.g., coastal terrace prairie) on their lands using conservation easements to ensure long 
term open space protection.  

• The entire range of land holding options (e.g., transfer and sale restrictions, easements, long term 
leases) should be considered for allowing limited recreation facilities and open space 
preservation.

• Conservation easements should be secured by the City of Richmond on all hillside open space 
and shoreline areas of Point Molate.  A recreational use easement should extend over the Point 
Molate Beach Park. 

• Continued physical and visual access to East Brother Light Station should be supported. 
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NATURAL RESOURCES 
• Extensive clean-up remains to be done.  Underground tanks should be remediated to prevent 

impacts to natural resources.  

• Significant natural resource areas (grasslands, eel grass beds, coastal brackish marsh) should be 
managed for habitat protection. Specific protocols and plans should be developed to address the 
management of these sensitive areas and to provide guidance on potential habitat restoration 
and/or enhancement efforts (i.e., invasive species eradication).   

• Interpretive panels should be placed near or adjacent to natural communities to provide 
educational opportunities and foster stewardship of the land and its resources.   

• Overall visual quality and hillside views should be preserved for public use and interpretation, to 
the extent feasible.

TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
• Large-scale reuse of the San Pablo Peninsula will require major reconstruction of traffic facilities 

consistent with modern traffic standards for safety, level of service and lane requirements. 

• Industrial reuse of Terminal 4, especially truck traffic, would be inconsistent with efforts to 
upgrade the character of the area for uses being considered by the City for the Point Molate 
redevelopment.

• Point Molate’s utility infrastructure is inconsistent with modern standards and should be 
upgraded.

• Obsolete and unused aboveground industrial tanks scattered throughout the Peninsula should be 
removed.  New structures should be screened to preserve the visual quality of the area.   

• Electrical lines should be put underground, where feasible. 

• Extension of Western Drive as a shoreline scenic route beyond Terminal 4 to the San Pablo Yacht 
Harbor should be explored.  

• The obsolete railroad line running from the Chevron Richmond Refinery toward Terminal 4 
should be abandoned and considered for use as a Class I trail. 

BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) Bay Plan provides 
guidance related to land planning issues along the shoreline. 

The Bay Plan was adopted by BCDC in 1968, enacted by the California legislature in 1969, and 
revised in 1998. Since 1998 BCDC has adopted a series of maps for specific areas called the Bay Plan 
Maps.  These Bay Plan Maps are based on the Bay Plan and show how to apply Bay Plan policies for 
specific areas.  The Bay Plan Policies listed with each Bay Plan Map are enforceable policies. 
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Plan Map 4 Central Bay North (as amended 2002) is the relevant Bay Plan Map for this study area 
(Figure 5).  This map designates the area north from Castro Point, including Pt. Molate, as 
“Waterfront Park, Beach.”  A strip along the shoreline around Point San Pablo to the whaling station 
is also designated as “Waterfront Park, Beach.”  The map designates the upland areas of the Peninsula 
as “Water-Related Industry.”  Terminal 4 has not been given a priority use designation. 

The accompanying Bay Plan Policies (as amended 2002), relevant to the San Pablo Peninsula are 
summarized below:   

• As not needed for marine terminals, redevelop Point San Pablo for recreational uses (Bay Plan 
Policy #3) 

• Preserve the Brothers Islands and Lighthouse. Access by boat only (Bay Plan Policy #4) 
• From Point Molate to Point Richmond, develop the Bay Trail as a multi-use trail (Bay Plan 

Policy #5) 
• Develop Naval Fuel Depot Point Molate for park use. Landward of Western Drive should be 

developed for recreation use. Provide a trail system linking shoreline park areas and vista points 
in hillside open space areas. Provide public access to historical district with interpretation of this 
resource. The Point Molate Pier should be re-used for water-oriented recreation and incidental 
commercial recreation. Encourage water-oriented recreation, including mooring facilities for 
transient recreation boats, excursion craft and small watercraft. Protect existing eelgrass beds.  
(Bay Plan Policy #6) 

In 2003, BCDC amended the Seaport Plan to remove the Port of Richmond’s Terminal No. 4, from 
the Port Priority Use areas of the Seaport Plan.  Even though BCDC omitted Terminal 4 from Port 
designation in the Seaport Plan, the relevant Plan Map 4 Central Bay North (described above) has not 
yet been amended to redesignate Terminal 4 with a different use.  The removal of Terminal 4 from 
the Port Priority Use designation allows for consideration of alternative uses, such as recreation 
use in this area. 
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Figure 5: Bay Plan Map 4 
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NEXT STEPS 

The recommendations provide guidance to implementing agencies regarding options for open space, 
parks, and recreation programs and facilities on the San Pablo Peninsula.  A series of actions are 
needed to move the San Pablo Peninsula open space program forward over the next few years.  Many 
can proceed concurrently and are described below: 

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
The extent and nature of recreation development will, in part, be determined by the future of Point 
Molate and Terminal 4.  This study has concluded without the benefit of economic analysis of the 
alternatives because of the uncertainties surrounding the development of Point Molate and Terminal 
4, and the unknowns related to public use of lands owned by Chevron.  A critical first step toward 
implementation of the open space program will be an accurate assessment of program costs, including 
land acquisition and improvement costs as well as ongoing operations and maintenance costs.   

TERMINAL 4 

Terminal 4 is a derelict, underutilized facility. In reference to Terminal 4, the City’s General Plan is 
inconsistent with the City’s recent approach toward redevelopment of the San Pablo Peninsula 
reflected in its 2004 actions relating to Point Molate.  With limited financial resources available to the 
City for rectifying the site, the City should consider a partnership with the State Lands Commission, 
the Muir Heritage Land Trust, and other agencies.  Jointly, these groups could sponsor grants to clean 
up the site, acquire it for recreation use and fund capital facilities to make it the focal point of the San 
Pablo Peninsula Open Space System. 

LAND PROGRAM 

The East Bay Regional Park District and the Muir Heritage Land Trust should initiate discussions 
with all Peninsula property owners on land use arrangements that balance the needs and concerns of 
property owners with the open space recommendations contained in this document.  All land 
ownership options should be considered. 

BAY TRAIL IMPLEMENTATION 

The City of Richmond, East Bay Regional Park District and Point Molate developers should initiate a 
cooperative program toward advancing the construction of the Spur Bay Trail on the Peninsula.  This 
process could occur once current legal issues are resolved. 
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RICHMOND GENERAL PLAN REVISIONS 

The Richmond General Plan, dated 1994 (updated 1998) appears for the most part to support the San 
Pablo Peninsula Open Space program. The General Plan designates the vast majority of the Peninsula 
for recreation and open space use. Other lands on the Peninsula are designated for Heavy Industry, 
Light Industry, and Port/Marine Terminal. However, these land use designations do not accurately 
reflect existing and historic uses or the realities of land ownership. In some instances, lands are 
designated as recreation but are not necessarily available for public access.  Neither the Point Molate 
Reuse Plan (1997) nor the recent Upstream Point Molate LLC development proposal (2005) are 
reflected in the City’s current General Plan (1994).  

The existing General Plan shows water areas designated for industrial or other uses.  These 
designations may have been implemented prior to the formation of BCDC or are merely the result of 
limitations in graphic technology at the time.  Consequently, in reference to the Peninsula, the 
Richmond General Plan should be revised.  A revision consistent with these open space 
recommendations is strongly desired, including changes to show Terminal 4 with a Recreation land 
use designation. 

ZONING DISTRICT BOUNDARIES 

The zoning district maps do not conform to the general plan category boundaries.  A program to bring 
zoning into conformance with the revised General Plan (discussed above) for the Peninsula should be 
concurrent with the General Plan review. 

POINT MOLATE 
Point Molate development applications should be reviewed to ensure that these future projects 
incorporate the San Pablo Peninsula Open Space Recommendations.  Specifically they need to: 

• Improve the Point Molate Beach Park and make it available for public use; provide a recreation 
easement on the site to the City; and provide for operation and maintenance funds. 

• Provide conservation easements over the hillside lands adjacent to the Refinery to ensure their 
permanent preservation.  Agreements on limiting access to this area need to be included within 
the easements. (Joint policing could be encouraged.)

• Construct the Bay Trail Spur across Point Molate consistent with Association of Bay Area 
Government (ABAG) Bay Trail design standards.

• Protect historically significant buildings to the extent feasible.

• Allow for public use of the Point Molate pier including potential future ferry service.

• Underground electrical lines across the site.

• Ensure funding to maintain the Bay Trail and public use areas and to manage resources.
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FIGURE 4
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T

introduction C H A P T E R  l

Open space, 
parks,  t ra i ls  
& recreational 
faci l i t ies 
are essent ia l 
to the eco-
nomic v i ta l i ty 
and qual i ty of 
l ife throughout 
the East Bay.

  EPS used data from park  
 user sur veys and voter 
 sur veys conducted over a  
 per iod of several  years to  
 corroborate the Distr ict ’s  
 reported usage patterns.   
 These sur veys were 
 conducted by Strategy  
 Research Inst i tute (SRI) 
 of  Ful lerton, Cal i fornia.

  About $15.70 of this amount  
is  associated with Bond  
 Measure AA.

CA R O L  SE V E R I N
 PR E S I D E N T
 BO A R D  O F  D I R E C T O R S
 EA S T  BA Y  RE G I O N A L 
 PA R K  D I S T R I C T

PAT  O’BR I E N
 GE N E R A L  MA N A G E R
 EA S T  BA Y  RE G I O N A L 
 PA R K  D I S T R I C T
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QUALITY OF LIFE.   

PROPERTY VALUES.  

USER UTILITY.  

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION.  

ECOSYSTEM SERVICES.  

URBAN FORM.  

HEALTH, EDUCATION, PUBLIC SAFETY AND TRANSIT BENEFITS.  

executive summary

The overall conclusions 
of the present study 

conclude that the 
regional park system 
of open space, parks, 
trails and recreational 

facilities are:
• An essential part of 

the urban fabric of the 
East Bay and key to future 

efforts to “sustain the 
region” as it continues 
to mature and develop.

• A fundamental 
component of the 

region’s “quality of life” 
that is inextricably linked 

to the vitality of the 
East Bay’s economy.

C H A P T E R  l l

2
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REPLACEMENT VALUE.  

USER EXPENDITURE ECONOMIC IMPACTS. 

DISTRICT EXPENDITURE ECONOMIC IMPACTS.  

3

executive summaryC H A P T E R  l l

Environmental  educat ion, 
f i re protect ion and park 
maintenance are three of 
the many publ ic ser vices 
the Park Distr ict  provides.
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The regional park
system operated and 

managed by the District 
is the backbone 

of the East Bay’s 
“green” infrastructure, 

representing 9.5 percent 
of the two-county 

land area and almost 
50 percent of all land 

protected through 
ownership of 

development rights in
 the two counties. This 
“green infrastructure,” 

and associated 
environmental preserva-

tion, ensures environmental 
and aesthetic quality in 
the region. In addition, 

it provides outdoor 
recreation and educational 
and cultural opportunities 
to all East Bay residents, 

residents of adjacent 
counties, and tourists.

T

description of EBRPDC H A P T E R  l l l

4

PARK TYPE

RECREATION AREAS

REGIONAL PARKS

REGIONAL PRESERVES

REGIONAL SHORELINES

REGIONAL TRAILS

TOTAL

#  PARKS

& TRAILS

9

16

19

15

15

74

D I S T R I C T  LA N D 
B Y  PA R K  TY P E
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ENVIRONMENTAL PRESERVATION.  

description of EBRPDC H A P T E R  l l l

   LAND TYPE/ITEM

   RECREATION AREA
  Acres
  Price
  Price/acre
 REGIONAL PARK
  Acres
  Price
  Price/acre
 REGIONAL PRESERVE
  Acres
  Price
  Price/acre

REGIONAL SHORELINE
  Acres  
  Price
  Price/acre
 REGIONAL TRAIL
  Acres
  Price
  Price/acre
 

 TOTAL Acres
  Price
  Price/acre

1934-44

44
$228,450

$5,142

3,647
$10,677,800

$2,928

0
$0
$0

0
$0
$0

0
$0
$0

3,700
$10,906,000

$2,948

1945-55

82
$396,000

4,829

1,379
$2,634,102

$1,910

0
$0
$0

0
$0
$0

0
$0
$0

1,500
$3,030,000

$2,020

1956-66

298
$0
$0

6,229
$10,311,563

$1,655

3,500
$2,900.858

$829

383
$0
$0

0
$0
$0

10,400
$13,212,000

$1,270

1967-77

805
$3,164,066

$3,930

10,390
$44,100,679

$4,245

13,729
$21,987,992

$1,602

4,058
$29,253,546

$7,208

635
$667,389

$1,051

29,600
$99,174,000

$3,350

1978-88

272
$757,841

$2,789

6,576
$34,543,997

$5,253

12,259
$13,134,556

$1,071

1,549
$12,973,871

$8,373

289
$770,326

$2,663

20,900
$62,181,000

$2,975

1989-2000

196
$3,897,955

$19,888

6,980
$66,318,670

$9,501

9,483
$26,961,688

$2,843

7,287
$69,326,546

$9,513

1,461
$9,744,690

$6,668

25,400
$176,250,000

$6,939

TOTAL

1,698
$8,444,312

$4,974

35,201
$168,586,892

$4,789

38,971
$64,985,892

$1,668

13,278
$111,553,963

$8,401

2,386
$11,182,404

$4,687

91,500
$364,753,000

$3,986

 SOURCES:  East Bay Regional  Park Distr ict ;  Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

* Histor ical  acquis i t ions are expressed in terms of current year 2000 
 purchasing power

LA N D  AC Q U I S I T I O N 
B Y  P E R I O D  I N  Y E A R  2000 D O L L A R S *

SUBMITTAL # 8



C H A P T E R  l l l

OPPORTUNITIES FOR CREATIVE OUTDOOR RECREATION.  

6

AV E R A G E  AN N U A L  PA R K  V I S I T A T I O N*

description of EBRPD

ACTIVITY

WALKING, HIKING, RUNNING, ETC.

BICYCLE RIDING

DOG WALKING

OTHER B

PICNICKING

FISHING

SWIMMING

EQUESTRIAN

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION C

MEADOWS

CAMPING

GOLFING

BOATING/WINDSURFING

RENTAL FACILITIES D

SPECIAL RECREATION E

TOTAL

PARKA VISITS

2,795,000
785,000

1,525,000
1,410,000
1,320,000

490,000
450,000
290,000
290,000
250,000
240,000
190,000
100,000

80,000
30,000

10,245,000

TRAIL VISITS 

1,745,000
1,330,000

425,000
135,000

0
10,000
10,000
90,000

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

3,745,000

TOTAL VISITS

4,540,000
2,115,000
1,950,000
1,545,000
1,320,000

500,000
460,000
380,000
290,000
250,000
240,000
190,000
100,000

80,000
30,000

13,990,000

 A The use of“Parks” refers to use of a l l  parks and open space, a l l  t ra i ls  internal   
  to these parks and al l  recreat ional  faci l i t ies associated with these parks.

 B Includes general  use not specif ical ly associated with any other categor y.

 C Includes vis i ts associated with v is i tor  centers’  program part ic ipat ion.

 D Includes use of faci l i t ies for meetings, banquet and food ser vices.

 E Specia l  recreat ion includes archer y,  marksmanship,  model tra ins and boats.

 SOURCES:  Park Distr ict  Operat ions Department;  Strategy Research Inst i tute;   
 Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

* Average annual  park v is i tat ion represents the mid-point of high (15.5 mi l l ion)   
 and low (12.5 mi l l ion)  v is i tat ion est imates for 1999. This range was der ived  
 using three independent sources of data.These include vis i tat ion est imates by  
 East Bay Regional  Park Distr ict  unit  managers,  as wel l  as medium and high  
 propensity voter sur veys and the Longitudinal  Monitor ing Study, both conducted  
 by Strategy Research Inst i tute.

F ishing and
picnicking
rank 
high as rec-
reat ional 
act iv i t ies 
with 
regional 
park 
v is i tors.

SUBMITTAL # 8



7

context of the EBRPD

The District currently 
serves an ethnically 

diverse group of 
2.40 million East Bay 

residents, not counting 
the 700,000 non-East 

Bay residents who 
are estimated to 

take advantage of the 
outdoor opportunities 
offered by the District 

each year.

C H A P T E R  lV

American Indian
.5%

Asian & Pacific
17%

African 
American
14%

Hispanic
16.5%

Caucasian
52%

35 - 64 years
41%

0 -19 years
29%

65+ years
11%

20 -34 years
19%

D I S T R I C T  AG E  BR E A K D O W N 
AL A M E D A  &  CO N T R A  CO S T A  CO U N T I E S

E T H N I C  BR E A K D O W N

AL A M E D A  &  CO N T R A  CO S T A  CO U N T I E S

A

DEMOGRAPH IC/SOC IO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT i, i i

EXISTING

SOURCE:  Cal i fornia Department of Finance.
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FUTURE

LAND CONTEXT i i i

EXISTING

8

context of the EBRPDC H A P T E R  lV

AREA

ALAMEDA

CONTRA COSTA
   

DISTRICT TOTAL

SOURCE:  Associat ion of Bay Area Governments

HOUSEHOLDS

RE G I O N A L  GR O W T H

2000–2020

POPULATION JOBS

1,462,700 1,671,700 209,000 14% 514,620 578,830 64,210 12% 725,790 945,340 219.550 30%

941,900 1,169,000 227,100 24% 338,860 420,740 81,880 24% 360,090 500,680 140,590 39%

2,404,600 2,840,700 436,100 18% 853,480 999,570 146,090 17% 1,085,880 1,446,020 360,140 33%

 % & & 

 2000 2020 GROWTH  CHANGE 2000 2020 GROWTH CHANGE 2000 2020 GROWTH CHANGE
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FUTURE 

context of the EBRPD

Demographic and 
economic growth and 
change are expected 

to be pronounced 
in the next 20 years 

in the East Bay,
and, as a result, 

pressures on land 
will intensify. 

New land will be 
sought for housing, 

work places, and 
other developments, 

while existing and 
new residents will 
expect more parks 
and open space to 

maintain park levels 
of service and 

their quality of life.

The intensity of 
future land use 

conflicts between 
development pressures 

and environmental 
preservation efforts 
will depend, in part, 

on land use 
decisions by local 

policy-makers. 

C H A P T E R  lV

Urban land
30%

District parkland
9%

Other secure
14%

Other land
34%

Future urban land
13%

LA N D 
I N V E N T O R Y

AL A M E D A  & 
CO N T R A  CO S T A 
CO U N T I E S

SOURCE:  Greenbelt  Al l iance
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T

Quality of Life

economic benefits 

Quality of life is one 
of the key elements 

that drives 
sustainable, regional, 

economic growth. 
Areas and regions that 
ignore the importance 
of these quality of life 

factors attract and retain 
fewer businesses and 

workers, and, over 
time, can expect to 

experience lower rates 
of economic growth 

in addition to a lower 
quality of life.

C H A P T E R  V

1 “Qual i ty of Life” is a term that has taken on a broad meaning in urban affa i rs and 
 planning . I t  general ly refers to the “l ivabi l i t y” of an area or region, as def ined by a 
 var iety of factors,  including , but not l imited to,  publ ic safety,  t raff ic congest ion, 
 environmental  qual i ty,  educat ional  and cultural  resources, and recreat ion opportunit ies.

2 However,  some of these qual i ty of l i fe benef i ts are indicated by other benef i ts of parks,   
including property value increases, user ut i l i t y values, and urban form benef i ts.
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District parks, open space, 
and trails enhance the 

property values of homes 
throughout the District. 

In addition, they increase 
property values of homes 
adjacent to the parklands 

due to the views and 
immediate access pro-

vided.

Scient i f ic 
sur veys 
have shown 
that regional 
t ra i ls  often  
enhance 
the value 
of adjacent 
pr ivate 
property.

11

Property Values

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE:  

TRAILS:  

URBAN/SHORELINE PARKS:  

economic benefits C H A P T E R  V
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User Uti l i ty

1 Inference based on general  park-use studies combined with high- and medium- 
 propensity voter sur veys conducted by Strategy Research Inst i tute. 

economic benefits

Available park use data 
indicates that 90%1 of 

East Bay residents visit the 
parks at least once each 

year, obtaining some user 
utility and user surplus, 

while the average resident 
park user visits five times 

each year. The range of 
facilities offered and the 

locations of different parks 
and trails also suggest a 

general spread of benefits 
throughout a cross-section 
of the East Bay population. 

C H A P T E R  V
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Agricultural Production

economic benefitsC H A P T E R  V

While there are differ-
ing views of grazing, the 

District’s policy to 
permit grazing generates 

benefits including: 
•  $740,000 in gross 

pasture and range 
production  value 

each year
 •  the support of the 

ranching industry 
as a whole through 

the creation of 
larger contiguous 

areas for grazing uses
•  wildland 

management and 
fire protection benefits 

and cost savings.

Park Distr ict  open space acts as a buffer to urban 
development.  Grazing is one of several  land 
management techniques used by the Park Distr ict 
to reduce fuel  load and thus wi ldf i re danger.

SUBMITTAL # 8
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T

Ecosystem Services

public benefitsC H A P T E R  V l

Ecosystem services, 
thus the natural 

resources that provide 
them, have an economic 

value. Without these 
resources and 

services, a number 
of  costs may be 

incurred. Public costs 
may include the 

need for additional
wastewater treatment 

plants; private costs 
may include the 

need for water 
filtration systems 

or property damage 
due to landslides.

In addition, 
the overall quality 
of life of a region 
may suffer due to 

worsening air 
quality, which, in 

turn, could  reduce 
economic  growth.

Park Distr ict  wetlands 
provide cr i t ica l  wi ld l i fe 
habitat  and other 
ecological  benef i ts.

SUBMITTAL # 8
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Urban form

public benefits

The permanent 
establishment of an 
“urban edge” is one 

public policy objective 
that has recently 

become an important 
aspect of community 

planning and 
development. The 

EBRPD lands, along 
with other

 public open spaces,
 define urban form 

throughout the East 
Bay and, in so 

doing, contribute 
to a sustainable 

future for our cities 
and towns.

C H A P T E R  V l
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Health, Education, Public Safety and Transit Benefits

HEALTH:  

EDUCATION: 

PUBLIC SAFETY:  

public benefitsC H A P T E R  V l

The District provides a 
variety of benefits that 

accrue to both public 
sector entities charged 

with providing a range of 
services, and directly 

to individual park users 
and the broader 

community. These include 
health benefits through 

increased exercise, 
educational benefits  

through the environmental 
interpretative programs, 

public safety benefits 
through police and fire 
services and wildland 

management, and transit 
benefits through regional 
trails connecting homes, 

employment centers 
and shops. 

SUBMITTAL # 8
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TRANSIT:  

Replacement Value

1

1 This 50% increment represents a conser vat ive est imate of the addit ional  land 
 replacement costs associated with speculat ive value, soft  costs,  and environmental   
 restorat ion costs.

public benefitsC H A P T E R  V l

The value 
of lands 
acquired 
by the Park 
Distr ict  s ince 
i ts incept ion 
in 1934 has 
increased far 
beyond the 
or ig inal 
purchase 
pr ices.

SUBMITTAL # 8
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T

Non-Durables

benefits of user expenditures

The total annual 
economic impact of 

net new expenditures 
is $148 million, when 
multiplier effects are 

taken into account.

C H A P T E R  V l l
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Durables

benefits of user expendituresC H A P T E R  V l l

The presence of Park Distr ict  faci l i t ies 
and programs st imulates expenditures on 
park-related durable goods, with a result ing 
boost to the region’s economy.

SUBMITTAL # 8



22

T

benefits of district expenditures

Net new direct 
expenditures by 

EBRPD represent 
about $9.1 million 

each year, including 
$3.9 million in 

charges for services 
paid by non-residents 

and $5.2 million in 
non-local grant 

funding. Accounting 
for multiplier effects, 

the total net new 
impact on the East 

Bay economy is 
about $18.2 million 

each year.

C H A P T E R  V l l l
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T

future challengesC H A P T E R  lX

W i th new 
faci l i t ies 
such as Camp 
Arroyo, now 
under con-
struct ion in 
Livermore, 
the Park 
Distr ict  is 
broadening 
i ts efforts 
to ser ve the 
needs of a 
growing and 
increasingly 
diverse 
constituency.
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referencesC H A P T E R  X
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Point Molate List of Additional Documents

1. East Bay Regional Park District: Economic Benefit Analysis: Final Report, 
Nov. 1, 2000 

2. 2007 East Bay Regional Park District Master Plan Map 

3. 1997 East Bay Regional Park District Master Plan 

4. Point Molate Reuse Plan, March, 1997 
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biggest challenge is the 4,000 car parking structure. This is the primary reason that Upstream is 
prepared to sacrifice the integrity of the historic district. Upstream is obsessed with the idea that all 
parking has to be adjacent to or under the hotel and casino. I have suggested moving most of the 
parking to a structure in the area on the south end of Point Molate, just inside and to the east of the 
entry road. This area is relatively flat and, unlike the locations Upstream is proposing, would require 
minimal excavation and would cast much less. A short shuttle ride to the hotel and casino would be part 
of the experience and could be a rail structure or a tram as well as conventional vehicles. 
For examples., look at Sterling Vineyards in Calistoga or the Mandalay Bay Tram in Las Vegas that 
services the Mandalay, Luxor, and Excalibur or the Las Vegas Monorail that stops at  the Sahara, Las 
Vegas Hilton, Las Vegas Convention Center, Harrah’s, Imperial palace, Flaming, Caesars Palace, 
Ballys, Paris and MGM Grand. 

 

  

 
We have also looked at alternative plans (see attached “10_0405 Concept”) that move the hotel, 
attached parking and casino out of the historic district with a “hill town” design concept. Upstream 
seemed to like this but was not willing to commit to it. One of the features of this plan is a thematic 

Page 2 of 5
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Winehaven arrival focal point and then integrating the legacy of building 6 the Winehaven building into 
the Casino. The uniqueness of the site is its legacy of Viticulture, Chinese shrimp camps, Indians, 
railroads, manufacturing, whaling, and fueling.  Celebrating this historical gift is the key to a great plan. 
The intent is to extract the visual and thematic icons of this history as an arrival experience, like for 
instance, planting vineyards on both sides of the entry road, key symbolic viticulture art symbols either 
in architectural form or in focal point art, or celebrating the old railroad by aligned building 6 and its rail 
cars up with the main geometries of the Casino.  
In short, Upstream has continued to be myopic in its consideration of design schemes that address 
more than the single objective of a traditional stand-alone casino. Several architects with impressive 
hotel and casino experience have told me that Upstream’s plans reflect thinking that went out in the 
1970s. 
 An Alternative to Upstream 
It has been suggested by more than one credible individual that Richmond approach Point Molate like 
the Presidio Trust. A corporation controlled by the City would be set up. Without the casino, it could be 
integrated into Richmond’s redevelopment areas. Richmond did something like this once in the 1970s. 
It’s called Marina Bay. The City could use tax increment financing and special districts to install the 
necessary infrastructure and perform basic structural rehabilitation of the historic buildings. Portions of 
the property would be sold or long-term leased to developers and end users as the market allows, but 
the City would maintain control. This would avoid having to seek one large developer with the 
resources to pay for the whole project. The East Bay Regional Park District would collaborate with 
development and operation of recreation and open space resources. We should have done this ten 
years. 
Public floats alternative ideas to hotel-casino in 
Richmond 
By Katherine Tam 
Contra Costa Times 
Posted: 09/03/2010 08:40:09 PM PDT 
Updated: 09/05/2010 03:04:27 AM PDT 
  

A giant marijuana farm. A college campus. A mixed-use development boasting offices, shops, eateries, a 
winery, museum, convention center and housing, sans casino. 

Richmond city planners have received a half-dozen ideas in writing since they opened a monthlong 
window for the public to submit alternatives to building a Las Vegas-style casino-hotel resort at the 
waterfront Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot.  

Submissions range from a description a few sentences long to maps. The window closes Sept. 15. 

Design, Community & Environment, a Berkeley firm, will assess the ideas to see if they differ from the 
casino-hotel resort and the five alternatives in the draft environmental impact report. The consultant also 
will assess whether they are feasible and should be included in the environmental report for more study. 

The consultant's recommendations will be vetted by city staff members and developer Upstream, which 
is proposing the casino-hotel resort with the Guidiville Band of Pomo Indians. Critics have raised 
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employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited, and you are requested to please notify us 
immediately by telephone at 510.236.7435, and delete this message forthwith. 
Thank you for your cooperation.  
Tom Butt 
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As submitted separately via letter and email dated September 6, 2010 addressed to Lamont
Thompson, Senior Planner, Planning and Building Services, 450 Civic Center Plaza, P.O. Box
4046, Richmond, CA. 94804-1630

by
Citizens for a Sustainable Pt. Molate
P.O. Box 71212
Richmond, CA. 94807

Citizens for a Sustainable Pt. Molate has developed a land use proposal and development
plan for Point Molate that incorporates, complements, and stewards the natural geographic
features of Point Molate, incorporates environmental remediation strategies and methods that
are more comprehensive, less intrusive, and ultimately more effective than the remediation
strategies and methods proposed by Upstream for DEIS/EIR Alternatives A-D, all within a
rehabilitation and development project that will engage the public on a city, regional, and
national level, provide direct social and community benefit for Richmond residents, and
provide economic enrichment for the city and region via a combination of regionally impactful
nexus based economic generators, taxation, land occupation and visitation fees.

CFSPM's land use proposal for Point Molate follows best practices in:

LID - Low Impact Development, including storm water runoff management
Sustainable Development Principles - as per U.S. National Research Council, Policy Division,
Board on Sustainable Development of the US National Academy of Sciences and the
Wellbeing Index
Green Remediation Best Practices as defined by the US EPA
US EPA ER3 Initiative recommended practices in brownfield re-development
Smart Growth sustainable development principles for urban areas
OECD principles for sustainable economic development
US Green Building Council

Submit by Email

SUBMITTAL # 12



 
 

                          CFSPM 
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September  6, 2010 

Lamont Thompson 
Senior Planner 
Planning and Building Services 
450 Civic Center Plaza 
P.O. Box 4046 
Richmond, CA. 94804‐1630 
 
Re:   Comments on Revised Evaluation Criteria and Submission under the Point Molate Land Use Alternative                  

Workshop Program 
 
 
Dear Mr. Thompson, 
 
Via the 6th amendment to the LDA between Upstream and the City of Richmond which was generated by a 
city council vote on May 18th, 2010, a series of workshops to collect the public’s input on possible alternate 
projects for Point Molate was instituted.  
 
The first of those workshops occurred on August 4 at which time the workshop and presentation process was 
explained and attendees gave feedback to consultants DC&E on the evaluation criteria that was planned to 
be used to evaluate the various proposals. 
 
Unfortunately the feedback was not incorporated into the revised criteria, save for one point – the 
requirement to comply with Navy transfer terms – a foregone conclusion/requirement for any proposal. 
Indeed the revised criteria that were issued on 8/16/10 not only neglected to include participants feedback, it 
transformed many of the original criteria from being classed as guidelines to being classed as required, and 
added additional criteria that were never even discussed during the August 4, 2010 workshop, such as a 
requirement that alternate proposals  be ‘substantially different’ from existing alternatives A‐F in the 
DEIS/EIR in order to be considered.  What defines substantial difference appears to be up to DC&E and 
Upstream to decide. 
 
The workshop process provides for a deadline of proposal submissions of September 15th, yet the next 
workshop scheduled for tomorrow, Sept 8th, 2010 is aimed at receiving ‘verbal input from the public and 
written proposals on land use ideas for Point Molate”.  How can all the various proposals be discussed if they 
haven’t been received yet? 
 
The workshop process and evaluation criteria are deeply flawed, and are not providing a true opportunity for 
city residents to democratically participate in development and refinement of alternate land uses for Point 
Molate.  Attendants’ feedback to date has been ignored, and the process does not provide adequate 
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opportunity for submission of alternate ideas in a time frame that will accommodate review by participating 
residents.  Finally, under the terms of the 6th amendment to the LDA and the language of the amended K‐1 
motion passed on May 18th, 2010 all alternate proposals and land use ideas can only be executed and 
implemented by Upstream. 
 
For these reasons, while Citizens for a Sustainable Point Molate have developed a comprehensive plan for 
Point Molate, the details, renderings, and data from this plan will be submitted separately to the City of 
Richmond to review.    

 
The Citizens for a Sustainable Pt. Molate(CFSPM) have developed a land use proposal and development plan 
for Point Molate that incorporates, complements, and stewards the natural geographic features of Point 
Molate, incorporates environmental remediation strategies and methods that are more comprehensive, less 
intrusive, and ultimately more effective than the remediation strategies and methods proposed by Upstream 
for DEIS/EIR Alternatives A‐D, all within a rehabilitation and development project that will engage the public 
on a city, regional, and national level, provide direct social and community benefit for Richmond residents, 
and provide economic enrichment for the city and region via a combination of regionally impactful nexus 
based economic generators, taxation, land occupation and visitation fees. 
 
CFSPM's land use proposal for Point Molate follows best practices in: 
 
• LID ‐ Low Impact Development, including storm water runoff management 
• Sustainable Development Principles ‐ as per U.S. National Research Council, Policy Division, Board on 

Sustainable Development of the US National Academy of Sciences and the Wellbeing Index  
• Green Remediation Best Practices as defined by the US EPA 
• US EPA ER3 Initiative recommended practices in brownfield re‐development 
• Smart Growth sustainable development principles for urban areas 
• OECD principles for sustainable economic development 
• US Green Building Council 
• Integrated Total Impact Economic Modeling 
 
CFSPM's alternate land use proposal and development plan provides the following benefits ‐ 
 

• World class geo, eco, and cultural tourism and recreation destination that is economically accessible 
for all. 

• Habitat preservation ‐ biodiversity. 
• Diverse, sustainable economic system with multi‐generational extent, which includes nexus targeted 

creation of local and regional additive economic systems. 
• Sustainable job creation. 
• Energy self‐sufficiency. 
• Job and economic development programs that extend and reduce costs to the City of Richmond's 

existing economic and workforce development programs. 
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• Educational development, ‐ in situ, apprenticeships, and internships across multiple disciplines. 
• Analogic natural design and aesthetics that compliment and extend the Bay Area's iconic collection of 

natural and manmade structures 
• Rehabilitation and preservation of the Winehaven district. 
• Phased and paced implementation process that is both naturally triggered and accretive with adaptive 

re‐use design. 
• Social equity via cultural, health, educational, economic and recreational development models. 
 
The anticipated economic impact, when including the necessary integrated components that will provide a 
Total Economic Impact picture, such as infrastructure rehabilitation and remediation costs, health and 
wellness key indicator improvements, reduction in social services costs, financing costs, local and regional 
economic impact, local and regional valuation impacts, revenue production by participating entity, 
maintenance costs, etc.,  constitute by default ‐ a complex ‐ and by necessity ‐ a living model that cannot be 
adequately measured by simplistic direct and induced job creation projections based on a project's 
anticipated fully loaded capacity.  The economic analysis of CFSPM's alternate land use and development 
proposal does not isolate job creation apart from societal and community costs and benefits ‐ an area in 
which the project analysis contained in the current DEIS/EIR is woefully lacking. 
 
We look forward to the opportunity to present our project plan for Point Molate including a total economic 
impact analysis that incorporates all economic factors – and consequences, and equally look forward to the 
publication of a total economic impact analysis of items A‐D in the current DEIS/EIR.   
 
Regards, 
Joan Garrett 

 
 
Citizens for a Sustainable Point Molate 
jgarrett@cfspm.org 
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considering small scale offices at Point Richmond because it was within a reasonable commute distance of
LBNL/UC Berkeley, SF, and venture capitalist offices in Silicon Valley, yet with decent costs and quality of
life. One group was coming from an office in Boston, but knew already they wanted housing (and schooling)
in Marin County.
  This is such a recent decision on LBNL's part that Richmond could, for once, get organized enough to offer
a win-win situation to LBNL.  
   LBNL folks are among the few local large scale groups that could best make use of Point Molate lands and
collaborate with Chevron Refinery to assure public safety.  LBNL would have a better attitude towards
working to the public weal than the casino, that's for sure.  
   LBNL needs a cohesive stretch of land for its new site, where it can build a collaborative research campus.
 And Richmond desperately needs to shift to green technologies, and call in serious R&D industry.  It needs
to build jobs for the future, not more dead-end service jobs like the casino.
   I hope someone will have the gumption to follow this up.  

file:///L:/996-Pt.Molate/02_Background%20Data/Comment%20Letters/S...
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of energy sources, and their relative methods, by products, costs of production, etc. There could 
be an academic partnership with Cal, Stanford or another university.  

4. The shoreline area would be restored and made available to the public as a park and recreational 
area. Limited tourist accommodations could be built for out of town guests to enjoy the area.  

  
The benefits to the community would be many: 
  

Create technical, administration and support jobs in the construction, staffing and operation 
of the Alternative Energy R&D/Business Center  
Create technical, curatorial, operational and hospitality jobs for the operation of the 
Alternaive Energy Museum/Demonstration Center  
Establish Richmond as a leading center for green energy R&D and eventually, production  
Gain a legitimate museum type attraction for attract visitors to Richmond  
Provide for the restoration of the shoreline recreational areas and substantially preserve the 
coast line with medium intensity use.  

This is not an inexpensive proposal. Who has the  money and interest in this kind of plan? I am 
aware that Chevron made an earlier proposal to purchase the Point Molate property. It was rejected 
because it lacked a plan to develop the area and provide additional jobs and other economic benefits 
to the City. Its fair to say that despite its ongoing friction with the city, Chevron is probably the best 
candidate to purchase the land and implement the plan to develop an alternative energy center. 
Does Chevron have the resources to develop the site? That almost goes without saying. Yes. Are 
there compelling reasons for Chevron to work with the city to do this? Certainly, Chevron already 
has an enormous stake in the community and strategic interest in controlling the real estate around 
Point Molate. In fact, there would be numerous benefits to Chevron including: 

Demonstrate Chevron’s commitment to the public for future clean energy production.  
Establish competitive advanage by investing in early stage start-ups, some of which will 
produce marketable technologies. Send a powerful message internally (“We are working on 
a future when oil is not our primary product”) and to the public (“We are working on a 
cleaner greener future.”)  
Control the real estate immediately around the refinery with a use that would have less 
concentrated impact on the area and less liability in the event of an accident or hazardous 
event  
Improve relationships with the city and demonstrate its commitment to being a good 
neighbor to the community  
Compete with BP’s partnership with UC Berkeley  

I have made informal inquiries through Heather Kulp Chevron regarding this proposal. What she told 
me is that Chevron could not even discuss this idea while the Upstream agreement is in place, for fear 
of a suit from Upstream. I urge the City to terminate or renegotiate the contract with Upstream so that 
other interested parties can explore ideas (including the above) without fearing a legal challenge from 
Upstream. 
  
In closing, I want to emphasize that I am not anti-development or anti business, and don't think that 
Richmond is or should be either. Although I am not a developer, I have started and managed two 
companies each with revenues in the low millions.  I believe that there is an opportunity to build a 
project that has lasting economic value to the City, enhances its standing in the greater Bay Area 
without adding to the misery index by creating an urban attraction for gambling addicts, prostitution 
and excessive consumption. Further, I believe that this beautiful piece of coast line warrants a 
development that is scaled appropriately and is of an appropriate intensity so as to avoid exposing the 
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cc: Mayor Gayle McLaughlin 
Members of the City Council 
City Manager Bill Lindsay 
  
  
1247 S. 58th Street 
Richmond, CA 94804 
(510) 235-5519 
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Point Molate Land Use Alternative
Taking Alternative D from a non-sustainable community to a sustainable community with a 
unique identity and a regional destination 

Like Alternative D, an initial plan for Treasure Island proposed a community too small to be 
sustainable.  Over the course of several years, the redevelopment plan for Treasure Island 
evolved into a plan for a sustainable neighborhood of 6000 residential units.  The goal of that 
plan is to qualify for LEED gold certification in neighborhood development.  Features of the plan 
include the following: 

• Maximize solar access by rotating the street grid. 

• Diffuse the wind by skewing the street grid and deflect the 
wind by creating “wind rows” of trees and buildings. 

• Reduce automobile dependence by making it easy to walk, bike, and take public 
transportation, while making it difficult to drive and park.  
o Congestion management pricing for vehicles entering and exiting the island. 
o Maximum one parking space per housing unit. Parking unbundled from unit and not near 

unit.
o Free bicycle share center at transit hub.  Free shuttle to transit hub. 
o Bicycle and pedestrian network. 
o Frequent ferry and bus service at transit hub. 

• Restore significant historic buildings for historic use or rehabilitate them for adaptive re-use, 
including re-using large, low buildings as parking garages. 

• All residential units within 15 minute walk of transit hub and town center, and within ½ mile 
of school. 

• No development on steep slopes.  No development on significant habitat. 
• Open community with no gated enclaves. 
• Diversity of uses including residential, retail, religious, educational, commercial, and hotel. 
• Diversity of housing types from detached to high-rise towers.  No more than 50% of a 

complex designed by same architect. 
• 63% affordable rental housing to up to 60% area median income.  17% to 33% affordable 

for-sale housing. 
• 50% open space.  All buildings will be within ½ mile of open space. 
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• Regional sports park.  Ecological park with constructed wetlands for purifying stormwater.
Art park and Bay Trail at water’s edge.  Native habitat and hiking. 

• Urban organic farm, community gardens, native plant nursery. 
• On-site renewable energy from photovoltaics, small vertical axis wind turbines, and solar hot 

water heating, with the possibility of bio-gas power generation from the waste water 
treatment plant. 

• Goal of zero waste within two years of completion of final phase. 
• Reduced light pollution. 

The plan for Treasure Island will be implemented in four phases: 
1. Years 1-5: seismic stabilization, utility system, environmental remediation, ferry quay 
2. Years 5-7: 1800 new residential units, school, marina, transit hub, retail, water and waste 

treatment facilities 
3. Years 7-9: 1625 new residential units, hotel, recreation fields, retail, historic building 

renovation
4. Years 9-10: 2575 new residential units, high-rise towers, urban farm, parks 

Source
“Transfer and Redevelopment of Former Naval Station Treasure Island: Public Information and 
Documents.” Treasure Island Development Authority. 2002-2007. 

Note: Since Treasure Island is larger than the subject area on Point Molate, Point Molate would 
require a higher proportion of high-rise towers.  Tower height should not exceed the height of the 
hills.
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