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4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.2 Air Quality 

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 4.2-1 ESA / D171044 
Draft Environmental Impact Report  February 2021 

4.2 Air Quality 
This section presents air quality conditions in the Project vicinity and evaluates the potential for 
the proposed Project to result in significant impacts related to exposing people to unhealthful air 
quality. This section relies in part on an Air Quality Technical Report prepared by Ramboll US 
Corporation (Ramboll), 2020) in support of the Project (see Appendix AIR, Air Quality 
Supporting Information) which was independently peer reviewed by ESA in addition to the other 
technical resources that are referenced herein. 

CEQA requires the analysis of potential adverse effects of a project on the surrounding environment. 
Potential effects of the environment on a project’s future users or residents are generally not 
required to be considered in a CEQA evaluation, except when the project may exacerbate existing 
hazards or existing conditions.1 In addition, the City of Oakland’s CEQA Thresholds of 
Significance Guidelines require that the potential effects of existing air quality conditions on the 
Project be evaluated to provide information to decision-makers and the public (City of Oakland, 
2016). As such, this section analyzes both the Project’s impacts on air quality as well as the 
potential adverse effects of existing air pollution on the Project and the surrounding community. 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this EIR received comments related to air quality, involving 
the Project’s consistency with various plans, policies, and regulations relating to air quality, 
regional and local air emissions impacts and sensitive receptors, mobile emissions, emissions 
associated with remediation, and evaluation of air pollutant reduction measures. These topics are 
included in the analysis in this section. 

This section also analyzes the Maritime Reservation Scenario, focused on environmental conditions, 
regulations, impacts and mitigation measures that are different from those identified for the Project. 

4.2.1 Environmental Setting 
Climate and meteorological conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature 
gradients interact with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and 
dispersal of air pollutants. The Project is located in the City of Oakland and is within the 
boundaries of the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB or “air basin”). The SFBAAB 
encompasses the nine-county region including all of Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, San 
Francisco, San Mateo, Marin and Napa counties, and the southern portions of Solano and Sonoma 
counties. The climate of the Bay Area is determined largely by a high-pressure system that is 
often present over the eastern Pacific Ocean off the West Coast of North America. During winter, 
the Pacific high-pressure system shifts southward, allowing an increased number of storms 
systems to pass through the region. During summer and early fall, when fewer storms pass 
through the region, emissions generated within the Bay Area will accumulate due to more stable 
conditions. The combination of abundant sunshine under the restraining influences of topography 
and subsidence inversions create conditions that are conducive to the formation of photochemical 
pollutants, such as ground-level ozone and secondary particulates, including nitrates and sulfates. 

                                                      
1 See California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District ((2015) Cal.4th, Case 

No. S213478). 
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development, and other concepts that benefit regional air quality can be compatible with 
protecting the health of individuals at the neighborhood level (CARB, 2005). 

Sensitive Receptors 
As discussed previously, air quality does not affect every individual in the population in the same 
way, and some groups are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. More sensitive 
population groups include the elderly and the young; those with higher rates of respiratory disease, 
such as asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; and those with other environmental or 
occupational health exposures (e.g., indoor air quality) that affect cardiovascular or respiratory 
diseases. The BAAQMD defines sensitive receptors as children, adults, and seniors occupying or 
residing in residential dwellings, schools, daycare centers, hospitals, and senior-care facilities. 
Workers are not considered sensitive receptors because they have other legal protections; 
specifically, employers must follow regulations set forth by the Occupation Safety and Health 
Administration to ensure the health and well-being of their employees (BAAQMD, 2012). 

The proximity of sensitive receptors to motor vehicles is an air pollution concern, especially in 
heavily urbanized areas, including the Project vicinity, where roadway volumes are higher than 
most other parts of the Bay Area. Vehicles also contribute to particulate matter emissions by 
generating road dust and through suspended particulate from brake and tire wear. 

Existing sensitive receptors evaluated in this DEIR include a representative sample of known 
residents (child and adult) in the surrounding neighborhood, and other sensitive receptors (school 
children, daycare facilities, etc.) located in the surrounding community and along the expected 
travel routes of the on-road delivery and haul trucks within the Project vicinity. The health risk 
impact analysis in this document also includes receptor locations out to a distance of 2,000 feet 
(610 meters) from the Project site, which goes beyond the requirement in the BAAQMD 
guidelines to analyze health risks within a 1,000 foot “zone of influence” (BAAQMD, 2017c). 
Based on the location of the Project in West Oakland, which has been designated by the 
BAAQMD as a priority community through the agency’s Community Health Protection Program, 
this “zone of influence” was conservatively extended to 2,000 feet. Residences within 2,000 feet 
of the Project site are generally located immediately south and north of highway 880 and to the 
south in Alameda; these receptors were modeled using a fine grid with 20-meter (65.6 feet) 
spacing. Additionally, residential receptors in the broader West Oakland area were considered; 
these receptors were modeled using a coarse grid with 50-meter (164 feet) spacing. In addition to 
the residential receptors, schools and daycare facilities located within 2,000 feet of the Project site 
were identified (see Appendix AIR, Air Quality Supporting Information). 

Based on modeling data provided by the BAAQMD, as part of the health risk analysis conducted 
for the West Oakland Community Action Plan (WOCAP), background cancer risk values for on-
site receptor locations at the Project5 range from 263 to 399 in 1 million, with background values 
ranging from 55 to 2,492 (on-site at Schnitzer Steel) in 1 million within 2,000 feet of the site. 
Background PM2.5 concentrations range from 1.7 to 3.2 μg/m3 on the Project site, with 

              
5 The range of on-site risk values only include modeled on-site receptor locations in the buildings at the project site 

where sensitive receptors might be located. As such, it is possible that there are areas on the Project site with higher 
and lower background risks, but these areas would not correspond to any on-site receptors. 

; the
1
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Summary of Comments on Section 4.2, Air Quality
Page: 11

Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:22:15 PM 
Document that receptors located within the residential community at 737 2nd street were included in this analysis, if not, then provide impact 
analysis for these residents.
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a full 30-year operational exposure to document lifetime exposure of residents to full Project 
buildout emissions once construction is complete. 

As discussed above for criteria air pollutants, the TAC emissions (and exposure) provided in this 
analysis are based on generally conservative assumptions, including the expectation that 
construction would begin sooner than is likely and that a relatively large amount of construction 
takes place during a relatively intensive schedule. Because of these conservative assumptions, 
actual TAC emission rates and sensitive receptor exposure during construction could be less than 
those estimated in this analysis. If construction is delayed or occurs over a longer period, TAC 
emissions could be reduced because of the newer and cleaner-burning construction equipment fleet 
mix that would likely be present in later years. TAC exposure could also be reduced due to a less 
intensive buildout schedule (i.e., fewer daily TAC emissions occurring over a longer period, 
spreading exposure into less susceptible, older sensitive receptor age groups). 

However, it is possible that under an extended construction schedule, on-site receptors would be 
exposed to construction for longer periods of time. This is unlikely to result in greater health risks 
compared to what was modeled because as discussed above, a longer construction schedule would 
spread out TAC emission over less susceptible sensitive receptor age groups and also because 
newer, cleaner construction equipment would be phased into the fleet over time. In addition, it is 
likely that some new on-site receptors in Phase 2 areas would be exposed to subsequent 
development prior to buildout. These receptors would be exposed to fewer construction TAC 
emissions than the Scenario 1 receptors (who are exposed to 100 percent of Phase 2 construction 
TAC emissions), and therefore the associated health risks for these potential receptors are expected 
to be lower than Scenario 1 health risks. See Impact AIR-5 below for results of the analysis, 
including a discussion of how a different construction schedule could influence Project-related 
exposure and resulting health risks. 

Health Risk Calculations 
The health risk calculations used in the HRA for the Project are summarized below. See 
Appendix AIR, Air Quality Supporting Information, for additional supporting technical 
information regarding the HRA. 

Cancer Risk 

The health risk assessment evaluated excess lifetime cancer risk as a result of exposure to both 
construction and operational emissions. Excess lifetime cancer risks were estimated as the upper-
bound incremental probability that an individual will develop cancer over a lifetime as a direct 
result of exposure to potential carcinogens. The estimated risk is expressed as a probability. The 
cancer risk attributed to a chemical is calculated by multiplying the chemical intake or dose at the 
human exchange boundaries (e.g., lungs) by the chemical-specific cancer potency factor. The 
excess lifetime cancer risk is based on DPM emissions from construction (off-road diesel 
construction equipment and on-road diesel hauling trucks) and operational (operational traffic and 
diesel emergency generators) sources. Under California regulatory guidelines, DPM is used as a 
surrogate measure of exposure for the mixture of chemicals that make up diesel exhaust as a 
whole. This analysis was based on the surrogate approach, as recommended by Cal/EPA (CalEPA 
and OEHHA, 2015). Excess lifetime cancer risk for DPM occurs exclusively through the inhalation 
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:21:58 PM 
This is an assumption, not a fact.  Are you requiring that new equipment be used?
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Mitigation Measure AIR-1a: Dust Controls. 

The Project sponsor shall implement all of the following applicable dust control measures 
during construction of the Project: 

Basic Controls 

1. Water all exposed surfaces of active construction areas at least twice daily. Watering 
should be sufficient to prevent airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased watering 
frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour (mph). 
Reclaimed water should be used whenever feasible. 

2. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., the minimum required space between the 
top of the load and the top of the trailer). 

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using 
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power 
sweeping is prohibited. 

4. Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

5. All demolition activities (if any) shall be suspended when average wind speeds 
exceed 20 mph. 

6. All trucks and equipment, including tires, shall be washed off prior to leaving the 
site. 

7. Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road shall be treated with a 6- 
to 12-inch compacted layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel. 

Enhanced Controls 

1. Apply and maintain vegetative ground cover (e.g., hydroseed) or non-toxic soil 
stabilizers to disturbed areas of soil that will be inactive for more than one month. 
Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to exposed 
stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

2. Designate a person or persons or include dust monitoring stations to monitor the dust 
control program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent transport of 
dust off site. Their duties shall include holidays and weekend periods when work 
may not be in progress. 

3. When working at a site, install appropriate wind breaks (e.g., trees, fences) on the 
windward side(s) of the site, to minimize wind-blown dust. Windbreaks must have a 
maximum 50 percent air porosity. 

4. Post a publicly visible large on-site sign that includes the contact name and phone 
number for the Project complaint manager responsible for responding to dust 
complaints and the telephone numbers of the City’s Code Enforcement unit and the 
BAAQMD. When contacted, the Project complaint manager shall respond and take 
corrective action within 48 hours. 

5. All exposed surfaces shall be watered at a frequency adequate to maintain minimum 
soil moisture of 12 percent. Moisture content can be verified by lab samples or 
moisture probe. 
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Page: 64
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:21:42 PM 
Who is enforcing these mitigation measures?  This is inadequate mitigation as it relies on measures with no reasonable enforcement component.

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:21:06 PM 
who will designate this person?  what are the qualificaions of this person, what is their authority to enforce these actions, and what is the 
conswquence?  Inadequate.

Number: 3 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:20:50 PM 
How will wind screens at ground level control particulates that are higher in the air?  Provide documentation.

Number: 4 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:20:24 PM 
This is an inadequate measure, who is the complaint manager, document their impartiality, and what is the enforcement authority and action to 
remedy the action?  How long is the problem allowed to continue and what remedies are proposed for violations?

Number: 5 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:20:08 PM 
How often, when, by whom?  This is inadequate. Provide information on who will monitor this, who enforces it, how often it will be done, what 
are the qualifications of the monitoring entity, and what is their financial relationship to the developer?  What is the recourse if the requirement is
not complied with? Provide specific criteria for compliance in order to meet mi9tigation goals.
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Mitigation Measure AIR-1b: Criteria Air Pollutant Controls. 

The Project sponsor shall implement all of the following applicable criteria air pollutant 
control measures during construction of the Project: 

1. Idling times on all diesel-fueled commercial vehicles over 10,000 lbs. shall be 
minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
maximum idling time to two minutes. Clear signage to this effect shall be provided 
for construction workers at all access points. 

2. Idling times on all diesel-fueled off-road vehicles over 25 horsepower shall be 
minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
maximum idling time to two minutes and fleet operators must develop a written 
policy as required by Title 23, Section 2449, of the California Code of Regulations 
(“California Air Resources Board Off Road Diesel Regulations”). 

3. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance 
with the manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified 
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 
Equipment check documentation shall be kept at the construction site and be 
available for review by the City, Port and the Air District as needed. 

4. Portable equipment shall be powered by grid electricity if available. If grid electricity 
is not available, propane or natural gas generators shall be used if feasible. Diesel 
engines shall only be used if grid electricity is not available and propane or natural 
gas generators cannot meet the electrical demand. 

5. Low VOC (i.e., ROG) coatings shall be used that comply with BAAQMD 
Regulation 8, Rule 3: Architectural Coatings. 

6. All equipment to be used on the construction site shall comply with the requirements 
of Title 13, Section 2449, of the California Code of Regulations (“California Air 
Resources Board Off-Road Diesel Regulations”) and upon request by the City (and 
the Air District if requested), the Project sponsor shall provide written documentation 
that fleet requirements have been met (please see Enhanced Controls below for 
equipment inventory requirements). 

Enhanced Controls 

1. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan: The Project sponsor shall prepare a 
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Emissions Plan) for all identified criteria 
air pollutant reduction measures. The Emissions Plan shall be submitted to the City 
for review and approval prior to the issuance of construction-related permits for site 
preparation (including but not limited to grading activities, hazardous materials 
remediation, and/or horizontal infrastructure) for each individual project site (or 
phase with multiple project sites to be constructed concurrently by one entity). If 
requested, a copy of the Emissions Plan shall be provided to the Port and Air District. 
The Emissions Plan shall include the following: 

a. An equipment inventory including the list off-road equipment anticipated to be 
required for each phase of construction, including a protocol requiring that a 
current list of equipment shall be maintained on each construction site for review 
by City inspectors at all times for conformity with the Emissions Plan. The list of 
equipment maintained on site shall include, but is not limited to, the equipment 
manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine 
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Page: 65
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:19:49 PM 
How often, when, by whom?  This is inadequate. Provide information on who will monitor this, who enforces it, how often it will be done, what 
are the qualifications of the monitoring entity, and what is their financial relationship to the developer?  What is the recourse if the requirement is
not complied with? Provide specific criteria for compliance in order to meet mi9tigation goals.

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:19:14 PM 
How often, when, by whom?  This is inadequate. Provide information on who will monitor this, who enforces it, how often it will be done, what 
are the qualifications of the monitoring entity, and what is their financial relationship to the developer?  What is the recourse if the requirement is
not complied with? Provide specific criteria for compliance in order to meet mi9tigation goals.

Number: 3 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:18:58 PM 
How often, when, by whom?  This is inadequate. Provide information on who will monitor this, who enforces it, how often it will be done, what 
are the qualifications of the monitoring entity, and what is their financial relationship to the developer?  What is the recourse if the requirement is
not complied with? Provide specific criteria for compliance in order to meet mi9tigation goals.

Number: 4 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:18:21 PM 
How often, when, by whom?  This is inadequate. Provide information on who will monitor this, who enforces it, how often it will be done, what 
are the qualifications of the monitoring entity, and what is their financial relationship to the developer?  What is the recourse if the requirement is
not complied with? Provide specific criteria for compliance in order to meet mi9tigation goals.

Number: 5 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:18:05 PM 
How often, when, by whom?  This is inadequate. Provide information on who will monitor this, who enforces it, how often it will be done, what 
are the qualifications of the monitoring entity, and what is their financial relationship to the developer?  What is the recourse if the requirement is
not complied with? Provide specific criteria for compliance in order to meet mi9tigation goals.  Document how the City is an impartial 
enforcement entity.
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certification (tier rating), horsepower, and engine serial number. For all Verified 
Diesel Emissions Control Strategies (VDECS), the equipment inventory shall 
also include the technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, 
CARB verification number level, and installation date. 

b. A Certification Statement signed by each construction contractor agreeing to 
comply fully with the Emissions Plan and acknowledging that a significant 
violation of the Emissions Plan shall constitute a material breach of contract. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1c: Diesel Particulate Matter Controls. 

Prior to the issuance of a construction permit the Project sponsor shall implement the 
following: 

1. The Project sponsor shall implement appropriate measures during construction to 
reduce potential health risks to sensitive receptors due to exposure to diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) from construction emissions, including the following: 

a. All off-road diesel equipment shall have engines that meet Tier 4 Final off-road 
emission standards, as certified by CARB. The equipment shall be properly 
maintained and tuned in accordance with manufacturer specifications. This shall 
be verified through submittal of an equipment inventory and Certification Statement 
to the City building official. The Certification Statement must state that the 
Contractor agrees to compliance and acknowledges that a significant violation 
of this requirement shall constitute a material breach of contract. If engines that 
comply with Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards are not commercially available 
for specific off-road equipment necessary during construction, then the Project 
sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided 
by the step-down schedules in Table M-AIR-1c. The Contractor shall provide to 
the City for review and approval documentation showing that engines that 
comply with Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards are not commercially 
available for specific off-road equipment necessary during construction. 

TABLE M-AIR-1C 
 OFF ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP DOWN SCHEDULE 

Compliance Alternative Engine Emissions Standard Emissions Control  

1 Tier 4 Interim N/A 

2 Tier 3 ARB Level 3 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 ARB Level 3 VDECS 

For purposes of this mitigation measure, “commercially available” shall mean the 
availability of Tier 4 Final engines similar to the availability for other large-scale 
construction projects in the City occurring at the same time and taking into 
consideration factors such as (i) potential significant delays to critical-path timing 
of construction; for the ballpark and (ii) geographic proximity to the Project site 
of Tier 4 Final equipment. 

The Project sponsor shall maintain records concerning its efforts to comply with 
this requirement. 

How to use the table: if engines that comply with Tier 4 Final off-road emission 
standards are not commercially available, then the Project sponsor shall meet 

ct. 1
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Page: 66
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:17:46 PM 
How often, when, by whom?  This is inadequate. Provide information on who will monitor this, who enforces it, how often it will be done, what 
are the qualifications of the monitoring entity, and what is their financial relationship to the developer?  What is the recourse if the requirement is
not complied with? Provide specific criteria for compliance in order to meet mi9tigation goals. This is inadequate if no enforcement action or 
consequence is identified.
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Compliance Alternative 1. If off-road equipment meeting Compliance 
Alternative 1 are not commercially available, then the Project sponsor shall meet 
Compliance Alternative 2. If off-road equipment meeting Compliance 
Alternative 2 are not commercially available, then the Project sponsor shall meet 
Compliance Alternative 3. 

In addition, if the Project sponsor uses any of the compliance alternatives in 
Table M-AIR-1c, the Project sponsor must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
City that the health risks from Project construction and operation do not exceed a 
total of 10 in a million excess cancer risk for any on-site or off-site receptor and 
also that the annual average PM2.5 concentrations from Project construction and 
operation do not exceed a total of 0.3 μg/m3 for any on-site or off-site receptor.  

2. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan 

The Project sponsor shall prepare a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan 
(Emissions Plan) for all identified DPM reduction measures (if any). The Emissions 
Plan shall be submitted to the City (and the Port and Air District if requested) for 
review and approval prior to the issuance of construction-related permits for site 
preparation (including but not limited to grading activities, hazardous materials 
remediation, and/or horizontal infrastructure) for each individual project site (or each 
phase with multiple project sites to be constructed concurrently by one entity). The 
Emissions Plan shall include the following: 

a. An equipment inventory including the list of off-road equipment anticipated to be 
required for each phase of construction, including a protocol requiring that a 
current list of equipment shall be maintained on each construction site for review 
by City inspectors at all times for conformity with the Emissions Plan. The list of 
equipment maintained on site shall include, but is not limited to, the equipment 
manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine 
certification (tier rating), horsepower, and engine serial number. For all VDECS, 
the equipment inventory shall also include the technology type, serial number, 
make, model, manufacturer, CARB verification number level, and installation date. 

b. A Certification Statement signed by each construction contractor agreeing to 
comply fully with the Emissions Plan and acknowledging that a significant 
violation of the Emissions Plan shall constitute a material breach of contract. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1d: Super-Compliant VOC Architectural Coatings during 
Construction. 

The Project sponsor shall use super-compliant VOC architectural coatings during 
construction for all interior spaces and shall include this requirement on plans submitted 
for review by the City’s building official. “Super-Compliant” refers to paints that meet 
the more stringent regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality Management District 
rule 1113 which requires a limit of 10 grams VOC per liter (http://www.aqmd.gov/home/
regulations/compliance/architectural-coatings/super-compliant-coatings). 

Mitigation Measure Effectiveness 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1b (Criteria Air Pollutant Controls) would require all 
construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators be equipped with Best Available Control 
Technology for emission reductions of NOX and PM. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AIR-1c (Diesel Particulate Matter Controls) would require that the Project reduce potential health 
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Page: 67
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:17:21 PM 
How often, when, by whom?  This is inadequate. Provide information on who will monitor this, who enforces it, how often it will be done, what 
are the qualifications of the monitoring entity, and what is their financial relationship to the developer?  What is the recourse if the requirement is
not complied with? Provide specific criteria for compliance in order to meet mi9tigation goals.
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risks to sensitive receptors by equipping all off-road equipment with Tier 4 Final engines. In 
addition, Mitigation Measure AIR-1b requires all architectural coatings used during construction to 
comply with BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 3: Architectural Coatings and implementation of 
Mitigation Measure AIR-1d (Super-Compliant VOC Architectural Coatings during Construction) 
requires that all indoor painting (architectural coatings) during construction utilize super-compliant 
coatings at a limit of 10 grams VOC per liter, as defined in the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District’s Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings) (SCAQMD, 2019). Indoor coating ROG 
emissions from construction were therefore estimated assuming the 10 grams VOC per liter limit. 

The use of renewable diesel to fuel all diesel engines was considered as a potential mitigation 
measure to further reduce NOX emissions. Renewable diesel could potentially reduce ROG, NOX, 
and PM emissions associated with off-road construction equipment and may help reduce 
projected average daily NOX emissions in Year 2 below the significance threshold. According to 
CARB, renewable diesel has been shown to reduce ROG emissions by 5 percent, NOX emissions 
by 10 percent, and PM emissions by 30 percent (CARB, 2015). However, the CARB study only 
assessed the use of renewable diesel in a 2006 Cummins on-road engine equipped with a diesel 
particle filter; it did not assess renewable diesel in off-road engines nor did it assess renewable 
diesel in Tier 4 engines.31 Therefore, these percent reductions are not applicable to Tier 4 off-
road equipment used for Project construction. According to a recent study prepared for the 
BAAQMD and the SCAQMD, renewable diesel “does not significantly reduce NOX emissions 
from diesel engines equipped with selective catalytic reduction (SCR), nor PM emissions from 
diesel engines equipped with DPF [diesel particulate filter] technology” and “In engines utilizing 
a DPF for PM control (and SCR for NOX control), the impacts of RD on PM emissions were 
inconclusive” (GNA, 2017). The study recommends that further research be conducted for 
renewable diesel in high-horsepower off-road engines and in diesel engines with advanced 
emissions controls. Given the findings of this study and because Tier 4 off-road engines (as 
required by Mitigation Measure AIR-1c) are typically equipped with DPF technology, it is 
possible that renewable diesel may not reduce criteria pollutant and TAC emissions from off-road 
equipment overall. Given this uncertainty in the actual effects of renewable diesel on emissions 
from off-road construction equipment meeting Tier 4 engine standards, renewable diesel was not 
identified as a mitigation measure to reduce NOX emissions from construction. 

Additional measures to further reduce NOX emissions were also considered and rejected as 
infeasible. The additional measures considered and rejected included (1) adjusting the construction 
schedule to reduce the intensity of construction activity and shift the equipment producing the most 
NOX emissions into years with less construction activity, (2) extending the overall schedule to reduce 
the emissions intensity in any given year, (3) replacing the largest pieces of construction equipment 
with smaller pieces of construction equipment, and (4) using alternative fuels in equipment such as 
natural gas or electricity. These actions were determined to be infeasible because they would not 
meet the buildout schedule of the Project and other financial and operational considerations, and 
because the equipment fleet proposed and modelled in this analysis represents the most likely to be 
available at this time, including the proportion of electric and diesel equipment (see Appendix AIR 

              
31 The CARB study did assess the use of biodiesel in a John Deere non-road engine, but not renewable diesel; in 

addition, the non-road engine was a 2009 model year, Tier 3 engine. 
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for more detail). As such, no additional feasible mitigation measures have been identified for 
achieving further substantial reductions in NOX emissions from construction activities. 

There are a number of transportation improvements and mitigation measures that call for 
construction of off-site facilities that may also generate construction emissions. These include but 
are not limited to creation of a Transportation Hub, bus lanes, bike lanes, and a pedestrian and 
bicycle overcrossing of the railroad tracks. Mitigated construction emissions presented below 
incorporate construction activity associated with the pedestrian and bicycle overpass, which 
would require a substantial amount of construction, and also construction activity associated with 
the other off-site improvements, although these improvements would require minimal 
construction activity when compared with other construction activities for the Project (and are in 
keeping with transportation improvements routinely undertaken by the City). These 
improvements, which often involve installing signs, striping lanes, constructing barriers, and 
similar activities, would not add a significant amount to the unmitigated construction emissions. 
The construction of these improvements would also be subject to the mitigation measures 
identified in this chapter or other equally effective conditions of approval.  

Total annual mitigated average daily construction-related criteria pollutant emissions, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1c and AIR-1d are presented in Table 4.2-5, which 
compares emissions with City of Oakland significance thresholds. For detailed construction-
related criteria pollutant emissions resulting from Project construction by construction area, 
construction activity, and year, with implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1c and AIR-1d, 
please refer to Appendix AIR, Air Quality Supporting Information. 

As shown in Table 4.2-5, the combined average daily Project emissions with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure AIR-1c and AIR-1d would exceed the City’s significance threshold in Year 2 
for NOX with maximum average daily emissions of 81 lbs/day. No other criteria pollutant would 
exceed the thresholds in any year. Maximum emissions of PM10 exhaust (1.5 lbs/day), and PM2.5 
exhaust (1.4 lbs/day) would occur during Year 2, the year when construction activity peaks and 
activity associated with geotechnical work, demolition, grading and site prep, and Phase 1 
building construction overlaps. Maximum emissions of ROG (45.2 lbs/day) would occur during 
Year 7 when architectural coating and paving occurs, and therefore maximum off-gassing ROG 
emissions occur. These maximum PM10, PM2.5and ROG emissions are all below the City’s 
significance thresholds for these pollutants. 

With Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1a, AIR-1b, AIR-1c, and AIR-1d, as shown in 
Table 4.2-5 below, emissions of NOX would not be reduced to below the thresholds of significance, 
and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation for NOX emissions in Year 2. 
Emissions of ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 would be reduced to below the thresholds of significance, and 
the impact would be less than significant with mitigation for ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. 

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation. n. 1
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The Project would develop and implement TMP and TDM program to reduce use of single-
occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to 
and from, as well as within the Project site (see Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation). 
The TMP, which would address ballpark trips, and the TDM program which would address non-
ballpark trips, are required to reduce trips by 20 percent as required by AB 734.  

Shuttle bus service connecting the ballpark’s Transportation Hub to one or more of the three 
nearby BART stations (West Oakland, 12th Street, and Lake Merritt) on game days or for large 
concerts is identified as a City priority measure in the TMP. Because shuttle service is a priority 
TMP measure that may result in additional emissions compared to existing conditions, criteria air 
pollutant emissions from this service have been estimated. These emissions are anticipated to be 
0.022 tons/year and 0.48 lbs/day of ROG, 0.55 tons/year and 12.0 lbs/day of NOX, 0.036 
tons/year and 0.78 lbs/day of PM10 and 0.010 tons/year and 0.23 lbs/day of PM2.5 (see Appendix 
AIR, Air Quality Supporting Information; Ramboll, 2020). These emissions would be in addition 
to those set forth in Tables 4.2-6 and 4.2-7 above. With the addition of shuttle bus emissions, the 
conclusions regarding the significance of impacts from the Project’s emissions would not change 
and the mitigation measures and their application would remain the same. 

City of Oakland Municipal Code Section 15.04 requires the installation of plug-in electric vehicle 
(PEV) charging infrastructure, including PEV-ready, PEV-capable, and ADA-accessible parking 
spaces. In addition, parking on the Project site will be equipped with electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure that provides charging opportunities to 10 percent of the total number of parking spaces 
(in line with City of Oakland code requirements) (City of Oakland 2017). The Project sponsor 
anticipates that the electric vehicle charging stations would achieve a similar or better functionality 
as a Level 2 charging station. This would encourage the use of EVs at the Project site and discourage 
the use of gasoline and diesel passenger vehicles, thus reducing mobile source emissions associated 
with vehicle travel to and from the Project site. Refer to Appendix AIR, Air Quality Supporting 
Information, for additional information on quantification methods, along with studies supporting 
the link between EV charging infrastructure and consumer EV purchases and EV travel. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1 (Preparation and Implementation of a GHG Reduction Plan) requires 
that the Project sponsor prepare a GHG Reduction Plan prior to the start of Project construction 
activities to document Project GHG emissions, including emissions after Project-specific GHG 
reduction measures are implemented, and to determine the net incremental emission reductions 
required to meet the “no net new” GHG emissions threshold over the 30-year life of the Project. 
The GHG Reduction Plan developed for the Project would specify how the Project proposes to 
meet the “no net additional” GHG emissions threshold through the implementation of both on-site 
and off-site reduction measures, including the purchase of sufficient offset credits if needed. 
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would include many mitigation measures that may also reduce 
criteria pollutant and TAC emissions as a co-benefit, and would thus reduce the Project’s impact 
on air quality. 

In addition, the Project must comply with the requirements of the California Green Building 
Standards (CALGreen) mandatory measures and the applicable requirements of the City of 
Oakland Green Building Ordinance (chapter 18.02 of the Oakland Municipal Code). In addition, 

ty. 1
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Mitigation Measure AIR-2b: Promote use of Green Consumer Products. 

To reduce ROG emissions associated with the Project, the Project Sponsor and/or future 
developer(s) shall provide education for residential and commercial tenants concerning 
green consumer products. Prior to receipt of any certificate of final occupancy and every 
five years thereafter, the Project sponsor and/or future developer(s) shall develop 
electronic correspondence to be distributed by email annually and upon any new lease 
signing to residential and/or commercial tenants of each building on the Project site that 
encourages the purchase of consumer products that generate lower than typical VOC 
emissions. The correspondence shall encourage environmentally preferable purchasing. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2c: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. 

To reduce NOX associated with operation of the proposed Project, the Project sponsor 
shall implement the following measures. These features shall be submitted to the City for 
review and approval and be included on the Project drawings submitted for the 
construction-related permit or on other documentation submitted to the City: 

1. If feasible, non-diesel fueled generators shall be installed to replace diesel-fueled 
generators. Alternative fuels used in generators, such as biodiesel, renewable diesel, 
natural gas, or other biofuels or other non-diesel emergency power systems, must be 
demonstrated to reduce NOX emissions compared to diesel fuel.

2. All new diesel backup generators shall have engines that meet or exceed California 
Air Resources Board Tier 4 off road Compression Ignition Engine Standards (title 
13, CCR, section 2423) which have the lowest NOX emissions of commercially 
available generators. If the California Air Resources Board adopts future emissions 
standards that exceed the Tier 4 requirement, the emissions standards resulting in the 
lowest NOX emissions shall apply. 

3. All new diesel backup generators shall have an annual maintenance testing limit of 
20 hours, subject to any further restrictions as may be imposed by the Air District in 
its permitting process. 

4. All diesel backup generator exhaust shall be vented on the rooftops of each building 
where the generators are located. This could be achieved by either placing the diesel 
backup generators themselves on the rooftops, or by constructing exhaust stacks from 
the diesel backup generator locations to the rooftops. Alternatively, the generators or 
exhaust stacks could be located in areas where the Project sponsor can quantitatively 
demonstrate that these locations would not result in health risks that exceed those 
associated with rooftop placement for both existing offsite and future onsite sensitive 
receptors. This analysis must consider health risks from the Project as a whole at full 
buildout, including all 17 generators installed at the Project site, and including 
emissions from off-site sources of TACs under cumulative conditions, and the impact 
of all existing offsite or new onsite sensitive receptors. 

5. For each new diesel backup generator permit submitted to the Air District for the 
Project, the Project sponsor shall submit the anticipated location and engine 
specifications to the City for review and approval prior to issuance of a permit for the 
generator from the City of Oakland Department of Building Inspection. Once 
operational, all diesel backup generators shall be maintained in good working order 
for the life of the equipment and any future replacement of the diesel backup 
generators shall be required to be consistent with these emissions specifications. The 
operator of the facility at which the generator is located shall be required to maintain 
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infeasible. The criteria pollutant emissions estimate for the Project shall include 
consideration of all mitigation measures and emission reduction actions that will be 
implemented by the Project and shall describe the approximate criteria pollutant 
emissions reductions that will be associated with each action and mitigation measure. 

The CPM Plan shall include a detailed description of the criteria pollutant emissions for 
all construction activities and all operational components of each Project site as shown in 
final development plan or equivalent based on the best available construction and 
operational activity and energy use data at the time of Project approval and the latest and 
most up-to-date emissions modeling and estimation protocols and methods. The plan 
shall, at minimum, include the following elements: 

1. Project Criteria Pollutant Emissions – The Project’s criteria pollutant emission 
estimates presented in the CPM Plan shall include both construction and operational 
emissions and will be based on the emission factors for mobile sources, area sources, 
energy sources, and stationary sources commonly used at the time the CPM Plan is 
completed, along with the incorporation of existing vehicle emission standards and 
building energy standards. If shuttle service to and from the Transportation Hub is 
provided as part of the TMP, then the estimates shall include emissions from this 
service. Emission factors are likely to decrease over time for some emission sources, 
such as mobile sources as the vehicle fleet shifts to more low- and zero-emissions 
fuel sources, and as new future technology that cannot currently be anticipated is 
adopted. The initial Project criteria pollutant emission estimates will be based upon 
final design, Project-specific traffic generation estimates, energy use estimates, 
equipment to be used on-site, and other emission factors appropriate for the Project 
prior to construction. Methods should generally follow the approach used in this 
DEIR and in Appendix AIR. 

2. Criteria Pollutant Emission Reduction Measures – the CPM Plan shall include all 
feasible criteria pollutant emission reduction measures that reduce or offset the 
Project’s incremental criteria pollutant emissions below the City’s thresholds of 
significance. All emission reduction measures shall be verifiable and feasible to 
implement over the Project life. The CPM Plan shall be consistent with all regulatory 
requirements at the time the CPM Plan is developed, and shall include the 
recommended reduction measures identified below unless the Project sponsor 
provides evidence reasonably satisfactory to the City of Oakland Planning 
Department that (a) one or more measures are infeasible, or (b) that one or more 
measures are not required to reduce the Project’s criteria pollutant emissions below 
City’s thresholds. Measures shall be implemented as needed to achieve the City’s 
significance thresholds. In addition, all measures shall be considered in the order of 
City preference as follows: (1) on-site measures, (2) off-site measures within the City 
of Oakland, and (3) off-site measures within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. 
All feasible on-site and off-site measures must be implemented before emissions 
offsets are considered in the CPM Plan. 

For the purposes of this mitigation measure, “feasible” shall mean as defined under 
CEQA “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
technological factors.” s.” 1
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a. Recommended On-Site Emission Reduction Measures: 

i. Minimize the Project’s energy demand through physical design features, with 
the ultimate goal of zero net energy buildings. Minimize electricity and 
natural gas demand through implementation of design measures. New 
development, including residential, commercial, and retail buildings, shall be 
designed as zero net energy buildings as defined by the U.S. Department of 
Energy as follows: “An energy-efficient building where, on a source energy 
basis, the actual annual delivered energy is less than or equal to the on-site 
renewable exported energy” (DOE, 2015). 

ii. Electrify all residential development. Residential buildings shall be 
100 percent electric and not include any natural gas appliances, including 
water heaters, clothes washers, HVAC systems, and stoves. Notwithstanding 
the fact that this is a recommended measure, the Project shall comply with 
applicable building electrification requirements adopted by the City as part of 
its building code unless a waiver is granted by the City for a Project use and 
compliance with regulatory requirements shall not be considered mitigation. 

iii. Electrify nonresidential development. Nonresidential buildings shall be 
100 percent electric and not include any natural gas appliances, including 
water heaters, clothes washers, HVAC systems, and stoves. Notwithstanding 
this measure, the Project shall comply with any applicable building 
electrification requirement adopted by the City as part of its building code 
unless a waiver is granted by the City for a Project use and compliance with 
regulatory requirements shall not be considered mitigation.  

iv. Additional electric vehicle (EV) charging stations beyond regulatory 
requirements. Install EV charging stations that provide charging 
opportunities at the Project site beyond regulatory requirements. The Project 
Sponsor shall promote the use of clean fuel-efficient vehicles through 
preferential (designated and proximate to entry) parking and installation of 
charging stations beyond the level required by regulatory requirements. 
Promote the use of zero-emission vehicles by requesting that any car share 
program operator with vehicles provided on the Project site include electric 
vehicles within its car share program to reduce the need to have a vehicle or 
second vehicle and to reduce vehicle emissions. 

v. Preferred parking for alternative-fueled vehicles and car sharing. Reduce 
the need to have a vehicle (or second vehicle) by providing preferential 
(designated and proximate to entry) parking for ride sharing vehicles on site 
beyond regulatory requirements. Promote the use of zero-emission vehicles 
by requesting that any car share program operator with vehicles provided on 
Project site include electric vehicles within its car share program. 

vi. Additional TDM or TMP measures. Implement TDM or TMP measures that 
go beyond the 20 percent vehicle trip reduction in the TDM or TMP Plan by 
encouraging mode shift from vehicles to other modes of transportation 
including transit, biking, walking, and ride-sharing. 

vii. Additional actions from Mitigation Measure GHG-1. Implement any 
additional on-site actions from Mitigation Measure GHG-1 (Preparation and 
Implementation of a GHG Reduction Plan) that would reduce criteria 
pollutant emissions in addition to GHG emissions. 

y
5).

ns.

ng.

wou
ns.

1

2

3

4

 

AR 0008764



Page: 79
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:31:10 PM 
document what specific features will be included and how compliance with this mitigation will be measured this is a vague and unenforceable 
mitigation measure

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:31:43 PM 
requesting compliance is not a measurable or viable mitigation measure

Number: 3 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:32:25 PM 
Document how this will be accomplished?  Inadequate

Number: 4 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/7/2021 7:33:58 PM 
Prepare the GHG reduction plan prior to project certification. Who will implement, manage and ensure compliance?  this is inadequate

 

AR 0008765



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.2 Air Quality 

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 4.2-80 ESA / D171044
Draft Environmental Impact Report  February 2021

viii. Additional measures and technology. Implement additional measures and 
technology to reduce criteria pollutant emissions from Project construction 
and operations that are not currently known or available. This may include 
new energy systems (such as battery storage) to replace natural gas use, new 
transportation systems (such as autonomous vehicle networks) to reduce 
fossil-fueled vehicles, or other technology (such as alternatively-fueled 
emergency generators or renewable backup energy supply) that is not 
currently available at the project-level, provided that the CPM Plan 
demonstrates to the City’s satisfaction that such measure are as or more 
effective as the existing measures described above. 

b. Recommended Off-Site Emission Reduction Measures: 

i. Community energy-efficiency retrofits. Fund, contribute to, or implement 
community energy efficiency retrofits in West Oakland, the greater Oakland 
community, or other communities selected for the CARB’s Community Air 
Protection Program under AB 617, to reduce off-site building energy use. 

ii. Off-site EV chargers. Fund or implement a program that expands the 
installation of EV chargers in West Oakland, the greater Oakland 
community, or other communities selected for the CARB’s Community Air 
Protection Program under AB 617, to reduce mobile source emissions from 
gasoline and diesel vehicles. 

iii. Additional actions from Mitigation Measure GHG-1. Implement any 
additional off-site actions from Mitigation Measure GHG-1 (Preparation and 
Implementation of a GHG Reduction Plan) that would reduce criteria 
pollutant emissions in addition to GHG emissions. 

c. Emissions Offsets: Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the 
final building associated with Phase 1, the Project sponsor, with the oversight of 
the City of Oakland Planning Department, shall either: 

i. Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within the City of 
Oakland to achieve the equivalent of annual tons-per-year reduction equal to 
the total estimated operational ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions offsets 
required to reduce the Project’s criteria pollutants below City’s significance 
thresholds. The emissions offset measures will be based on the criteria 
pollutant reductions necessary after implementation of all other emission 
reduction measures implemented through the verified CPM Plan described 
above. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions offset 
project must result in emission reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area 
Air Basin that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with 
existing regulatory requirements. A preferred offset project would be one 
implemented locally within West Oakland or the surrounding community. 
Such projects could include community-level strategies and control measures 
identified in BAAQMD’s AB 617 West Oakland Community Action Plan (or 
any future AB 617 plan for nearby communities), such as zero-emission 
trucks, upgrading locomotives with cleaner engines, replacing existing diesel 
stationary and standby engines with Tier 4 diesel or cleaner engines, or 
expanding or installing energy storage systems (e.g., batteries, fuel cells) to 
replace stationary sources of pollution. Prior to implementing the offset 
project, it must be approved by the City of Oakland Bureau of Planning, as 
consistent with the requirements of this mitigation measure. The Project 
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Sponsor shall notify the City of Oakland Bureau of Planning within six 
months of completion of the offset project for verification; or 

ii. Pay mitigation offset fees to the Air District Bay Area Clean Air Foundation 
or other governmental entity. The mitigation offset fee shall fund one or 
more emissions reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area Air 
Basin. The fee will be determined by the City, the Project Sponsor, and the 
Air District or other governmental entity, and be based on the type of 
projects available at the time of the payment. This fee is intended to fund 
emissions reduction projects to achieve annual reductions of ROG, NOX, and 
PM10 equal to the amount required to reduce emissions below significance 
levels after implementation of other identified mitigation measures as 
currently calculated and implemented through the CPM Plan. 

The offset fee for ROG and NOX shall be made prior to issuance of the first 
building permit for the Project when the combination of construction and 
operational emissions is predicted to first exceed 54 pounds per day. This 
offset payment shall total the annual tons per year of ROG and NOX above 
the 54 pounds-per-day and 10 tons-per-year threshold after implementation 
of Mitigation Measures AIR-2a though AIR-2d and the verified CPM Plan. 
The offset fee for PM10 shall be made prior to issuance of the final certificate 
of occupancy for the final building associated with Full Buildout of the 
Project when operational emissions of PM10 is predicted to first exceed 82 
pounds per day. This offset payment shall total the annual tons per year of 
PM10 above the 82 pounds-per-day and 15 tons-per-year threshold and PM10 
after implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-2a though AIR-2d and the 
verified CPM Plan. 

The total emission offset amount shall be calculated by summing the 
maximum daily construction and operational emissions of ROG, NOX, and 
PM10 (pounds/day), above the City’s threshold multiplying by 260 work days 
per year for construction and 365 days per year for operation, and converting 
to tons. The amount represents the total estimated operational and 
construction-related ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions offsets required to 
reduce the Project’s criteria pollutant emissions below the City’s thresholds 
after implementation of all other mitigation measures implemented through 
the CPM Plan. 

Documentation of mitigation offset payments, as applicable, shall be provided to 
the City. 

When paying a mitigation offset fee under paragraph (c)(ii), the Project sponsor 
shall enter into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the Air District 
Clean Air Foundation or other governmental entity. The MOU shall include 
details regarding the funds to be paid, the administrative. The MOU shall include 
details regarding the funds to be paid, the administrative fee, and the timing of 
the emissions reductions project. Acceptance of this fee by the air district shall 
serve as acknowledgment and a commitment to (1) implement an emissions 
reduction project(s) within a time frame to be determined, based on the type of 
project(s) selected, after receipt of the mitigation fee to achieve the emissions 
reduction objectives specified above and (2) provide documentation to the 
Planning Department and the Project sponsor describing the project(s) funded by 
the mitigation fee, including the amount of emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 
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reduced (tons per year) within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin from the 
emissions reduction project(s). To qualify under this mitigation measure, the 
specific emissions reduction project must result in emission reductions within the 
air basin that are real, surplus, quantifiable, and enforceable and would not 
otherwise be achieved through compliance with existing regulatory requirements 
or any other legal requirement. The requirement to pay such mitigation offset fee 
shall terminate if the Project sponsor is able to demonstrate that the Project’s 
emissions upon the: (a) full buildout or (b) termination of the Development 
Agreement if it is later than full buildout are less than the 10-ton-per-year 
thresholds for ROG and NOX and the 15-ton-per-year threshold for PM10. 

The Project sponsor shall prepare an Annual CPM Verification Report in the first quarter 
of each year following completion of each project site as shown in final development 
plan or equivalent. The purpose of the Report is to quantify total Project construction and 
operational criteria pollutant emissions for the previous year based on appropriate 
emissions factors for that year and the effectiveness of emission reduction measures that 
were implemented, and determine the on-site and off-site emission reduction measures 
and additional ROG, NOX, and PM10 offsets needed to bring the Project below the City’s 
thresholds of significance for the coming year. The Report shall be prepared by the 
Project proponent and submitted to the City Planning Department for review and 
verification. Criteria pollutant offsets for the previous year, if required, shall be in place 
by the end of each reporting year. If the City Planning Department determines the report 
is reasonably accurate, it may approve the report; otherwise, the City shall identify 
deficiencies and direct the Project sponsor to correct and re-submit the report for approval. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a: Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b: Transportation Management Plan. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c: Implement a Transportation Hub on 2nd Street. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d: Implement Bus-Only Lanes on Broadway. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e: Implement Pedestrian Improvements. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2a: Implement Buffered Bike Lanes Consistent with 
the Bike Plan on 7th Street from Mandela Parkway to Martin Luther King Jr. Way. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2b: Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on Martin Luther King Jr. Way from Embarcadero West to 8th Street. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2c: Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on Washington Street from Embarcadero West to 10th Street. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) on) 1
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a: Implement At-Grade Railroad Crossing 
Improvements. (See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b: Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure Effectiveness 
As discussed under Impact AIR-1, Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1b (Criteria Air 
Pollutant Controls) and Mitigation Measure AIR-1c (Diesel Particulate Matter Controls) would 
reduce criteria pollutant emissions from off-road equipment by equipping all off-road equipment 
with the most effective VDECS available, or through the use of Tier 4 Final engines. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure AIR-1d (Super-Compliant VOC Architectural Coatings during Construction) 
requires all interior architectural coatings used during construction to be super-compliant coatings 
at a limit of 10 grams VOC per liter, as defined in the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District’s Rule 1113. These measures would reduce construction emissions during years when 
construction would overlap with operations. 

With regard to Mitigation Measure AIR-2a (Use Low and Super-compliant VOC Architectural 
Coatings in Maintaining Buildings through Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions), BAAQMD 
Regulation 8, Rule 3, places limits on the VOC content of paint and other architectural coatings, 
and use of lower VOC coatings available to consumers can further reduce operational ROG 
emissions. Low- and Super-Compliant VOC paints are manufactured and sold by numerous 
companies. ROG emissions associated with maintenance application of paint and other 
architectural coatings represent a relatively small percentage (approximately 11 percent) of total 
Project ROG emissions. Mitigation Measure AIR-2a would require the use of super-compliant 
VOC coatings with a maximum VOC content equal to 10 grams of VOC per liter for all interior 
spaces; the default VOC content of coatings is 100 grams per liter for interior coatings (150 
grams per liter for exterior coatings). In modeling this measure, it was assumed that all 
nonresidential land uses would use super-compliant VOC coatings for interior paints. For 
nonresidential exterior paints and residential interior and exterior paints, it was assumed that the 
low-VOC coatings would not be used, given that the Project sponsor may not be able to enforce 
the types of coatings used in nonresidential exterior coatings and in residential tenant spaces. 
Based on these assumptions, Mitigation Measure AIR-2a would reduce total ROG emissions 
associated with maintenance application of paint and other architectural coatings by 
approximately 19 percent. Operational emissions would still exceed thresholds as the overall 
contribution of architectural coating emissions to total Project emissions is comparatively small. 
If the use of no-VOC interior paints could feasibly be enforced and implemented, total ROG 
emissions from maintenance application of paint and other architectural coatings could be 
reduced by up to 21 percent. If low-VOC coatings were used for nonresidential exterior surfaces, 
total ROG emissions from architectural coatings could be reduced by approximately 30 percent; 
if low-VOC coatings were used for residential interior and exterior surfaces, total ROG emissions 
from architectural coatings could be reduced by approximately 80 percent. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2b (Promote use of Green Consumer Products) would require the Project 
sponsor to educate residential tenants and encourage commercial tenants to purchase products that 
are safer and better for the environment. However, given the Project sponsor does not have 
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concentrations or health effects from air pollution, have an associated level of uncertainty due to 

incorporated into the model, adds a degree of uncertainty into the reported results. The overall 
uncertainty of the modeled results is a combination of many uncertainties associated with each 
individual component of the modeling study. These inputs include air pollutant emission estimates, 
ambient air concentration modeling, and health impact calculations using various health impact 
functions. The combination and compounding of the uncertainties from each step of the modeling 
analysis, in the context of the very small increments of change that are predicted, could result in 
large uncertainties. The modeling results should be viewed in light of these uncertainties.  

Generally, models that correlate criteria air pollutant concentrations with specific health effects 
focus on regulatory decision-making that will apply throughout an entire air basin or region. 
These models focus on the region-wide health effects of pollutants so that regulators can assess 
the costs and benefits of adopting a proposed regulation that applies to an entire category of air 
pollutant sources, rather than the health effects related to emissions from a specific proposed 
project or source. Because of the scale of these analyses, any single project is likely to have only 
very small incremental effects which may be difficult to differentiate from the effects of air 
pollutant concentrations in an entire air basin. For regional pollutants, it is difficult to trace a 
particular project’s criteria air pollutant emissions to a specific health effect. Even if the model 
reports a given health effect, the actual effect may differ from the modeled results; that is, the 
modeled results suggest precision, when in fact the available models have numerous uncertainties 
that limit their precision for predicting health effects associated with emission sources that are 
small in comparison to regional, air basin-wide emissions. 

Meteorology, the presence of sunlight, and other complex chemical factors all combine to 
determine the ultimate concentration and location of ozone or PM. The effects on ground-level 
ambient concentrations of pollutants that may be breathed by people are also influenced by the 
spatial and temporal patterns of the emission sources. In other words, the effect on ozone and PM 
concentrations from a given mass of pollutants emitted in one location may vary from the effect if 
that same mass of pollutants was emitted in a different location in the Air Basin. Emissions from 
the construction and operation of the Proposed Project would vary by time of day, month, and 
season, and the majority of Project-related emissions, being generated by mobile sources (cars 
and trucks) driving to and from the site, would be emitted throughout a wide area defined by the 
origins and destinations of people travelling to and from the Project. 

In addition to the conservative assumptions built into the emissions noted above, there are a 
number of assumptions built into the application of C-R functions in BenMAP that may lead to an 
overestimation of health effects. For example, for all-cause mortality impacts from PM2.5, these 
estimates are based on a single epidemiological study that found an association between PM2.5 
concentrations and mortality. While similar studies suggest that such an association exists, there 
remains uncertainty regarding a clear causal link. This uncertainty stems from the limitations of 
epidemiological studies, such as inadequate exposure estimates and the inability to control for 
many factors that could explain the association between PM2.5 and mortality such as lifestyle 
factors like smoking or exposures to other air pollutants.  
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For both the PM2.5 and ozone health effects calculated, each of the pollutants may be a 
confounder of the other. Thus, while the C-R functions are from studies that evaluated the effects 
for each pollutant individually, both air pollutants could contribute to the health effect outcomes 
evaluated, and thus the overall impacts may be overstated. 

These assumptions and uncertainties do not necessarily mean the modeled results are invalid or 
uninformative. Rather, it means that one should not have undue confidence in the seeming precision 
of the reported outcome. Stated another way, the modeled results may be valid, but they should not 
be misinterpreted as an exact calculation of something as complex as photochemical grid modeling, 
or as correlating a given level of emissions with specific health effects. In this case, the modeled 
health effects may differ from the actual future health effects associated with the Project. 

Additionally, the estimate of health effects presumes that impacts seen at large concentration 
differences can be linearly scaled down to small concentration differences, with no consideration 
of potential thresholds below which health effects may not occur. This methodology of linearly 
scaling impacts is broadly accepted for use in regulatory evaluations and is considered as being 
health protective (U.S. EPA, 2010). In summary, health effects presented in this report are 
conservatively estimated, and the actual impacts may be lower or possibly even zero. 

Context of Results 
The Project-related additional health incidences from PM2.5 are minimal when compared with the 
background regional health incidences. For example, the less than 1.1 additional annual asthma-
related emergency room visits associated with the Project compares to background incidences of 
asthma-related emergency room visits of 115,302 per year; the Project represents only a 
0.001 percent increase (or a rate of 1 per 20.3 million). As another example, the approximate 
1.5 annual incidences of mortality associated with the Project compares to background mortality 
rate of 256,043 per year; the Project represents a 0.0006 percent increase (or a rate of 1 per 
14.6 million). However, as discussed above, although the Project-related additional health 
incidences are small compared to the regional background health incidences, the majority of the 
Project’s impacts occur within West Oakland and the surrounding urban area. 

It is also worth noting that the City of Oakland itself has some of the highest health incidence 
rates in the both the County and the State (Alameda County Public Health Department, 2014). 
For example, the City of Oakland’s age-adjusted asthma-related emergency room visit rate is 
777.6 per 100,000, which is the highest rate of any city in Alameda County (the County average 
is 542.5). From 2011-2013 there were 9,478 asthma-related emergency room visits in the City. 
The data show that the City of Oakland already has very high health incidence rates when 
compared to county or state average rates, so the contribution from the Project to regional health 
incidences should be evaluated within this context. 

As demonstrated by BAAQMD’s health risk modeling for the WOCAP, and the cumulative 
health risk analysis presented below in Impact AIR-2.CU, West Oakland has a disproportionally 
high health burden. The City also has ozone precursor emissions and associated health effects that 
are higher than regional averages. Given this context, the background health incidences in the 
modeled region are higher than the average California city.  
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Conclusion 
The very small increase in health effects incidence, relative to the substantially larger number of 
background health effects incidences, demonstrates that the Project would have a very small 
impact on specific health effects. The estimated increases in those health effect incidences are 
quite minor compared to the background health incidence values with the largest PM2.5 health 
effect (all-cause mortality) representing only 0.0006 percent of the total of all deaths, and the 
largest effect for ozone (asthma related emergency room visits by adults) representing 0.0016 
percent of all emergency room visits.  

While the quantitative HIA uses the best available tools and guidance currently available, there are 
many compounding uncertainties which may affect the reported results such that the modeled health 
effects may differ from the actual future health effects associated with the Project. The calculated 
health effects for the Project are conservatively estimated, and may in fact be zero.  

In summary, the estimated health effects from the Project are low relative to existing health risks 
and represent only a very small fraction of the total background health incidence. Nonetheless, as 
disclosed in Table 4.2-9 above, the average daily and total annual operational criteria air 
pollutants emissions associated with the Project represent a significant and unavoidable impact to 
regional air quality, because they exceed the BAAQMD’s mass emission thresholds. 

Additional discussion of modeling limitations and uncertainty is provided in Appendix AIR, 
Air Quality Supporting Information. 

Summary: Criteria Pollutant Emissions 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2a (Use Low and Super-compliant VOC Architectural Coatings in 
Maintaining Buildings through Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions) would reduce ROG 
emissions associated with architectural coatings through the use of Super-Compliant VOC paints. 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2b (Promote use of Green Consumer Products) would encourage the use 
of Low-VOC consumer products, and may reduce ROG emissions. Mitigation Measure AIR-2c 
(Diesel Backup Generator Specifications) would reduce criteria pollutant emissions associated with 
diesel backup generators through the use of Tier 4 Final engines and reduced testing hours. Mitigation 
Measure AIR-2d (Diesel Truck Emission Reduction) would reduce criteria pollutant emissions 
from on-road heavy-duty truck travel and idling by requiring exhaust controls and other emission 
reduction actions. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2e requires the development and implementation of the CPM Plan 
which would incorporate a wide variety of mitigation measures into the Project design prior to the 
start of construction. While expected to be effective at reducing emissions below the City’s 
thresholds, the specific measures to be implemented through the CPM Plan are currently not 
known and therefore the amount of criteria pollutant emission reductions achieved through these 
measures is not quantifiable. Implementation of some of the emissions reduction project(s) could 
be conducted by BAAQMD or other governmental entity and is outside the jurisdiction and 
control of the City and not fully within the control of the Project sponsor.  

ts.
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4.3 Biological Resources 
This section assesses the effects of the proposed Project on biological resources. The section 
begins with a description of the existing conditions for terrestrial and marine biological resources 
that occur, or have the potential to occur, on the Project site or in the immediate vicinity. 
Regulations and guidelines relevant to biological resources are discussed next, followed by an 
impact analysis that evaluates the potential effects on biological resources that could result from 
construction and operation of the proposed Project. Cumulative effects of the proposed Project in 
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects are discussed. 
Appendix BIO provides additional supporting information on biological resources. 

The NOP (Notice of Preparation) for this EIR received one comment related to biological 
resources that primarily identified animal species which use the Oakland-Alameda Estuary 
(Estuary) including wading birds who forage on the Project site shoreline; the seasonally present 
California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni; federal and State-listed endangered) nesting 
colony which annually occupy a former airfield at Point Alameda while breeding, nesting and 
rearing young; osprey which have been known to nest on structures within nearby terminals; and 
marine mammals which hunt and feed in the marine habitat. These resources and potential effects 
of the proposed Project are included in the following analysis. 

This section also analyzes the Maritime Reservation Scenario, focused on environmental 
conditions, regulations, impacts and mitigation measures that are different from those identified 
for the proposed Project. 

4.3.1 Environmental Setting 
Study Area and Data Sources 
This section identifies Project study areas for both terrestrial and marine biological resources. The 
proposed Project’s potential area of influence relevant to each biological resource was considered 
in order to assess potential impacts to biological resources. Information on natural communities, 
plant and animal species, and sensitive biological resources was obtained from regional 
databases, plans, and reports relevant to the proposed Project, including the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) 
(CDFW, 2019), the California Native Plant Society Electronic Inventory (CNPS, 2019), the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Report on the Subtidal Habitats and Associated Biological Taxa in San Francisco Bay (NOAA, 
2007), long-term regional studies such as the Regional Monitoring Program for Water Quality in 
San Francisco Bay (SFEI, 2015), the Interagency Ecological Program for San Francisco Bay 
(IEP, 2015), standard biological literature, citizen-science web applications (eBird, 2019a; eBird, 
2019b), biological reports and studies on other waterfront locations in the Project vicinity, and a 
reconnaissance-level survey of the Project site. Reconnaissance-level surveys of the Project site 
for terrestrial botanical resources, terrestrial and marine wildlife and associated habitat were 
conducted on February 6, 2019 by an ESA senior wildlife biologist to characterize existing 
conditions, assess habitat quality, and assess the potential presence of special-status species and 
sensitive natural communities. The reconnaissance survey consisted of a pedestrian assessment of 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-3, Management of Pile Driving in the Water Column for 
Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals, would reduce the potential impact to a less-than-
significant level by avoiding periods when the most sensitive special-status fish (e.g., salmonids 
and Pacific herring) are present in the Project area, and employing noise attenuation measures to 
minimize aquatic impacts, such as the use of vibratory pile installation, working at low tides, and 
use of blocks to reduce underwater noise levels to acceptable levels. As discussed below under 
Impact BIO-5, in-water work would require a 404 permit from the USACE, which could trigger 
the Corps’ consultation requirements with NOAA Fisheries and USFWS. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Management of Pile Driving in the Water Column for 
Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals. 

Prior to the start of any in-water construction that involves the construction of piles, the 
Project sponsor shall develop a NOAA Fisheries and CDFW-approved sound attenuation 
reduction and monitoring plan to avoid significant impacts to special status fish and 
marine mammals, including acute damage or mortality. This plan shall provide detail on 
the sound attenuation system, detail methods used to monitor and verify sound levels 
during pile driving activities, and all BMPs to be taken to reduce impact hammer and/or 
vibratory hammer pile-driving sound in the marine environment to an intensity level of 
less than 183 decibels (dB). The plan shall incorporate but not be limited to the 
following: 

 Steel piles shall be installed using vibratory hammers. Impact hammers shall only be 
used after piles have reached the point of refusal with vibratory methods. 

 Any impact hammer installed steel piles shall be conducted in strict accordance with 
the Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) defined work windows of June 1 to 
November 30, during which periods the presence of special-status species in the 
Project Site is expected to be minimal. (USACE et al., 2001).  

 A contingency plan using bubble curtains or an air barrier will be implemented to 
attenuate sound levels to acceptable levels. 

 Other BMPs may be implemented in coordination with NOAA Fisheries or CDFW, 
such as working at low tides, reducing steel-to-steel contact through the use of a 
wooden block, or use of double-walled piles, as appropriate to reduce underwater 
noise levels to acceptable levels. 

Water Quality Impacts on Marine Species 
Commensurate with any construction activity adjacent to, or within, an aquatic environment is the 
potential for the accidental discharge of contaminants into the Bay. The potential for releasing 
such contaminants is considered minimal, given federal, State, and local oversight; however, is 
described here as a potential impact mechanism for aquatic species. Near-shore construction 
activities could pose a short-term and temporary risk of exposing resident marine taxa to toxic 
contaminants. Demolition, grading and building foundation construction activities at the Project 
site could also result in extensive ground disturbance and increased surface run-off through 
existing stormwater drains to the San Francisco Bay, resulting in increased sedimentation and 
organic and inorganic contaminant loading to San Francisco Bay waters and low-level exposure 
to protected species. 
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Tree Protection Ordinance Conflicts 
Impact BIO-7: The Project would not fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland 
Protected Tree Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code (OMC) Chapter 12.36) by removal of 
protected trees under certain circumstances. (Criterion 6) (Less than Significant) 

Construction Impacts 
Phase 1 and Buildout 
Construction of the proposed Project may result in the removal of street trees located along 
Embarcadero Way, Market Street, Martin Luther King Jr. Way, and Clay Street in the vicinity of 
the Project site. These trees are primarily non-native American sycamore with a few landscaped 
redwood and other trees located at the Market Street entrance to the Project site. The City of 
Oakland Protected Tree Ordinance defines a protected tree as coast live oak trees measuring four 
inches diameter at breast height (dbh) or larger, and any other tree species measuring nine inches 
dbh or larger except eucalyptus species and Monterey pine and permits removal of such trees as 
necessary to ensure public health and safety, avoid unconstitutional taking of property, to take 
reasonable advantage of views, to pursue acceptable professional practice of forestry or landscape 
design, or to implement the vegetation management prescriptions in the S-11 site development 
review zone. Existing street trees which may be trimmed or removed under the Project could 
qualify for protection under the ordinance if they measure nine inches or larger dbh. 

Pursuant to the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance (OMC chapter 12.36), the Project sponsor will 
be required obtain a tree removal permit to remove any protected trees and comply with 
replacement standards identified by the Ordinance. Through the permitting process, potential 
conflicts with the Protected Tree Ordinance would be avoided and Project-related impacts to 
protected trees would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

Operational Impacts 
Phase 1 and Buildout 
Operation of the proposed Project would not conflict with the City of Oakland Protected Tree 
Ordinance as all tree removal would occur during construction; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Maritime Reservation Scenario
As discussed in Section 3.5.1, Major Project Components, the proposed Project includes a 
Maritime Reservation Scenario. Under this scenario, the Port of Oakland may retain up to 
approximately 10 acres of wharf from the Project site to accommodate possible future expansion 
of the turning basin that is used to turn large vessels accessing berths in Oakland’s Inner Harbor.  

If this option is exercised, that portion of the proposed Project site would not be developed, 
although the amount of proposed development on the site (i.e., the ballpark and other uses) would 
be the same. As a result, both terrestrial and marine construction methods would be similar to that 
described for the proposed Project. The reconfigured Project site would become approximately 
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4.4 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
This section assesses the potential for the Project to result in significant adverse impacts on 
cultural and tribal cultural resources (including architectural resources, prehistoric and historic-
era archaeological resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources). The section first 
includes a description of the existing environmental setting as it relates to these types of 
resources, and provides a regulatory framework that discusses applicable federal, state, and 
local regulations. The section then includes an evaluation of potential significant impacts of the 
proposed Project on cultural and tribal cultural resources, and identifies feasible mitigation measures 
to ensure potentially significant impacts associated with these resources would be avoided or 
minimized to the greatest extent feasible. 

This section also analyzes the Maritime Reservation Scenario, focused on environmental conditions, 
regulations, impacts and mitigation measures that are different from those identified for the 
proposed Project. 

To support the analysis in this Draft EIR, ESA conducted surveys and performed archival 
research to determine if historical resources are present on the Project site and within a larger 
Study Area (see Figure 4.4-1). The Study Area was defined by considering the geographic area 
within which the Project may directly or indirectly impact the character or use of significant 
cultural resources. The Project site is the area where project construction activities would occur 
and activities such as ground disturbance, demolition, and project construction could directly, 
physically impact historical resources and is primarily contained within the Howard Terminal 
parcel. The Study Area includes areas that could be potentially impacted by visual, setting 
changes or vibration from construction on the Project site, and generally includes those parcels 
located within a half-block of the Project site. 

ESA staff conducted site surveys on February 1 and 6, 2019. ESA staff conducted a records 
search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources 
Information System (CHRIS) on December 5, 2018 (File No. 18-1077). The records search 
included a review of previous surveys and studies, records, and historic maps and aerial imagery 
on file at the NWIC for the Project site and a surrounding 0.25-mile radius. It also included a 
review of the State of California Office of Historic Preservation Historic Properties Directory 
with summary information from the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), 
Registered California State Landmarks, and California Historic Points of Interest; the 
Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility; and the California Inventory of Historical 
Resources. The purpose of the records search was to (1) determine whether known cultural 
resources have been recorded within or adjacent to the Project site, and (2) assess the likelihood 
for unrecorded cultural resources to be present based on historical references and the distribution 
of nearby sites. Additional sources of information included the City of Oakland’s zoning map and 
database, Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey and additional city surveys, the Port of Oakland’s 
Board of Commissioners Meeting Minutes Archive, the Oakland Tribune archive, and archival 
material held at the Oakland Public Library’s History Room.  
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1. A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register;

2. A resource included in Oakland’s Local Register of historical resources (defined in General 
Plan Historic Preservation Element Policy 3.8 below), unless the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant;

3. A resource identified as significant (e.g., rated 1–5) in a historical resource survey recorded 
on Department of Parks and Recreation Form (DPR) 523, unless the preponderance of 
evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant;

4. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which the Oakland 
City Council determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or 
cultural annals of California, provided the determination is supported by substantial evidence 
in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource is considered “historically significant” if it 
meets the criteria for listing on the California Register CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; or

5. A resource that is determined by the City Council to be historically or culturally significant 
even though it does not meet the other four criteria listed here. 

General Plan Historic Preservation Element
In March 1994, the Oakland City Council adopted the Historic Preservation Element of the Oakland 
General Plan (amended July 21, 1998). The Historic Preservation Element sets out a graduated 
system of ratings and designations resulting from the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS) 
and Oakland Zoning Regulations. The following goal and policies address historical resources 
under CEQA:

Goal 2: To preserve, protect, enhance, perpetuate, use, and prevent the unnecessary 
destruction or impairment of properties or physical features of special character or special 
historic, cultural, educational, architectural or aesthetic interest or value.  

Such properties or physical features include buildings, building components, structures, 
objects, districts, sites, natural features related to human presence, and activities taking place 
on or within such properties or physical features. 

Policy 3.1: Avoid or minimize adverse historic preservation impacts related to 
discretionary city actions. The City will make all reasonable efforts to avoid or minimize 
adverse effects on the Character-Defining Elements of existing or Potential Designated 
Historic Properties which could result from private or public projects requiring 
discretionary City actions. 

Policy 3.5: Historic preservation and discretionary permit approvals. For additions or 
alteration to Heritage Properties6 or Potential Designated Historic Properties requiring 
discretionary City permits, the City will make a finding that: (1) the design matches or is 
compatible with, but not necessarily identical to, the property’s existing or historical 
design; or (2) the proposed design comprehensively modifies and is at least equal in 

6 Heritage Properties are defined in Appendix A of the City of Oakland Historic Preservation Element as “properties 
which under Policy 2.5 appear potentially eligible for Landmark or Preservation District designation because they 
either (1) have received an existing or contingency rating of ‘A’ (Highest Importance), ‘B’ (Major Importance), or 
‘C’ (Secondary Importance) from the Intensive Survey; (2) have received an existing or contingency rating of ‘A’ 
or ‘B’ from the Reconnaissance Survey; or (3) contribute or potentially contribute to any area potentially eligible 
for Preservation District Designation”

min
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as stated in appendix, 737 2nd is a historic resource, GP policy requires avoidance of impacts to such
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Conformity of the Project with General Plan goal and policies most relevant to historic resources 
is discussed throughout the discussion of potential impacts presented later in this section.

The Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS) is an ongoing survey process conducted by the 
City of Oakland. It began in 1979 and uses a five-tier rating system for individual properties, 
ranging from “A” (highest importance) and “B” (major importance) to “E” (of no particular 
interest). This letter rating is termed the “Individual Property Rating” of a building and is based 
on the following criteria: 

1. Visual Quality/Design: Evaluation of exterior design, interior design, materials and 
construction, style or type, supporting elements, feelings of association, and importance of 
designer.

2. History/Association: Association of person or organization, the importance of any event, 
association with patterns of history, and the age of the building. 

3. Context: Continuity and familiarity of the building within the city, neighborhood, or district. 

4. Integrity and Reversibility: Evaluation of the building’s condition, its exterior and interior
alterations, and any structural removals.

4.4.3 Significance Criteria
The City of Oakland has established thresholds of significance for CEQA impacts, which 
incorporate those in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (City of Oakland, 2016). The Project 
would have a significant adverse impact related to cultural resources if it would: 

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Specifically, a substantial adverse change includes 
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 
surroundings such that the significance of the historical resource would be “materially 
impaired.” The significance of an historical resource is “materially impaired” when a project 
demolishes or materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical characteristics of the 
resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion on, or eligibility 
for inclusion on an historical resource list (including the California Register of Historical 
Resources, the National Register, Local Register, or historical resources survey form (DPR 
Form 523) with a rating of 1-5); 

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; 

3. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

The changes to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines effective in December 2018 were 
intended to reflect recent changes to the CEQA statutes and court decisions. Many of these recent 
changes and decisions are already reflected in the City’s adopted significance thresholds, which 
have been used to determine the significance of potential impacts. To the extent that the topics or 
questions in Appendix G are not reflected in the City’s thresholds, these topics and questions 
have been taken into consideration in the impact analysis below. Specifically, in accordance with 

oject
he 1

 

AR 0008790



Page: 20
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737 2nd street will be materially impaired by the placement of structures that block view to and from Howard Terminal.  As Stated in Appendix 7, 
The SPRR API has been determined eligible for the National Register under Criterion A as a representative group 
of early-20th-century industrial buildings in Oakland. According to the 1990 Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey, 
“Nowhere else in Oakland is an industrial landscape so clearly and compactly related to the railroad, the lifeblood 
of industry here. Its integrity is strong, both in the individual buildings and in the setting. Seen from the tracks, or 
from as far away as Broadway, it is a striking and self-contained group. Its setting contributes strongly to its 
significance on the south side, where the railroad tracks are the reason for the plants’ having located here, and the 
open space around the tracks (including the north part of the Moore Dry Dock and Howard Terminal sites) is true 
to the period and enhances the visibility of the district.”4...The character-defining features identified in the 1990 survey 
include:...Concentration of buildings with enough open space to allow for a long line of sight/highly visible as a 
grouping (includes views of the historic district from Moore Dry Dock and Howard Terminal)." 
These views, documented in the Appendix and codified by the General Plan, will be destroyed by the project as designed, and the 
complex relationship between site and structure will be materially altered.  Please provide mitigation in the form of relocating new 
structures so as to preserve views to and from this historic structure to the shoreline and terminal. In addition, mitigation should 
include a reduction of building heights in the vicinity of this historic complex to ensure that the historic integrity of the complex is 
maintained.
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Landscape District API. Visual openness and line of sight through the district are character-
defining features of the API helping to define the setting.  

While the loss of open areas around the API and the increase in scale on the Project site have the 
potential to adversely impact the Southern Pacific Railroad Industrial Landscape District API, the 
Southern Pacific Railroad Industrial Landscape District API has its primary significance under 
Criterion C – Architecture for its “unity of architectural style” and as a representation of “trackside 
industrial development in Oakland through the late 19th and early 20th centuries.” The proposed 
Project would not impact the architectural design of the grouping, nor would it alter the relationship 
of the contributing structures to each other or the railroad tracks. The scale and design of 
landscaping at intersections within the district (Market Street and the terminus of Brush Street) 
would allow views along the railroad tracks, maintaining the visual unity and character-defining 
perspectives within the district (see Figure 3-23, Landscape Plan and Amenities). Therefore, the 
impact to setting resulting from an increase in mass, bulk, and density of the surrounding built 
environment would not “demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics… that convey its historical significance and that justify inclusions in the or eligibility 
for, inclusion in” the California register,” (CEQA Section 15064.5(b)(2)(A)) Therefore, the impact 
resulting from alteration of the setting is less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation: None required.  

Impact CUL-3: The Project could result in significant impacts to the Southern Pacific 
Railroad Industrial Landscape District API and the PG&E Station C API resulting from 
construction-related vibrations. (Criterion 1) (Less than Significant with Mitigation)  

Construction in the vicinity of the Southern Pacific Railroad Industrial Landscape District API 
and the PG&E Station C API would introduce new temporary sources of vibration associated 
with construction activities. Historic masonry structures can be particularly sensitive to ground 
vibrations resulting in material damage to the historic fabric. Maintaining vibration levels below a 
site-specific threshold would limit the potential for damage associated with construction 
activities. Mitigation Measure CUL-2, Vibration Analysis for Historic Structures, would 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Vibration Analysis for Historic Structures. 

As presented in Chapter 4.11 Noise and Vibration, building damage is generally 
experienced when vibration levels exceed 94 VdB. Table 4.11-17 lists a number of 
construction activities with their estimated VdB at various distances. At distances up to 
150 feet, there is potential for vibration levels to exceed 94 VdB, therefore, prior to any 
vibratory construction within 150 feet of a historic resource the Project sponsor shall 
submit a Vibration Analysis prepared by an acoustical and/or structural engineer or other 
appropriate qualified professional for City review and approval that establishes pre-
construction baseline conditions and threshold levels of vibration that could damage the 
structures and/or substantially interfere with activities located at 93 Linden Street, 110 
Linden Street, 101 Myrtle Street, 737 Second Street, 601 Embarcadero West, and 101 
Jefferson Street. The Vibration Analysis shall identify design means and methods of 
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Provide substantial evidence that this is not a significant impact, since the regulations and general plan clearly state that views associated with 
the structure are part of the historic significance of this complex. Placement of structures hundreds of feet tall to dwarf these buildings would in 
fact materially alter the setting of this historic complex, destroy its significance in the landscape, and permanently shadow the structures.  This is 
in fact a significant impact; provide mitigation that decreases building height and relocates structures so that the integrity of the historic complex
is maintained with a viewshed relationsip between these historic structures, Howard Terminal and the shoreline.  It is not logical that this historic 
complex and relationship between the shoreline and shipping arbitrarily ends at the property line.

Number: 2 Author: M Henderson Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/6/2021 4:51:40 PM 
this is incorrect, destruction of the physical landscape and historic relationship between this structure, shoreline and shipping/rail transport is 
interconnected.  Mitigation measures should be included to address this significant impact.

Number: 3 Author: M Henderson Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/6/2021 4:58:15 PM 
Deferral of mitigation is not an acceptable mitigation measure, nor is the CIty an impartial arbiter of project impacts. Please disclose the fiscal 
relationship between the City, developer and EIR consultant.  The acoustic and structural analysis should be done prior to any project approvals, 
and prior to certification of the EIR.  Provide substantial evidence that potential project impacts can be mitigated before any approvals are made. 
Provide the specific means and methods that will be utilized at 737 2nd street to ensure that no structural damage to the building will occur.  
Provide specific techniques for construction that will mitigate any potential structural or noise related damage to the structure, and provide 
financial guarantees to address any failures.potential problems.
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construction that shall be utilized in order to not exceed the thresholds. The Project 
sponsor shall implement the recommendations during construction. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Impact CUL-4: The proposed Project would result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
(Criterion 1) (Significant and Unavoidable)

As noted earlier, the City has received two studies with differing conclusions on the historic 
significance of Crane X-422 (ESA, 2019; Jacobs, 2019). For public disclosure purposes and out 
of an abundance of caution, this EIR treats Crane X-422 as an eligible historic resource.8 With 
relation to this significance, the ESA report states that the character-defining features for 
Crane X-422 include aspects of its setting both at the edge of a shipping channel and within 
industrial maritime setting where it is taller than most of the buildings or structures in its 
immediate vicinity, except for other cranes.  

If feasible the proposed Project would fix all four existing cranes, including Crane X-422, on
portions of their existing tracks along the waterfront (see Section 3.5.2).9 The fixed locations are at 
the ends of Myrtle Street (Crane X-422), MLK, Jr. Way (Crane X-416), and at the southeastern 
corner of the project site approximately at the end of Jefferson Street (Cranes X-415 and X-417).
See Figure 3-8, Illustrated Buildout Site Plan. From these positions, the cranes would be framed by 
elements of the proposed Project, and remain visible along the street corridors. As such, limited 
visibility of the cranes from outside the Project site would remain. Views from the water would also 
remain.

The historic setting of Crane X-422 as described in the ESA report was comprised of direct access 
to the shipping channel and a maritime location where it was taller than most of the buildings or 
structures in its immediate vicinity (except for other cranes). If the crane is maintained on site, the 
proposed Project would alter its historic setting, and the degree of alteration differs between the 
waterside and landside areas. From the landside, the proposed Project would result in increased 
scale and density of development resulting from the introduction of multi-story (up to 600 feet tall), 
residential, retail, and commercial structures on what was a seaport site within an area of the city 
that has historically been nearly devoid of such development. From the water, the proposed Project 
would maintain Crane X-422’s relationship to the Estuary, retaining its historical setting 
immediately adjacent to an active shipping channel and near a maritime area.

8  As noted above, the City has received two studies with differing conclusions on the historic significance of 
Crane X-422. This EIR conservatively treats Crane X-422 as an historic resource. It will be up to the Lead Agency 
to make the final determination on whether or not Crane X-422 is an historical resource under CEQA.

9 Retention of the cranes is a baseline design concept for the Project. However, retention of the container cranes will 
ultimately be determined by a later assessment of whether such retention meets required feasibility and safety 
standards to incorporate the cranes within a publicly accessible space. Safety, while paramount, is not the only 
factor in play when considering retention. Other factors affecting feasibility will be considered as well, such as 
cost/schedule. Therefore, the Project is described as maintaining the cranes in their current locations, but includes 
discussion of impacts resulting from their loss if retention is not feasible. 
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What is the substantial evidence that this impact will be mitigated?  The analysis should occur before the EIR is finalized, and appropriate 
techniques, and repair strategies incorporated into any project approval.

Number: 2 Author: M Henderson Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/6/2021 5:02:27 PM 
This section only discusses Crane x-422. However, construction of buildings that are several hundred feet taller than, and block all shoreline and 
terminal views would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.  Please provide mitigation that addressed 
this impact as it relates to 77 2nd street historic significance.

Number: 3 Author: M Henderson Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/6/2021 5:03:38 PM 
this also affects 737 2nd street, not just the historic context of the crane.  Please include analysis of such.
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If the Project succeeds in maintaining the cranes in or near their current locations along the southern 
project boundary and immediately adjacent to the Estuary (Figure 3-7), they would be within a new 
waterfront public park that would maintain the open areas between cranes and provide a landside 
open space buffer between the cranes and proposed new buildings. These design aspects would 
maintain the spatial and visual connections between the Crane X-422 and the water such that the 
impact to setting resulting from an increase in mass, bulk, and density of the surrounding built 
environment on the landside would not “demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner those 
physical characteristics…convey its historical significance and that justify inclusions in the or 
eligibility for, inclusion in” the California register,” (CEQA Section 15064.5(2)(A)).  

As stated in section 3.5.2 Major Project Components – Ship to Shore Container Cranes, retention of 
the existing container cranes on site and Crane X-422 in particular will ultimately be determined
upon future assessment based on feasibility and safety standards for public places. If Crane X-422 is 
removed from the site (i.e. demolished), this EIR conservatively concludes that this would result in 
the loss of a historical resource and therefore a significant and unavoidable impact. 

In certain cases, relocation of a historical resource can be utilized to mitigate impacts resulting 
from the loss of the resource, provided aspects of the historical setting are maintained between the 
former location and the receptor site. The California State Office of Historic Preservation states
(OHP, 2001):

Relocation of an historical resource may constitute an adverse impact to the resource. 
However, in situations where relocation is the only feasible alternative to demolition, 
relocation may mitigate below a level of significance provided that the new location is 
compatible with the original character and use of the historical resource and the resource 
retains its eligibility for listing on the California Register (14 CCR § 4852(d)(1)). 

These conditions are applicable to Crane X-422; which was moved within the Port of Oakland to 
its current Howard Terminal location in 1994. The Project includes removal of the container 
crane rails during Phase 1. The rails are used to move the cranes laterally along the waterfront on 
the site. Once removed, movement of the cranes would only be possible by lifting them up from 
their current positions and moving them to a new location, either on the site or elsewhere. The 
new site would require a small segment of rails to secure the cranes to the ground. Therefore, 
lateral relocation on site is possible only prior to Phase 1. To address impacts associated with 
potential removal of Crane X-422 from the project site, the following mitigations are identified.
(Note that Port staff has indicated they would not relocate Crane X-422 on Port property.) 

Mitigation Measure CUL-3a: Crane Removal Documentation.  

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, the City shall require HABS documentation of 
Crane X-422. This documentation shall be prepared by professionals meeting, or exceeding, 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Historic Preservation Professional Qualifications Standards 
and shall include recommendations regarding selection criteria for an appropriate receiver 
site that approximates the crane’s current relationship to the Estuary. HABS documentation 
of the crane shall include recordation in both written and photographic media of the 
current and historical physical context and conditions of Crane X-422. 
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Please discuss the spatial and visual connections and impact to setting as it relates to 737 2nd street and the railroad district.

Number: 2 Author: M Henderson Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/6/2021 5:06:14 PM 
Include project mitigation for context and spatial connections impacts related to railroad historic structures, including 737 2nd street.
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By referencing cumulative development citywide, the DOSP DEIR’s cumulative impact finding 
encompasses other past, present, and future projects in the City of Oakland that have or will result 
in demolition or alteration of historic resources. An example is redevelopment of the Oakland 
Coliseum site as envisioned under the adopted specific plan for the area. All of the redevelopment 
scenarios under the CASP that were analyzed in the CASP EIR anticipated demolition of the 
Coliseum itself, which was considered an historical resource. Some scenarios also anticipated 
demolition of the Arena, which was also considered an historic resource (City of Oakland, 2014).  

As noted above, the Project includes retention of all four cranes as a baseline condition of the 
design, however, removal of the cranes, including Crane X-422 from the project site may be 
necessary pending future assessment based on feasibility and safety standards for public places. If 
they cannot be maintained on the Project site, the cranes would be offered for relocation as 
discussed in Mitigation Measure CUL-3b (Crane Relocation). However, because the likelihood of 
successful relocation of Crane X-422 is low due to the relatively few suitable relocation sites and 
anticipated high cost associated with preparation of a receiver site, relocation, and required 
maintenance, loss of the crane is assumed. As a result of the loss of Crane X-422, the Project 
would contribute to the significant and unavoidable citywide cumulative impact identified in the 
DOSP DEIR. Mitigation Measures CUL-3a and CUL-3c would reduce but not eliminate this 
significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure CUL-3a: Crane Removal Documentation. (see Impact CUL-4)

Mitigation Measure CUL-3b: Crane Relocation. (see Impact CUL-4)

Mitigation Measure CUL-3c: Interpretive Displays. (see Impact CUL-4) 

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

Impact CUL-2.CU: The Project, combined with cumulative development in the Project 
vicinity and citywide, could contribute to cumulative adverse impacts on archaeological 
resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation)

Geographic Context
The geographic scope for cumulative effects on archaeological resources, human remains, and 
tribal cultural resources includes the Oakland waterfront from Jack London Square to the Bay 
Bridge, where the Project could cause disturbance and/or impact the setting of archaeological 
resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources. This geographic scope includes a similar 
environmental setting for prehistoric and ethnohistoric resources as well as historic occupation 
and development in Alameda County. 

Cumulative Impact and Project Contribution
As the preliminary analysis indicates that the Project would not have an impact on archaeological 
resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources, there would be no cumulative impact. 
Similar to the proposed Project, cumulative projects in the vicinity could have a significant 
impact on previously undiscovered archaeological resources, including human remains, as well as 
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include documentation relating to significant and unavoidable impacts related to the railroad historic district and impacts to 737 2nd street.
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archaeological resource that are considered tribal cultural resources during ground-disturbing 
activities. The potential impacts of the Project when considered together with similar impacts 
from other probable future projects in the vicinity could result in a significant cumulative impact 
on buried archaeological resources, human remains, or tribal cultural resources. However, 
implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-4a, CUL-4b, and CUL-5 would require that work 
halt in the vicinity of a find until it is evaluated by a Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist,
and in the case of human remains the County Coroner. In addition, cumulative projects undergoing 
CEQA review would be subject to similar types of inadvertent discovery measures. 

Conclusion
Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-4a, Mitigation Measure CUL-4b and 
Mitigation Measure CUL-5, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not 
be considerable, and the potential impact on archaeological resources, human remains, and tribal 
cultural resources would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure CUL-4a: Archaeological Resources and Tribal Cultural 
Resources – Discovery During Construction. (see Impact CUL-5)

Mitigation Measure CUL-4b: Archaeologically Sensitive Areas – Pre-Construction 
Measures. (see Impact CUL-5) 

Mitigation Measure CUL-5: Human Remains – Discovery During Construction. (see 
Impact CUL-6) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Maritime Reservation Scenario - Cumulative 
As discussed above, the reduction in acreage would not result in a change in impacts to cultural 
resources, as a result of development of the Project under the Maritime Reservation Scenario. The 
proposed Project with the Maritime Reservation Scenario would result in the same less than 
significant cumulative impacts when considered together with similar impacts from other 
probable future projects in the vicinity with regard to archaeological resources and tribal cultural 
resources as the proposed Project, as it would be subject to the same mitigation measures. The 
proposed Project with the Maritime Reservation Scenario would also result in the same 
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact, Impact CUL-1.CU, as the proposed Project due to 
the potential removal of Crane X-422. 
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this is incorrect, provide substantial evidence that these impacts can be mitigated,and any vibration, structural and acoustic analysis that 
documents that the damage will not substantially alter the character, safety and context and integrity of the structures within the railroad historic 
district.
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4.5 Energy 
Section 21100(b) of the California Public Resources Code (PRC) directs all State agencies, boards, 
and commissions to assess the environmental impacts of projects for which they are a Lead Agency 
under CEQA to determine whether the project could result in significant effects on the environment, 
including effects from the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy, and to 
identify mitigation measures to minimize any such significant effects. The goal of this assessment 
is to evaluate whether the Project would ensure the wise and efficient use of energy. 

This section describes the California energy profile (i.e., mix of energy resources and 
consumption characteristics); describes the energy production and transmission profile of 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), the regional purveyor of natural gas and 
electricity throughout the Bay Area and much of central and Northern California; 
identifies regulatory and policy frameworks that govern the production and consumption 
of energy resources and aim to increase energy efficiency while reducing reliance on 
fossil fuels; and examines the proposed Project’s energy usage characteristics to 
determine whether the Project could result in any significant energy-related 
environmental impacts during its construction or operation activities.  

This section incorporates information and analysis from the Energy Technical Report (see 
Appendix ENE) and the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Technical 
Report (see Appendix AIR) prepared by Ramboll, which were independently peer reviewed by 
the City of Oakland’s environmental consultant, Environmental Science Associates (ESA). 

Comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) included a request to analyze potential on-site 
energy usage reduction measures and concerns regarding fossil fuel consumption. This analysis 
and potential effects of the proposed Project on energy resources are included in the following 
analysis. 

This section also analyzes the Maritime Reservation Scenario, focused on environmental 
conditions, regulations, impacts, and mitigation measures that are different from those identified 
for the proposed Project. 

4.5.1 Environmental Setting 
State Setting 
Energy Profile 
Total energy usage in California was 7,830 trillion British Thermal Units (Btus) in 2016 (the most 
recent year for which specific data are available), which equates to an average of 199 million Btu 
per capita. These figures place California second among the nation’s 50 states in total energy use 
and 48th in per capita consumption. Of California’s total energy usage, the breakdown by sector is 
roughly 40 percent transportation, 24 percent industrial, 19 percent commercial, and 18 percent 
residential. Electricity and natural gas in California are generally consumed by stationary users such 
as residences and commercial and industrial facilities, whereas petroleum-based fuel consumption is 
generally accounted for by transportation-related energy use (EIA, 2019). 
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The following energy-related actions in the 2030 ECAP direct the City to take actions that would 
directly or indirectly affect private development in Oakland: 

TLU-1: Align all Planning Policies and Regulations with ECAP Goals and Priorities. In 
the course of scheduled revisions, the City will amend or update the General Plan, Specific 
Plans, Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Regulations, Parks Master Plan, and appropriate 
planning policies or regulations to be consistent with the GHG reduction, adaptation, 
resilience, and equity goals in this ECAP. Appropriate planning policies should study the 
following strategies and incorporate such policies that are found not to have adverse 
environmental or equity impacts: 

 Remove parking minimums and establish parking maximums where feasible, ensuring 
public safety and accessibility  

 Require transit passes bundled with all new major developments  

 Revise zoning such that the majority of residents are within 1/2-mile of the most essential 
destinations of everyday life  

 Provide density bonuses and other incentives for developments near transit that provide 
less than half of the maximum allowable parking  

 Update the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Guidelines to further prioritize 
development of housing near transit, including housing for low, very low, and extremely 
low-income levels  

 Require structured parking be designed for future adaptation to other uses  

 Institute graduated density zoning  

 Remove barriers to and incentivize development of affordable housing near transit  

 Incorporate policies addressing sea level rise, heat mitigation, and other climate risks into 
zoning standards and all long-range planning documents. Revise these policies every five 
years based on current science and risk projections  

 Identify and remove barriers to strategies that support carbon reduction, adaptation, 
resilience, and equity goals, including community solar and energy storage 

TLU-4: Abundant, Affordable, and Accessible Public Transit. The City will work with 
public transit agencies to replace autos with public transit as a primary transportation mode 
for trips beyond walking distance, ensuring convenient, safe, and affordable public transit 
access within Oakland and to neighboring cities for all Oaklanders. 

TLU-5: Create a Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Action Plan. Completion of the ZEV Action 
Plan by 2021 will increase adoption of electric vehicles and e-mobility while addressing 
equity concerns and prioritizing investment in frontline communities. The plan will set 
ambitious targets for ZEV infrastructure and be coordinated with other land use and mobility 
options so that ZEVs increase as a percentage of all vehicles while overall vehicle miles 
traveled decreases. The plan will address the following sectors: medium and heavy-duty 
vehicle electrification, including trucks and delivery vehicles; personal vehicle charging 
infrastructure in multifamily buildings, including affordable buildings; curbside charging; 
electric micromobility; workforce development; curbside charging in the public right-of-way; 
and City-owned parking facilities. 

e 1
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energy for all space heating, water heating (including pools and spas), cooking appliances, and 
clothes drying appliances. The prohibition does not affect existing buildings, renovations or 
additions made to a structure, including attached accessory dwelling units. The ban includes a 
waiver for developers who can demonstrate that it is not feasible for a new building to go 100% 
electric. 

4.5.3 Significance Criteria 
Changes to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines effective in December 2018 were intended 
to reflect recent changes to the CEQA statutes and court decisions. In the case of energy, the topic 
was added to the Appendix G checklist, in addition to being discussed in Appendix F of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. For purposes of this analysis, consistent with the changes to Appendix G of 
the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts associated with energy are considered to be significant if the 
Project would: 

1. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation; or 

2. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

The City of Oakland has also established thresholds of significance for CEQA impacts (City of 
Oakland, 2016). The City’s thresholds of significance for CEQA impacts listed under the topic of 
utilities include the following two thresholds relating to energy. Based on these thresholds, the 
Project would have a significant adverse impact related to energy if it would:  

1. Violate applicable federal, state and local statutes and regulations relating to energy 
standards;4 or  

2. Result in a determination by the energy provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
does not have adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the 
providers' existing commitments and require or result in construction of new energy facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects.  

These City thresholds of significance are addressed as part of the analysis of the two significance 
criteria identified above. 

Approach to Analysis 
This impact analysis evaluates the potential for the proposed Project to result in the wasteful use 
of energy or wasteful use of energy resources during Project construction and operation, 
consistent with Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3) and Section 15126.2(b) and 
Appendices F and G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The analysis provides construction and 
operational energy use estimates for the proposed Project. The analysis then uses this information 
to evaluate whether this energy use would be considered wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary, 
taking into account available energy supplies and existing use patterns, the Project’s energy 
efficiency features, and compliance with applicable standards and policies aimed to reduce 
                                                      
4  See Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines for guidance on information related to energy-conservation that 

must be contained in an EIR. 
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energy consumption, including the City’s 2030 ECAP and the State’s Title 24 Energy Efficiency 
Standards. Energy quantification details supporting the Project estimates presented in this section 
are based on the Energy Technical Report prepared by Ramboll, provided in Appendix ENE of 
this Draft EIR, which has been peer-reviewed for use in this EIR by ESA. 

Sustainable Design Features 
LEED Certification 
To qualify for CEQA expedited judicial review for claims under AB 734, the proposed ballpark 
must receive LEED Gold certification for new construction within one year after completion of 
the first baseball season, and each new nonresidential building must receive LEED Gold 
certification for new construction within one year after its construction is completed. Residential 
buildings must achieve sustainability standards of at least a LEED Gold level or the comparable 
GreenPoint rating, including meeting sustainability standards for access to quality transit. 
According to the City of Oakland Green Building Compliance Standards, the GreenPoint rating 
equivalent to LEED Gold for Homes is 53 points after including other mandatory local measures, 
for situations when a historic building is demolished (City of Oakland, 2014).  

Building Electrification 
Through the AB 734 process, the Project sponsor has committed to construct at least 50 percent 
of residential buildings to be all-electric (i.e., no use of natural gas) and the Project would be 
required to comply with any changes to the City’s building code applicable to the Project that 
eliminate the use of natural gas, unless a waiver is granted for the Project’s restaurants and/or other 
land uses. 

Electric Vehicle Chargers 
Chapter 15.04 of the City’s Municipal Code requires the installation of plug-in electric vehicle 
(PEV) charging infrastructure for at least 10 percent of the proposed Project’s total number of 
parking spaces. City code requires EV-ready electrical prewiring but not actual charger 
installation. The Project sponsor anticipates that the electric vehicle charging stations would 
achieve a similar or better functionality as a Level 2 charging station.5 This would encourage the 
use of EVs at the Project site and discourage the use of gasoline and diesel passenger vehicles, 
thus reducing mobile source fuel consumption associated with vehicle travel to and from the 
Project site. 

Transportation Management Plan 
As discussed in Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation, California Assembly Bill 734 
provides that the construction of a new ballpark for the Oakland A’s and an accompanying 
mixed-use development would qualify for expedited judicial review if it meets several 
environmental standards, including a 20 percent Vehicle Trips Reduction (VTR). This VTR 
would be achieved via a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) for the ballpark and a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan for non-ballpark uses. The 20 percent VTR 

                                                      
5  Level 2 charging stations use higher-output 240-volt power sources so that recharge times for PEVs are much faster 

than standard charging stations. 
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needs to be achieved within one year after completing the first baseball season for the ballpark 
component of the Project and within one year after completing the non-ballpark development.  

Note that while the TMP and TDM Plan are required as part of AB 734 and proposed as part of 
the Project, they are also included as transportation mitigation to ensure their effectiveness and 
monitoring. For more information, see Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a (Transportation 
Demand Management plan for non-ballpark development) and TRANS-1b (Transportation 
Management Plan for ballpark development).6 

Construction Energy Estimates 
The proposed Project would be constructed in two or more development phases with full buildout 
expected to occur approximately seven or more years after entitlements for the Project would be 
secured. This energy analysis includes quantification of electricity, natural gas, and fuels that 
would be required to construct the Project. The analysis conservatively assumes that there would 
be as few as two phases, that the complete build out would occur in as few as seven years, and 
that the buildings constructed in each phase of the construction program (i.e., Phase 1 or Phase 2) 
would be occupied and fully operational as soon as construction of each phase is completed. 
These assumptions are conservative because full build-out may take longer than seven years, and 
because occupancy and operation of each phase would likely ramp up over time, rather than upon 
completion of construction.  

The first phase of construction would commence after all existing uses have vacated the site. The 
preliminary construction schedule assumed that construction would start in 2020, that it would 
last approximately seven years, and that it would mostly occur five days per week with multiple 
pieces of equipment conducting various construction activities at the site. While the start of 
construction is now anticipated to begin in 2022 and the duration of construction activities may 
change, the analysis is conservative because technological and regulatory advances are 
anticipated to reduce energy use in the future.   

Initial construction activities would include demolition of the existing Howard Terminal 
buildings and parking lots, followed by geotechnical work. Construction activities related to 
Phase 1 land uses (i.e., the ballpark and initial mixed-use development) would include 
construction of a cut off wall, grading, site preparation, and site utility upgrades, followed by 
building construction, paving, and architectural coating. Construction activities related to Phase 2 
would be the same for the remaining mixed-use development as described for Phase 1. 

Energy use requirements in the form of diesel fuel and electricity consumption associated with 
on-site off-road construction equipment have been estimated based on the construction schedule; 
type, quantity, and use hours of equipment provided by the Project sponsor where available; 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) default information where specific 
information is not available; and methods consistent with U.S. EPA AP-42 technical guidance for 
analysis of diesel fuel. All off-road equipment is assumed to be either diesel-fueled or electric 

                                                      
6  The transportation analysis for the Project indicates that the Project’s TMP and TDM Plan would reduce vehicle trip 

generation by at least 20 percent, and in doing so would achieve at least a 15 percent reduction below similar 
existing uses. 
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based on Project-specific information. Table 2 of the Energy Technical Report (Appendix ENE) 
provides the anticipated fuel and electricity usage that would be associated with each type of off-
road equipment during each construction activity for Project Phases 1 and 2. The construction 
energy use for the Project was estimated assuming implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-
1c (Diesel Particulate Matter Controls). 

With regard to on-road construction vehicles, it is assumed that light-duty automobiles and trucks 
that would be used by commuting workers would be fueled by gasoline and that on-road 
construction vehicles, such as vendor and haul trucks for demolition debris, soil, and other material 
hauling, would require diesel fuel. This analysis assumes that no electric on-road vehicles would be 
used during construction of the Project. The fuel quantities that would be required for on-road 
vehicles during construction have been calculated based on fuel efficiency factors estimated for 
each vehicle type using the Emission Factors Model version 2017 (EMFAC2017). Estimated trip 
counts were provided by the Project sponsor and CalEEMod defaults were used for worker, 
vendor, and haul trip lengths. Refer to Table 8 of the Energy Technical Report for details on the 
fuel efficiency derivations for the on-road vehicle types and the anticipated fuel consumption that 
would be associated with on-road construction vehicles. 

In addition to fuels for equipment and vehicles, construction activities would include the use of 
water that would require electricity to supply, treat, and transport the water to the Project site. 
Table 5 of the Energy Technical Report provides details on the estimated electricity consumption 
that would be required associated with water usage during construction of the Project. Summaries 
of the total estimated Project construction energy use requirements for electricity, diesel fuel, and 
gasoline are presented in Table 4.5-3 under the Impact ENE-1 discussion. 

Construction energy use for the Maritime Reservation Scenario was calculated by scaling the 
Project energy usage by the ratio of acreage of the Maritime Reservation Scenario to the Project. 
According to the Project Description, the only difference in acreage is in Phase 2 of construction; 
therefore, Phase 1 energy usage for the Maritime Reservation Scenario would be the same as the 
Project. Additionally, building square footage would be conserved under the Maritime 
Reservation Scenario so energy from building construction and architectural coating phases 
would be the same as the Project. The electricity usage for electric equipment and water 
consumption were conservatively assumed to be the same as the Project, and thus these values 
were not scaled for energy usage. Summaries of the total estimated Maritime Reservation 
Scenario construction energy use requirements for electricity, diesel fuel, and gasoline are 
presented in Table 4.5-5 under the Maritime Reservation Scenario discussion in Section 4.5.4.  

Operational Energy Estimates 
Building Energy Use 
Natural gas and electricity would be the energy sources for the proposed residential and 
commercial use buildings. Energy use associated with A’s-related activities, which represents 
existing conditions for the Project, was estimated based on a combination of historical use data, 
the 30-year annual average A’s game attendance of 22,671, the energy use per attendee in 2017 for 
A’s games, and CalEEMod default values. For the existing Coliseum stadium, per-attendee 
electricity and natural gas use rates were estimated for the 2017 A’s season using PG&E 
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TABLE 4.5-3 
PROJECT CONSTRUCTION ENERGY RESOURCE USE 

Energy Use Type 
Unit of 

Measure Project Energy Usage 
Mitigated Project 
Energy Usagea 

Electricity 
Water Consumptionb kWh/Project 812,894 815,619 

Off-road Equipmentc kWh/Project  3,019,533 3,019,591 

Total Electricity Use kWh/Project 3,832,427 3,835,210 

Annual Average Electricity Consumptiond kWh/year 547,490 547,887 

Diesel 
On-road vehiclese gallons/Project 750,725 777,648 

Off-road equipmentc gallons/Project 1,800,927 1,845,763 

Total Diesel Use gallons/Project 2,551,652 2,623,410 

Annual Average Diesel Use4 gallons/year 364,522 374,773 

Gasoline 
On-road vehiclese gallons/Project 859,030 869,915 

Total Gasoline Use gallons/Project 859,030 869,915 

Annual Average Gasoline Use4 gallons/year 122,719 124,274 

NOTES: 
a The energy usage for the mitigated Project includes usage associated with construction of a pedestrian and bicycle overcrossing and 

other off-site construction associated with transportation improvements, which are required as mitigation in the Transportation section. 
b Construction water use is based on the Project specific estimate as shown in Table 5 of the Energy Technical Report. 
c Off-road equipment electricity use based on hours of operation for electric equipment. Off-road diesel fuel usage based on a fuel usage 

rate of 0.051 gallons of diesel per horsepower (hp)-hour, consistent with diesel conversion factors provided in U.S. EPA AP-42 Table 
3.4-1.  

d Annual averages are estimated by dividing the total use values by the expected 7-year duration of construction. 
e On-road mobile source fuel use is based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for all years of construction and fleet-average fuel 

consumption in gallons per mile from EMFAC2017 for calendar years 2020 through 2027 in Alameda County.  

SOURCE: Ramboll, 2020. (Detail provided in Appendix ENE to this Draft EIR.) 

 

Mobile source fuel use associated with operation of the Project has been estimated based on VMT 
and the fleet-average fuel consumption (in gallons per mile) from EMFAC2017 for 2027 for the full 
Project buildout. Project VMT reflects the 20 percent VTR required by AB 734. Electricity 
demand for electric vehicles is based on VMT estimated for the Project, which in turn is based on 
the number of EV charging stations and their utilization and estimated EV energy economy (in 
kWh per mile), assuming 30 kWh/100 miles for existing conditions and 25 kWh/100 miles for full 
buildout conditions. Electricity used to charge additional EVs beyond the projected EMFAC2017 
fleet average EV penetration has been estimated based on the Project's commitments to install 
electric vehicle chargers at 10 percent of the total number of parking spaces (which goes beyond 
City of Oakland code requirements), as described in Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health 
Risk Assessment Technical Report, Table 38.  

The Air Quality Technical Report assumes that the Project would support EV populations needed 
in the Bay Area region for the State to reach its ZEV goal for 2030, as represented by CARB’s 
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TABLE 4.5-4 
PROJECT OPERATIONAL ENERGY USE (ANNUAL) 

Energy Use Type 

A’s-Related 
Existing 

Conditions in 
2018 

Phase 1 
Operational 

Usage 

Full Buildout 
Operational 

Usage 
Net New  
Project  

Electricity (MWh/year) 
Buildingsa 6,376 19,356 58,767 52,391 

Water Consumption 225 1,270 3,957 3,732 

Mobile Sourcesb 84 334 1,147 1,063 

EV Chargers 0 3 235 235 

Total Electricity Use 6,685 20,963 64,107 57,421 

Natural Gas (kBtu/year) 
Buildingsa 3,174,285 24,539,193 72,122,326 68,948,041 

Mobile Sourcesb,c 3,566 801,762 3,546,469 3,542,903 

Total Natural Gas Use 3,177,851 25,340,955 75,668,795 72,490,944 

Diesel (gallons/year) 
Mobile Sourcesb 6,891 281,745 1,025,277 1,018,386 

TRU Operation 260 288 319 59 

Mobile Source Reduction from EV 
Chargers 

0 -136 -8,453 -8,453 

Generator Testingd 0 6,234 16,167 16,167 

Total Diesel Use 7,151 288,131 1,033,310 1,026,159 

Gasoline (gallons/year) 
Mobile Sources 798,616 1,921,269 3,953,070 3,154,454 

Mobile Source Reduction from EV 
Chargers 0 -445 -26,518 -26,518 

Total Gasoline Use 798,616 1,920,825 3,926,552 3,127,936 

NOTES: 
kBtu = thousand British Thermal Unit; MWh = Megawatt-hour; and EV = electric vehicle.  
a The analysis does not reflect the Project sponsor’s commitment to CARB to construct at least 50 percent of residential buildings to be 

all-electric (i.e., use of electricity rather than natural gas for cooking and heating), which results in an overstatement of natural gas use 
and an understatement of electricity use.  

b   Mobile source energy use estimates include the 20 percent VTR required by AB 734.  
c EMFAC2017 includes compressed natural gas in terms of diesel gallon equivalents. This is converted into Btu per the U.S. Department 

of Energy Alternative Fuel Data Center conversion: 1 DGE of CNG = 128,488 Btu. Available at: 
https://afdc.energy.gov/fuels/equivalency_methodology.html. 

d Emergency generator diesel use estimates account for implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-2c. 

SOURCE: Ramboll, 2020. (Detail provided in Appendix ENE to this Draft EIR.) 
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AIR-2d, AIR-2e, GHG-1, TRANS-1a, TRANS-1b, TRANS-1c, TRANS-1d, TRANS-1e, 
TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, TRANS-2c, TRANS-3a, and TRANS-3b. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1b: Criteria Air Pollutant Controls. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality)  

Mitigation Measure AIR-1c: Diesel Particulate Matter Controls. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2c: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. (See Section 
4.2, Air Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2d: Diesel Truck Emission Reduction. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2e: Criteria Pollutant Mitigation Plan. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Preparation and Implementation of a GHG Reduction 
Plan. (See Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a: Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b: Transportation Management Plan. (See Section 
4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c: Implement a Transportation Hub on 2nd Street. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d: Implement Bus-Only Lanes on Broadway. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e: Implement Pedestrian Improvements.  (See Section 
4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2a: Implement Buffered Bike Lanes Consistent with 
the Bike Plan on 7th Street from Mandela Parkway to Martin Luther King Jr. Way. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation)  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2b: Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on Martin Luther King Jr. Way from Embarcadero West to 8th Street. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2c: Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on Washington Street from Embarcadero West to 10th Street. (See Section 4.15, 
Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a: At-grade railroad corridor and crossing 
improvements. (See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure Trans-3b: Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing. (See Section 
4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

______________________________ 
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Further reductions can be anticipated from future Title 24 code revision cycles if building permits 
are issued at future dates corresponding to those updates. Additionally, pursuant to the 
implementation of and the A’s commitment to AB 734, construction and operation of the proposed 
new buildings would achieve the LEED Gold standard,13 which goes beyond current Title 24 
energy conservation requirements. The energy conservation benefit of this commitment is 
conservatively not reflected in the energy use estimates for the Project presented in Table 4.5-4. 
Also, Mitigation Measure AIR-2c (Diesel Backup Generator Specifications) would reduce diesel fuel 
consumption associated with diesel generators by restricting generator testing to 20 hours per year.  

Reductions in energy use associated with the Project’s operation would also be consistent with the 
City’s 2030 ECAP. ECAP Measure B-1 calls for the City to eliminate natural gas in new buildings, 
and specifically by 2023 to prohibit new buildings and major renovations from connecting to 
natural gas infrastructure. The Project sponsor has committed to eliminating natural gas in at least 
50 percent of residential buildings and would be required to comply with any changes to the City’s 
building code that eliminate the use of natural gas as applicable to the Project, and as noted in 
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 (Preparation and Implementation of a GHG Reduction Plan), unless a 
waiver is granted for the Project’s restaurants and/or other land uses.   

ECAP measure B-4 calls for reducing lifecycle emissions from building materials, and specifically 
by 2023 for the City to adopt a concrete code for new construction that limits embodied energy 
and carbon emissions. The Project would be required to comply with City codes and performance 
standards regarding construction materials and building practices, except as expressly provided 
for in the Development Agreement. In addition, the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) standard to which the Project is being held provides multiple credits to projects 
that reduce lifecycle emissions from building materials, through Building Life-Cycle Impact 
Reduction and Building Product Disclosure and Optimization regarding environmental product 
declarations, the sourcing of raw materials, and material ingredients. 

Transportation 
Pursuant to Mitigation Measure AIR-1b (Criteria Air Pollutant Controls) idling of commercial 
vehicles over 10,000 pounds and off-road equipment over 25 horsepower would be limited to a 
maximum of 2 minutes in accordance with the Title 13, Section 2485, of the California Code of 
Regulations and Title 13, Section 2449, of the California Code of Regulations. Mitigation 
Measure AIR-1c (Diesel Particulate Matter Controls) would reduce diesel fuel consumption 
through the use of newer model, more efficient off-road construction equipment. Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2d (Diesel Truck Emission Reduction) would reduce diesel fuel use in 
trucks by requiring a 2-minute idling maximum for trucks. 

Operational vehicle use associated with the Project would be reduced consistent with requirements 
of AB 734, achieved and monitored through the TMP and TDM Plan via implementation 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A (Transportation Demand Management) and TRANS-1B 
(Transportation Management Plan). VMT is generally correlated with fuel use. Many regulatory 
requirements reduce mobile vehicle fuel use and VMT, and the Project would comply with or exceed 
                                                      
13 AB 734 has differing LEED requirements for different land uses. The Ballpark and non-residential uses must be 

LEED Gold certified, but the residential uses can use another rating scale equivalent to LEED Gold. 
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all requirements. For example, SB 743 requires projects to evaluate VMT relative to existing regional 
averages rather than evaluating traffic Level of Service (LOS) for CEQA significance, and allows 
streamlining for projects in high quality transit areas. SB 375, the Sustainable Communities & 
Climate Protection Program, requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations to develop Sustainable 
Communities Strategies to reduce per capita VMT. The Project would focus on housing and job 
growth within an existing urbanized area near transit in order to fulfill one of the key aspects of 
the Sustainable Communities Strategies (CARB, 2019). The Project would also help accomplish 
the Governor’s Zero Emission Vehicle Action Plan (Executive Order B-48-18) by promoting the 
use of electric vehicles through the installation of EV charging infrastructure. The vehicles that 
travel to and from the Project sites would be registered at the Department of Motor Vehicles 
consistent with the overall regional fleet. To obtain registration, the Department of Motor 
Vehicles requires that vehicles comply with vehicle efficiency standards.  

Reductions in operational vehicle use associated with the Project would also be consistent with 
the City’s 2030 ECAP. ECAP Measure TLU-1 calls for future updates to the General Plan, 
Specific Plans, Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Regulations, Parks Master Plan, and appropriate 
planning policies or regulations to be consistent with the GHG reduction, adaptation, resilience, 
and equity goals in the ECAP. The Project is consistent with TLU-1 in that it supports its relevant 
objectives regarding transit, transit-oriented development (TOD) and VMT reduction:: 

 The Project site plan and TMP/TDM program include TDM measures that encourage and 
support transit and alternative transportation strategies for employees. Information will be 
provided to residents, employees and workers about various transportation options in the 
project area and the TDM strategies provided by the building or employer. 

 The Project is located within the Downtown and Jack London Priority Development Area 
(PDA) as defined by Plan Bay Area and is consistent with the region’s Sustainable 
Communities Strategy; 

 The Project may assist in meeting the City’s goal of constructing 17,000 new housing units 
between 2015 and 2023, as identified in the 2014 Housing Element of the General Plan (City 
of Oakland, 2014) by constructing up to 3,000 new dwelling units, including implementation 
of an affordable housing plan   

 The Project is located adjacent to the San Francisco Bay Ferry Terminal, and within a one-
mile area that includes the Lake Merritt, 12th Street, and West Oakland BART Stations, the 
Amtrak Rail Station, and within a 10- to 15-minute walk of 13 AC Transit bus routes serving 
downtown and beyond. 

 The Project would meet the 20 percent trip reduction requirement of AB 734 via 
implementation of the TMP/ TDM Plan. The Project will meet the VMT reductions under the 
City CEQA thresholds. 

 Parking: The zoning for the Project will include parking maximums and unbundled parking. 
Parking maximums would be the same or more stringent than current maximums downtown. 
The project would propose 3,500 (phase one) and 2,000 (built-out) parking spaces for the 
ballpark as opposed to 9,100 at the Coliseum, and would have a maximum of 6,900 spaces 
for non-ballpark development.  
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The existing baseline is the truck usage at the fully developed Howard Terminal.  The analysis should include a comparison of current vehicle 
usage and emissions vs. projected uses during construction and post development.

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 5:57:16 PM 
Encouragement and support is not a measurable standard.

Number: 3 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 5:58:12 PM 
Please provide the TMP/TDM Plan that demonstrates a 20% trip reduction.  What is the assurance that VMT reduction will be met?

Number: 4 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 6:01:20 PM 
Provide analysis of impacts to 2nd Street in the vicinity of the project due to this area becoming the defacto free parking zone, and analyze how 
this will impact any pedestriand and bicycle safety improvements to be implemented.
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ECAP Measure TLU-4 calls for Abundant, Affordable, and Accessible Public Transit. Although 
TLU-4 is concerned with the City’s coordination with transit agencies, the Project supports transit 
ridership by proposing a Transportation Hub supporting integration with existing lines, adding 
stops, and increasing walkability to/from and between stops.   

ECAP Measure TLU-5 calls for the City to create a Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Action Plan. 
by 2021, to increase adoption of electric vehicles and e-mobility while addressing equity concerns 
and prioritizing investment in frontline communities. The Project supports the goal of TLU-5 by 
providing EV charging infrastructure and stations. Project parking would be equipped with EV 
chargers at 10 percent of the total number of parking spaces (which goes beyond City of Oakland 
code requirements). 

ECAP Measure TLU-7 calls for the City to prioritize use of curb space throughout the city for 
mobility needs for public transit and active transportation, such as walking and biking. As 
outlined in more detail in Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation, the Project is consistent 
with the City’s policies, plans, and programs addressing the safety or performance of the 
circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle lanes, and pedestrian sidewalks and paths. 

ECA Measure TLU-8 calls for the City to increase TDM performance requirements for new 
developments where feasible to support the mode shifts necessary to achieve a low carbon 
transportation system. The Project includes a TDM plan (MM TRANS-1a) for non-ballpark uses 
and TMP for the ballpark (MM TRANS-1b). These plans include TDM measures that encourage 
and support transit and alternative transportation strategies for employees. The goals of the TDM 
Plan include: 

 Reduce vehicle traffic and parking demand generated by the Project by at least 20% 

 Prioritize pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and carpool/vanpool modes of travel.  

 Enhance the City’s transportation system, consistent with City policies and programs. 

The TDM Plan shall include a range of services and programs designed to meet the 20 percent 
reduction that is required by AB 734, such as providing incentives for transit usage and carpools, 
bicycle parking and support, signage, and real-time transit information. Per the TMP and TDM 
Plan, information will be provided to residents, employees and workers about various 
transportation options in the project area and the TDM strategies provided by the building or 
employer. Both are intended to be living documents with strategies to increase use of transit, 
biking, and walking, and meet the 20 percent vehicle trip reduction performance standard.   

Impact Conclusion Summary 
Based on the above analysis, the potential for the Project to conflict with adopted energy 
conservation plans or violate energy standards could result in a significant impact; however, with 
the 20 percent VTR requirement of AB 734 and implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1b, 
AIR-1c, AIR-2c, AIR-2d, GHG-1, TRANS-1a, TRANS-1b, TRANS-1c, TRANS-1d, TRANS-1e, 
TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, TRANS-2c, TRANS-3a and TRANS-3b the impact would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level. 
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Discuss EV charging to be completed by project within the greater west oakland area to meet this goal and as it relates to environmental justice.

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 6:03:20 PM 
Provide analysis of impacts to 2nd Street in the vicinity of the project due to this area becoming the defacto free parking zone, and analyze how 
this will impact any pedestriand and bicycle safety improvements to be implemented.

Number: 3 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 6:04:38 PM 
Provide the TDM plan as part of the analysis to demonstrate that 20% reduction can be achieved.  What happens if it's not?  What is the 
monitoring methodology?
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Mitigation Measure AIR-1b: Criteria Air Pollutant Controls. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality)  

Mitigation Measure AIR-1c: Diesel Particulate Matter Controls. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2c: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. (See Section 
4.2, Air Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2d: Diesel Truck Emission Reduction. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality)  

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Preparation and Implementation of a GHG Reduction 
Plan. (See Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a: Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b: Transportation Management Plan. (See Section 
4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c: Implement a Transportation Hub on 2nd Street. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation)  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d: Implement Bus-Only Lanes on Broadway. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation)  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e: Implement Pedestrian Improvements. (See Section 
4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2a: Implement Buffered Bike Lanes Consistent with 
the Bike Plan on 7th Street from Mandela Parkway to Martin Luther King Jr. Way. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2b: Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on Martin Luther King Jr. Way from Embarcadero West to 8th Street. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2c:  Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on Washington Street from Embarcadero West to 10th Street. (See Section 4.15, 
Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a: At-grade railroad corridor and crossing 
improvements. (See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3c: Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing. (See Section 
4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Maritime Reservation Scenario 
Under the Maritime Reservation Scenario, up to approximately 10 acres of the proposed Project 
site would not be developed. The reconfigured Project site boundary would change, and the 
Project site area would become smaller. Table 4.5-5 presents the Maritime Reservation 
Scenario’s total and annual average estimated construction energy consumption by energy source. 
Gasoline and diesel fuel would be the primary energy source for vehicles driven by construction 
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limited to a maximum of 2 minutes. VMT associated with operations of the Project would be 
reduced consistent with the 20 percent VTR requirement of AB 734 achieved and monitored 
through the TDM and TMP programs via implementation Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A 
(Transportation Demand Management) and TRANS-1B (Transportation Management Plan). 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2c (Diesel Backup Generator Specifications) would reduce diesel fuel 
consumption associated with diesel generators, Mitigation Measure AIR-2d (Diesel Truck 
Emission Reduction) would reduce diesel fuel use, and both Mitigation Measure AIR-2e (Criteria 
Pollutant Mitigation Plan) and Mitigation Measure GHG-1 (Preparation and Implementation of a 
GHG Reduction Plan) would further reduce energy use associated with operations through a wide 
variety of emission reduction measures (although the specific measures to be implemented are 
currently not known). Therefore, the Project’s incremental impact associated with its energy use 
would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts with mitigation. 

The cumulative projects listed in Appendix DEV could require increased peak and base energy 
demands and, therefore, could cause or contribute to adverse cumulative conditions. However, the 
cumulative projects would be subject to the same applicable federal, State, and local energy 
efficiency requirements (e.g., the State’s Title 24 requirements and Chapter 15.04, Part 11, of the 
City of Oakland Municipal Code) that would be required of the Project, which would result in 
efficient energy use during their construction and operation. Adverse Project-related impacts to 
electricity demand would be negligible, would not significantly impact peak or base power 
demands during construction, operation, or maintenance. Accordingly, the Project’s less-than-
significant incremental contribution to cumulative peak and base demands would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

Conclusion 
Therefore, potential energy-related impacts that would result from construction and operation of 
development of the Project could have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulative 
impact; however, the impact would be reduced to less than significant with the 20 percent VTR 
requirement of AB 734 and implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1b, AIR-1c, AIR-2c, 
AIR-2d, AIR-2e, GHG-1, TRANS-1a, TRANS-1b, TRANS-1c, TRANS-1d, TRANS-1e, 
TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, TRANS-2c, TRANS-3a, and TRANS-3b. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1b: Criteria Air Pollutant Controls. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality)  

Mitigation Measure AIR-1c: Diesel Particulate Matter Controls. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2c: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. (See Section 
4.2, Air Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2d: Diesel Truck Emission Reduction. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2e: Criteria Pollutant Mitigation Plan. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Preparation and Implementation of a GHG Reduction 
Plan. (See Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions) 

. 1
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4.6 Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources 
This section identifies and describes the geology, soils, seismicity, and paleontological resources, 
and analyzes the effects of the proposed Project’s impacts related to these resources. The section 
contains a description of the existing regional and local conditions, a summary of the pertinent 
regulations, and an analysis of the potential impacts related to geology, soils, and paleontological 
resources associated with construction and operation of the proposed Project. Issues related to 
effects on mineral resources are addressed in Section 4.17, Effects Found Not to Be Significant. 
This section relies in part on a Preliminary Geotechnical Exploration Report prepared by ENGEO, 
dated April 19, 2019, in support of the Project (see Appendix GEO), which was independently 
peer reviewed by ESA. This section also analyzes the Maritime Reservation Scenario, focused on 
environmental conditions, regulations, impacts and mitigation measures that are different from 
those identified for the proposed Project. 

No comments pertaining to geology, soils or paleontological resources were received in response 
to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this EIR. 

4.6.1 Environmental Setting 
Regional Setting 
The Project site lies within the geologically complex region of California referred to as the Coast 
Ranges geomorphic province.1 The Project site is located at the northern most extent of the 
Southern Coast Ranges. The Project site is adjacent to the Oakland-Alameda Estuary (Estuary), 
part of San Francisco Bay, with Alameda Island to the south. The geologic map by R.W. Graymer 
(USGS, 2000), published by the United States Geological Survey, indicates the Project site is 
entirely on artificial fill of varying depths. Directly beneath the fill is Young Bay Mud, which is 
composed of mostly clayey material, and is described in more detail below. 

Local Geology and Soils 
The geologic unit descriptions described below come from the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Exploration Report (ENGEO, 2019). Figure 4.6-1 depicts the Project site separated into zones, 
with Table 4.6-1 listing the stratigraphic units,2 and thicknesses of the units, that correspond to 
these zones. Figure 4.6-2 presents a schematic geologic cross-section of the Project site, which 
depicts the units in their stratigraphic order from youngest at the top to oldest at the bottom. The 
units are described further below. The entire Project site is nearly level and paved with 4 to 
20 inches of asphalt concrete and 6 to 24 inches of aggregate base, for a total thickness of 
approximately 1.2 to 4 feet of pavement (ENGEO, 2019). 

                                                      
1 A geomorphic province is an area that possesses similar bedrock, structure, history, and age. California has 

11 geomorphic provinces. 
2 A stratigraphic unit is a volume of rock of identifiable origin and a given age range. 
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Summary of Comments on Section 4.6, Geology, Soils, and 
Paleontological Resources
Page: 1

Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 7:18:26 PM 
The section on Geology/Soils is inappropriately focused on a very narrow reading of the impact assessment criteria- with the entire focus on the 
building site and not potential construction impacts and longer term settlement or other related  impacts  to adjacent areas including 737 2nd 
Street and West Oakland, an impacted community.   
 
Will the immediately adjacent residential  building foundations and concrete structures in West Oakland, and specifically at 737 2nd Street be 
damaged and weakened by pile driving and other activities  and thus made more susceptible to  future strong ground motion and liquefaction?  
 
Please address how construction activities such as pile driving and  overloading of the site by fill and structure placement can cause settlement or
other geotechnical problems on adjacent properties. 

How will placement of large quantities of fill affect the adjacent subsurface soil conditions by loading and transference of load in the saturated 
low strength and poorly consolidated soil and un-documented fill adjacent to the site, including the rail line?   
 
It’s hard to accept the statement that the geotechnical report was somehow peer reviewed by  qualified staff  at ESA, who are not known  as 
qualified in the fields of  geotechnical or seismic engineering. What are the geotechnical qualifications and professional licenses of ESA peer 
review staff? 
 
ESA was hired by the City of Oakland, not exactly a disinterested party in the CEQA process.  They pay the bill and are a Project proponent.  

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 8:00:03 PM 
This is a graphic in the Appendix geology analysis pages 103-108 CPT 8.  Please explain what information it conveys, and how this could possibly 
be used to assess baseline conditions? 
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SOURCE:  ENGEO, 2020
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Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project

Figure 4.6-1
Geotechnical Zone Plan

1

 

AR 0008833



Page: 2
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 7:18:58 PM 
Provide anayThe section on Geology/Soils is inappropriately focused on a very narrow reading of the impact assessment criteria- with the entire 
focus on the building site and not potential construction impacts and longer term settlement or other related  impacts  to adjacent areas 
including 737 2nd Street and West Oakland, an impacted community.   

Will the immediately adjacent residential  building foundations and concrete structures in West Oakland, and specifically at 737 2nd Street be 
damaged and weakened by pile driving and other activities  and thus made more susceptible to  future strong ground motion and liquefaction?  
 
Please address how construction activities such as pile driving and  overloading of the site by fill and structure placement can cause settlement or
other geotechnical problems on adjacent properties. 

How will placement of large quantities of fill affect the adjacent subsurface soil conditions by loading and transference of load in the saturated 
low strength and poorly consolidated soil and un-documented fill adjacent to the site, including the rail line?   
 
It’s hard to accept the statement that the geotechnical report was somehow peer reviewed by  qualified staff  at ESA, who are not known  as 
qualified in the fields of  geotechnical or seismic engineering. What are the geotechnical qualifications and professional licenses of ESA peer 
review staff? 
 
ESA was hired by the City of Oakland, not exactly a disinterested party in the CEQA process.  They pay the bill and are a Project proponent.
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Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project

Figure 4.6-2
Schematic of Geologic Cross-Section of Project Site

SOURCE: Adapted from Baseline, 2018; ENGEO, 2019
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 7:22:33 PM 
Address how far out this extends. This map has no scale and does not convey any information that can be correlated to impact analysis.  Where is
the building footprint, rail line and adjacent structures?  What is the nature of the fill that will be overloaded with structures, and what is the 
impact to West oakland structures near the site? This drawing is inadequate to determine any kind of assessment. 
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Paleontological sensitivity is defined as the potential for a geologic unit to produce scientifically 
significant fossils. This is determined by rock type, past history of the geologic unit in producing 
significant fossils, and fossil localities recorded from that unit. Paleontological sensitivity is 
derived from the known fossil data collected from the entire geologic unit, not just from a specific 
survey. In its “Standard Guidelines for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to 
Non-renewable Paleontologic Resources,” the SVP (2010) defines four categories of 
paleontological sensitivity (potential) for rock units: high, low, undetermined, and no potential. 

While the artificial fill directly beneath the Project site has no potential for recovery of 
paleontological resources and the Holocene-age Young Bay Mud has a low potential, the 
geologic units below the fill and Bay Mud (i.e., Merritt Sand and San Antonio Formation) would 
be considered to have a high sensitivity for paleontological resources. 

4.6.3 Significance Criteria 
The City of Oakland has established thresholds of significance for CEQA impacts which 
incorporate those in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines (City of Oakland, 2016). The 
Project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would expose people or 
structures to geologic hazards, soils, and/or seismic conditions so unfavorable that they could not 
be overcome by special design using reasonable construction and maintenance practices, 
specifically, 

1. Expose people or structures to substantial risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

a. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map or Seismic Hazards Map issued by the State Geologist for 
the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault;7 

b. Strong seismic ground shaking; 

c. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
collapse; or 

d. Landslides; 

2. Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil, creating substantial risks to life, property,
or creeks/waterways; 

3. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section 1803.5.3, Expansive Soil, of the 
California Building Code (2016 version, as it may be revised), or corrosive soil, creating 
substantial risks to life or property; 

4. Be located above a well, pit, swamp, mound, tank vault, or unmarked sewer line, creating 
substantial risks to life or property; 

5. Be located above landfills for which there is no approved closure and post-closure plan, or 
unknown fill soils, creating substantial risks to life or property; or 

                                                      
7 Refer to California Geological Survey 42 and 117 and Public Resources Code Section 2690 et seq. 
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recommendations to manage the potential impacts associated with consolidation and settlement of 
the Young Bay Mud unit, liquefaction-induced settlement in the existing fill, and strong ground 
shaking. The report also includes recommendations for ground improvement and deep 
foundations to address the potential for statically and seismically-induced settlement. There are 
multiple options (to be narrowed down during the final geotechnical investigation), and the 
recommendations are tailored to each of the zones within the Project site. Both Zone 1 and Zone 
2 are recommended to have ground improvement and either shallow or deep foundations. Based 
on the results from the preliminary report, the planned development at the Project site is feasible 
from a geotechnical standpoint, provided the preliminary recommendations and guidelines 
provided are implemented. As required by Mitigation Measure GEO-1, the Project would be 
required to conduct a final geotechnical investigation that would inform the final Project design and 
provide recommendations that will be required to be implemented to address all identified 
geotechnical issues and mitigate any potential impacts. 

In addition, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, additional fill will be added to raise 
the elevation of the entire site to address sea level rise. This fill will be engineered specifically, 
following CBC requirements for acceptable fill, so as to not fail or liquefy if subjected to seismic 
ground shaking. Adherence to the fill engineering requirements described in the Preliminary 
Geotechnical Exploration Report by ENGEO and the forthcoming final geotechnical report, as 
required under Mitigation Measure GEO-1, would ensure that the impacts are mitigated to a less-
than-significant level. 

Compliance with existing laws and regulations, and Mitigation Measure GEO-1 requiring the 
development and implementation of geotechnical recommendations to be incorporated into the 
design plans and specifications, the impact would be less than significant. 

Operational Impacts 
Phase 1 and Buildout Operations 
Upon completion of the construction activities, the Project would have complied with the CBC, 
the City of Oakland Building Code and Grading Regulations regarding seismic-related ground 
shaking and seismic induced ground failures (i.e., liquefaction, lateral spreading, and settlement), 
and Mitigation Measure GEO-1. Compliance with existing laws and regulations, and Mitigation 
Measure GEO-1, which requires adhering to the recommendations in the final geotechnical report 
approved by the City, would reduce the Project’s potential impacts to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Site-Specific Final Geotechnical Report. 

The Project sponsor shall submit a site-specific final geotechnical report, consistent with 
the requirements of the CBC and California Geological Survey Special Publication 117 
(as amended). The geotechnical investigation and report shall be prepared by a registered 
geotechnical engineer for City review and approval containing, at a minimum, a description 
of the geological and geotechnical conditions at the site, evaluation of site-specific seismic 
hazards based on geological and geotechnical conditions, and recommended measures to 
reduce potential impacts related to seismic shaking, liquefaction, corrosion, and all other 
ground stability hazards. The geotechnical investigation shall also include a report prepared 
by a corrosion consultant that evaluates whether specific corrosion recommendations are 
advised for the Project. The submittal and approval of the final geotechnical report shall 
be a condition of the grading and construction permits issued by the City’s Bureau of 

t.

nt. 1

2

 

AR 0008839



Page: 17
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 7:27:00 PM 
Provide analysis documenting that adjacent properties will not be impacted by site fill and development.

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/15/2021 7:15:11 PM 
The section on Geology/Soils is inappropriately focused on a very narrow reading of the impact assessment criteria- with the entire focus on the 
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Street and West Oakland, an impacted community.   
 
 
 
Will the immediately adjacent residential  building foundations and concrete structures in West Oakland, and specifically at 737 2nd Street be 
damaged and weakened by pile driving and other activities  and thus made more susceptible to  future strong ground motion and liquefaction?  
 
 
 
Please address how construction activities such as pile driving and  overloading of the site by fill and structure placement can cause settlement or
other geotechnical problems on adjacent properties. 

How will placement of large quantities of fill affect the adjacent subsurface soil conditions by loading and transference of load in the saturated 
low strength and poorly consolidated soil and un-documented fill adjacent to the site, including the rail line?   
 
 
 
It’s hard to accept the statement that the geotechnical report was somehow peer reviewed by  qualified staff  at ESA, who are not known  as 
qualified in the fields of  geotechnical or seismic engineering. What are the geotechnical qualifications and professional licenses of ESA peer 
review staff? 
 
 
 
ESA was hired by the City of Oakland, not exactly a disinterested party in the CEQA process.  They pay the bill and are a Project proponent. 
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Building. The Project sponsor shall implement the recommendations contained in the 
approved report during Project design and construction. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

  

Impact GEO-2: The Project could result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil, 
creating substantial risks to life, property, or creeks/waterways. (Criterion 2) (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

The entire Project site is covered with hardscape, beneath which is fill material. There is no 
topsoil at the Project site, and consequently, effects on topsoil are not discussed further. The 
analysis below focuses on potential soil erosion impacts during construction and operation. 

Construction Impacts 
Phase 1 and Buildout – Construction 
The Project would include ground-disturbing construction activities, including grading, removal 
of existing asphalt covering site, excavation for certain utilities, and installation of piles for 
building foundations, which could increase the risk of erosion or sediment transport. Construction 
would have the potential to result in soil erosion during excavation and grading. 

Because the overall footprint of construction activities would exceed 1.0 acre, the Project would 
be required to comply with the Construction General Permit, described above in Section 4.6.2, 
Regulatory Setting. This State requirement was developed to ensure that stormwater is managed 
and erosion is controlled on construction sites. The Construction General Permit requires 
preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, which requires applications of BMPs to control 
run-on and runoff from construction work sites. The BMPs would include, but would not be 
limited to, physical barriers to prevent erosion and sedimentation, construction of sedimentation 
basins, limitations on work periods during storm events, use of infiltration swales, protection of 
stockpiled materials, and a variety of other measures that would substantially reduce or prevent 
erosion from occurring during construction. The Construction General Permit is under the 
jurisdiction of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the local RWQCB. 
Compliance with these independently enforceable existing requirements would reduce the 
Project’s potential impacts associated with soil erosion during construction. Additionally, as 
discussed in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Mitigation Measure HYD-1a (Creek 
Protection Plan) would require the Project to comply with the provisions of the Creek Protection 
Ordinance, and prepare a Creek Protection Plan, which would require the Project to incorporate 
erosion, sedimentation, and debris control BMPs to protect the Estuary during construction, and 
would further reduce the Project’s potential impacts associated with soil erosion during 
construction. Therefore, impacts during construction would be less than significant. 

Operational Impacts 
Phase 1 and Buildout Operations 
Operations related to Phase 1 and the Buildout of the Project are not expected to contribute 
substantially to soil erosion at the Project site because the Project site would be constructed 
largely upon artificial fill and hardscape. The proposed Project would import some soil to the 
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Project site to support new areas of landscaping and open space areas, however, would not 
provide any large open areas of soil that would be subject to erosion from wind and rain. As 
discussed in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, drainage at the Project site would be 
controlled with Project design features and BMPs to enter the City’s stormwater system without 
causing erosion and sedimentation. Mitigation Measure HYD-1b (NPDES Stormwater 
Requirements) would ensure that the Project would comply with the requirements of the City’s 
MRP Permit for post-construction stormwater management on the Project site. Therefore, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1b, potential impacts associated with soil erosion 
during operations would therefore be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1a: Creek Protection Plan. (See Section 4.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality) 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1b: NPDES Stormwater Requirements. (See Section 4.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

  

Impact GEO-3: The Project could be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section 
1803.5.3 of the California Building Code (2016, as it may be revised), or corrosive soil, 
creating substantial risks to life or property. (Criterion 3) (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

Construction Impacts 
Phase 1 and Buildout – Construction 
The existing artificial fill beneath the Project site has a thickness ranging from 5 to 40 feet, 
depending on location. The Bay Mud is stratigraphically below the artificial fill and ranges in 
thickness from 0 to 30 feet. As explained below, the artificial fill is not considered to be an 
expansive soil. The Bay Mud is mostly clay, which is known to have shrink-swell properties if 
subjected to changes in water content. Due to the sea-level rise that is predicted to occur at the 
Project site (see Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a detailed discussion on the 
predicted sea-level changes that are anticipated to affect the Project site), there are plans to raise 
the site by introducing specifically engineered fill (see Chapter 3, Project Description, for 
details). The Preliminary Geotechnical Exploration Report includes details on the requirements 
that the introduced fill must meet in order to be acceptable for use, which are based on the CBC 
and are engineered to specifically to reduce impacts from potential soil expansion. Because this 
unit is completely beneath sea-level and would not be exposed at the surface, there can be no 
substantial changes in the moisture content of the unit. Therefore, the risk of impacts related to 
soil expansion are less than significant. 

Although there is a lack of expansive soils at the site, the potential for soil corrosion remains a 
potential impact. Two soils samples tested for corrosivity of the soil beneath the Project site 
indicated a “moderate” to “not applicable” classification for sulfate exposure. Additionally, the 
samples had a pH level of above 7.0, which does not present corrosion concerns for steel, iron, or 
concrete. However, based on the resistivity and redox measurements, both samples are classified 
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paleontologist, as appropriate, according to current professional standards and at the 
expense of the Project sponsor. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Operational Impacts 
Operation of the proposed Project would result in no further disturbance of geologic units or 
paleontological resources, and accordingly, would have a less than significant impact. 

  

Maritime Reservation Scenario 
Under the Maritime Reservation Scenario, the Port of Oakland may retain up to approximately 10 
acres at the southwest corner of the Project site to accommodate future expansion of a turning 
basin that is used to turn large vessels accessing berths in Oakland’s Inner Harbor of the Estuary. 
If this option is exercised, that portion of the proposed Project site would not be developed, and 
the Project site boundary would change and the Project site area would become smaller. 
However, all site conditions relative to geology, soils, and paleontological resources would 
remain the same as described for the proposed Project but with a smaller Project area, and 
therefore the impacts and analysis for the Maritime Reservation Scenario would be the same as 
those discussed above for the proposed Project. Development of the Project, including grading 
improvements, may be phased, and are unlikely to occur on any part of the site affected by the 
Maritime Reservation Scenario until a decision is made regarding the need for and size of an 
expanded turning basin. The impacts from the construction of an expanded turning basin would 
be analyzed by the Port of Oakland under a separate CEQA document. 

  

4.6.5 Cumulative Impacts 
Impact GEO-1.CU: The Project, combined with cumulative development in the Project 
vicinity and citywide, could result in significant cumulative impacts to geology, soils, 
seismicity, or paleontology. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Geographic Context 
The geographic area affected by the proposed Project and its potential to contribute to cumulative 
impacts varies based on the environmental resource under consideration. The geographic scope of 
analysis for cumulative geologic impacts encompasses and is limited to the Project site and its 
immediately adjacent area. This is because impacts relative to geologic hazards are generally site-
specific. For example, the effect of erosion would tend to be limited to the localized area of a 
project and could only be cumulative if erosion occurred as the result of two or more adjacent 
projects that spatially overlapped. 

The time frame during which proposed Project could contribute to cumulative geologic hazards 
includes the construction and operations phases. For the proposed Project, the operations phase is 
permanent. However, similar to the geographic limitations discussed above, it should be noted 
that impacts relative to geologic hazards are generally time-specific. Geologic hazards could only 
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be cumulative if two or more geologic hazards occurred at the same time, as well as overlapping 
at the same location. 

Cumulative Impact – Construction 
Other cumulative projects that would be near or adjacent to the Project that could be constructed 
at the same time, could result in cumulative erosion effects. However, as with the proposed Project, 
the State Construction General Permit would require cumulative projects to prepare and implement 
a SWPPP. The SWPPPs would describe BMPs to control runoff and prevent erosion for each 
project. Through compliance with this requirement, the potential for erosion impacts would be 
controlled. The Construction General Permit has been developed to address cumulative conditions 
arising from construction throughout the state, and is intended to maintain cumulative effects of 
projects subject to this requirement to less-than-significant levels. For example, two adjacent 
construction sites would be required to implement BMPs to reduce and control the release of 
sediment and/or other pollutants in any runoff leaving their respective sites. The runoff water 
from both sites would be required to achieve the same action levels, measured as a maximum 
amount of sediment or pollutant allowed per unit volume of runoff water. Thus, even if the runoff 
waters were to combine after leaving the sites, the sediments and/or pollutants in the combined 
runoff would still be at concentrations (amount of sediment or pollutants per volume of runoff 
water) below action levels and would not be cumulatively considerable. Additionally, as discussed 
under Impact GEO-2, Mitigation Measure HYD-1a (Creek Protection Plan) would require the 
Project to comply with the provisions of the Creek Protection Ordinance, and prepare a Creek 
Protection Plan, which would further reduce the Project’s potential impacts associated with soil 
erosion during construction. Similar to the proposed Project, cumulative projects subject to the 
Creek Protection Ordinance would also be required to comply with the ordinance and incorporate 
applicable erosion, sedimentation, and debris control BMPs to protect qualifying waterbodies, 
including the Estuary, during construction, and the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
effects would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Seismically induced groundshaking, liquefaction and lateral spreading, and expansive and 
corrosive soils could cause structural damage or ruptures during construction of cumulative 
projects. However, as discussed for the Project, the CBC and City of Oakland building 
regulations and standards have been established to address and reduce the potential for such 
impacts to occur. The cumulative projects would be required to comply with the same applicable 
provisions of these laws and regulations. Through compliance with these requirements, the 
potential for impacts would be reduced to less than significant. The purpose of the CBC and City 
of Oakland building regulations and standards is to regulate and control the design, construction, 
quality of materials, use/occupancy, location, and maintenance of all buildings and structures 
within its jurisdiction; by design, it is intended to reduce the cumulative risks from buildings and 
structures. Based on compliance with these requirements, such as that specified in project-level 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 for the proposed Project, the incremental impacts of the Project, 
combined with impacts of other projects in the area would not combine to cause a significant 
cumulative impact related to seismically-induced ground shaking, liquefaction, and lateral 
spreading, or expansive soils. 
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cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulative impact. No significant cumulative impact is 
identified. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Site-Specific Final Geotechnical Report. (See 
Impact GEO-1) 

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources 
During Construction. (See Impact GEO-6) 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1a: Creek Protection Plan. (See Section 4.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality) 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1b: NPDES Stormwater Requirements. (See Section 4.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

  

Maritime Reservation Scenario – Cumulative 
As described above, under the Maritime Reservation Scenario, approximately 10 acres of the 
proposed Project site would not be developed, and the reconfigured Project site boundary would 
change and the Project site area would become smaller. However, all site conditions relative to 
geology, soils and paleontological resources would remain the same as described for the proposed 
Project, and therefore the cumulative impacts and analysis for the Maritime Reservation Scenario 
would be the same as those discussed above for the proposed Project. 

As discussed above, the proposed Project and other cumulative developments will comply with 
State and local building regulations and standards, in particular the CBC, and all applicable 
construction and design laws and regulations. Therefore, based on compliance with these 
requirements, the incremental impacts of the proposed Project combined with impacts of other 
projects in the area would not cause a significant cumulative impact related to seismically 
induced groundshaking, liquefaction and lateral spreading, expansive soils, or paleontological 
resources. If the Port was to proceed with the expanded turning basin, the impacts from the 
construction of an expanded turning basin would be analyzed by the Port of Oakland under a 
separate CEQA document, and that project would be subject to the same regulatory requirements 
as the Project, and would not combine to cause a significant cumulative impact. 

  

4.6.6 References – Geology, Soils, and Paleontological 
Resources 

California Geology Survey (CGS), 2010. Fault Activity Map of California. Map. Scale 1:175,000. 

CGS, 2008. PSHA Ground Motion Interpolator. Accessed February 15, 2019. 
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4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
This section presents hazards and hazardous materials conditions in the Project vicinity and evaluates 
the potential for the construction or operation of the proposed Project to result in significant impacts 
related to exposing people or the environment to adverse hazards and hazardous materials 
conditions; and impairment of emergency response and access plans. Impacts related to water 
quality are analyzed in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; impacts related to air quality 
are analyzed in Section 4.2, Air Quality; and impacts related to exposure of people or structures to 
wildland fires are addressed in Section 4.17, Effects Found Not to Be Significant. 

This section relies in part on the site-specific technical reports listed below prepared in support of 
the Project, which were independently peer reviewed by ESA: 

 ENGEO Inc., Athletics Ballpark Development, Howard Terminal Site, Oakland, California, 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, December 21, 2018b. 

 ENGEO Inc., Oakland Athletics Ballpark Development, Oakland, California, Considerations 
of Remediation and Mitigation Alternatives, revised July 31, 2019b. 

 ENGEO Inc., Athletics Ballpark Development, Howard Terminal Site, Oakland, California, 
Site Investigation Report, April 22, 2020a. 

In addition, this section relies on other technical reports cited in the discussions below and listed 
in Section 4.8.6, References. 

4.8.1 Environmental Setting 
Site Investigation Areas 
As summarized in the discussions further below, the Project site has a long history of industrial 
use that has resulted in the contamination of fill, soil, and groundwater. Various investigations, 
cleanup actions, and land use restrictions have been implemented to address the contamination. 
The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is the lead regulatory agency 
overseeing the investigations, proposed cleanup actions, and land use covenants (LUCs), and will 
continue in this role for the foreseeable future. 

For the purposes of the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of this Draft EIR, the Project 
site consists of the five areas listed below and delineated on Figure 4.8-1. The three principal 
areas (Howard Marine Terminal Gas Load Center, and Peaker Power Plant) that comprise the 
majority of the Project site are currently three separate active cleanup cases overseen by DTSC 
and have LUCs enforced by the DTSC that restrict land uses. Smaller areas not under LUCs 
include a parking lot and two road extensions into the Project site:  

1. Howard Marine Terminal Site (DTSC Case No. 01440006) 

2. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Oakland-1 MGP (DTSC Case No. 01490012), 
which encompasses both the Gas Load Center subarea that is part of the Project site and the 
Station C subarea that is across Embarcadero Street and not part of the Project site 
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whether the groundwater beneath the former E-D facility is contaminated. The nature of some 
chemicals used at the site are known (zinc, cadmium, chromium) and it is assumed that cleaning 
solvents were also used (e.g., trichloroethene [TCE]). The extent of the release, including migration 
in groundwater, if any, is unknown. However, the listed metals are not highly mobile in groundwater 
and unlikely to have migrated to the Project site. In addition, if solvents such as TCE has been 
used and had migrated in groundwater, the solvents would have been previously detected at the 
Project site or at the intervening sites (PG&E CNG Station, Port of Oakland CNG Station, and/or 
Merritt Two). Given that solvents associated with plating shops (e.g., TCE) have not been 
detected in groundwater at the Project site, this indicates that contamination from the E-D Coat 
site has not migrated to the Project site. 

East Bay Ford Truck Sales 
East Bay Ford Truck Sales is located at 333 Filbert Street, about 700 feet north of the Project site 
(SCS, 2017). Several soil and groundwater investigations have been conducted at this site and 
revealed soil contamination with TPH as diesel and motor oil, 2-methylnaphthalene, and arsenic 
above ESLs. The arsenic detections were within what are considered to be background arsenic 
concentrations for the San Francisco Bay area. The analyzed grab groundwater samples detected 
TPH as gasoline, diesel, and motor oil, PCE, TCE, DCE, and naphthalene in excess of ESLs. 

Groundwater remediation consisting of in-situ treatment by anaerobic bioremediation was 
conducted in 2014. The post-treatment sampling results indicated only cis-1,2-DCE and benzene 
in two wells at concentrations slightly above ESLs. In addition, one grab groundwater sample 
collected from the southern and hydraulically downgradient portion of the site detected TPH as 
diesel and motor oil in excess of their respective ESLs. The investigation concluded that 
groundwater contamination from this site does not extend far offsite, and no further investigation 
is recommended. 

Proximity to Existing Sensitive Receptors 
There are no schools within 0.25 miles of the Project site; the nearest school is Lincoln 
Elementary, about 0.74 miles from the Project site. There are no hospitals located within a mile of 
the Project site; the nearest hospital is the Providence Hospital about 2 miles to the northeast. 

There are several residential uses within 1,000 feet of the Project site, as listed below: 

 One live-work loft building immediately across Embarcadero West from the site at 
737 2nd Street between Brush Street and the PG&E electrical substation 

 Three residences on the northeast corner of 4th Street and Brush Street 

 Four residences at the north corner of Martin Luther King Jr. Way and 4th Street 

 One residential high-rise with 144 units at 222 Broadway at the east corner of Broadway and 
2nd Street 

As of March 2019, there were also 14 liveaboards (boats used as residences) in the Jack London 
Square marina, an estimated 600 to 800 feet from the eastern boundary of the Project site (see 
Section 4.10, Land Use, Plans, and Policies). 
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Title 8. California Code of Regulations, Section 5192 and Title 29 Code of Federal 
Regulations 1910.120. The HSP will include provisions for air monitoring and personal 
protective equipment to be worn by workers during site redevelopment activities. 

 Cap Maintenance and Inspection 

The RMP requires that the asphaltic concrete cap over the Project site must be maintained to 
ensure that there is no exposure to site users from residual contamination present in the 
subsurface. The RMP requires that the Port or its contractor will inspect the site semi-annually 
to check for cap deterioration. The inspection will consist of visual inspections along longitudinal 
(north to south) traverses every 100 feet. The inspection will consist of observations regarding 
cap cracking, erosional damage, settlement, sloughing, seepage, or other damage to the cap. 
The inspection will be documented and kept in the Port files for the Project site and submitted 
to DTSC. If damage is detected in the cap, routine maintenance will be performed to correct 
cap damage. 

As stated in the section on the Land Use Covenant, the cap may be disturbed and reworked 
with DTSC approval providing that “the Property shall be used and developed in a way that 
preserves the integrity of the cap installed on the Property.” This would allow replacement of 
the cap with other equivalent engineering solutions (e.g., adding additional fill constructing 
drainage systems), so long as the engineered solution preserves the integrity of the cap and is 
acceptable to DTSC. 

 Groundwater Monitoring Program 

The RMP required that groundwater monitoring will occur for five years to assess the future 
groundwater quality and to confirm the conclusions of the ecological risk assessment. 
Monitoring was to occur semi-annually for one year and then annually for the following four 
years. 

 Future Construction/Utility Maintenance Risk Management Measures 

The RMP requires that utility and construction workers will be required to conduct work in 
accordance with risk management measures specified, above, as deemed applicable. These risk 
management measures will be included in an O&M Plan. The O&M Plan will be prepared by 
the Port (or its contractors) and referenced in the deed restriction established for the site. 

 Implementation Evaluation 

The RMP requires that the Port will reevaluate periodically to ensure that the risk 
management measures in the RMP are appropriate and effective. 

Gas Load Center: O&M and SGMP Summary 
Ongoing operations and maintenance for the Gas Load Center is currently governed by the LUC, 
the O&M Agreement, and the O&M Plan, which includes Section 4.0 SGMP. 

Similar to the Howard Terminal RMP, the existing Gas Load Center O&M Plan sets forth the site 
monitoring and maintenance requirements, including the annual groundwater monitoring 
program, the Gas Load Center SGMP, the annual and five-year reporting obligations, the site 
health and safety plan, and the notification requirements. 

e ye1

 

AR 0008854



Page: 36
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/20/2021 7:58:14 PM 
s noted in other sections the proposed mitigatin is based on future studies without performance crietria, and the monitoring is focused on the 
construction workwers, not  exposure to adjacent residential areas,  Perfromance based mitigation is required, including action levels, not lofty 
plattiudes by rhe biased/paid agents of the VCty and the A's. As with all other sectims reviewed, the analysis is fataly biased, non- objective, relies
on future studies and is not supprted ny factual evidence. 

 

AR 0008855



 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 4.8-37 ESA / D171044 
Draft Environmental Impact Report  February 2021 

In particular, the SGMP describes the framework for managing soil and groundwater. The owner 
of the site has overall responsibility for implementing the SGMP and must periodically evaluate if 
the control measures must be updated to be effective. 

The soil handling guidelines are largely similar to that provided in the Howard Terminal RMP. 
For example, notification is required to DTSC and other agencies prior to any work that would 
disturb the cap. Stockpiled soil must be temporarily place on plastic sheeting of a minimum 
thickness in a designated stockpile area. Small volumes could be placed in 55-gallon drums and 
large volumes could be placed directly in secured, roll-off bins. The stockpiled soil must be 
secured with a cover to prevent erosion or run-off and secured by temporary fences to prevent 
access. Any reuse of affected soil for backfill requires DTSC concurrence. Soil and groundwater 
must be fully characterized prior to disposal and disposal must be done in accordance with 
applicable laws. If any backfill material is used at the site, the soil must be tested, based on the 
knowledge of the soil source, and the analytical results must be provided to DTSC for approval. 

Minor construction projects, including routine maintenance, must be included in the annual 
report. Prior to any major construction projects, a construction plan must first be submitted to 
DTSC for approval as well as a completion report. 

The Gas Load Center SGMP also describes equipment decontamination procedures and dust 
control and monitoring practices that must be taken, in accordance with Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District requirements. For example, vehicle speeds should be kept below 5 miles per 
hour, spray water should be utilized to minimize dust, and stockpiles should be covered when not 
in use. For monitoring, earthwork activities require daily work zone air monitoring and the SGMP 
sets for the specific action levels for dust. 

The Gas Load Center SGMP also outlines procedures to take if unanticipated subsurface 
structures, soil, or groundwater conditions are encountered, including that work must be stopped 
and the area be secured so that further evaluation can occur prior to taking additional action. Any 
equipment onsite must be decontaminated prior to leaving the access-controlled work area, to 
prevent inadvertent exposure of impacted soil or groundwater, or tracking onto other parts of the 
site or public streets. 

Stormwater management and construction dewatering water must be managed in the same or 
similar manner as described in the RMP for Howard Terminal, including that construction 
dewatering water must be pumped into holding tanks and the water must be characterized prior to 
discharge. The SGMP also describes the disposal requirements, which in general require that any 
soil or groundwater removed from the site must be recorded and characterized prior to disposal. 

Following the completion any construction activities, the cap must be restored to match the 
existing paving, which includes pervious asphalt, pervious concrete, regular asphalt, regular 
concrete slab, and aggregate cover. Any different pavement used requires DTSC approval. 

Peaker Power Plant: O&M and SGMP Summary 
Ongoing operations and maintenance for the Peaker Power Plant is currently governed by the 
LUC, the O&M Agreement, and the O&M Plan, including Appendix B containing the SGMP. 
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The O&M and SGMP largely mimics the SGMP for the Gas Load Center and the RMP for 
Howard Terminal. Because it was drafted by the same PG&E consultant for the Gas Load Center, 
these reports contain many of the same terms. For the Peaker Power Plant, PG&E as the historical 
former operator, is obligated to monitor the cap, inspect for LUC compliance, perform 
groundwater monitoring, and prepare annual and five- year reports. The current property owner, 
which is now Vistra, must notify DTSC in the event of a site cap disruption and if any potentially 
impacted soil or groundwater is exposed. 

Because soil impacted with free product that was excavated in 2013 emitted odors, the Peaker 
Power Plant SGMP also provides that odor mitigation measures may be required for future work 
that could expose soil with free product, including tarps, foam, or other odor neutralizing agents. 

Overall, the remaining aspects of the Peaker Power Plant SGMP include those identified in the 
Gas Load Center SGMP. 

Future Governing Documents 
Moving forward, the Oakland A’s are engaged in a process with DTSC to consolidate the existing 
cleanup decision documents for the different portions of the Project site into a single set for the 
entire site. The new, consolidated decision documents are proposed to address all three current 
DTSC sites within the Project site, including the previously described Embarcadero/Clay parking 
lot (BevMo parking lot) and the public rights of way. The objective is for DTSC to approve a new 
consolidated RAW for the entire Project area, requiring the preparation of a site management plan 
or equivalent document and an O&M plan and agreement, as well as recordation of two LUCs, 
one for all the Port-owned portions of the Project area, and one for the portions to be owned by 
the Oakland A’s. The objective is also for DTSC to rely on this Project EIR for CEQA 
compliance for its decision to approve the new RAW, which means the RAW could not be 
approved until after the Project EIR is certified by the City. DTSC approval will be required 
before any grading or construction commences. 

The substantive requirements of these replacement documents would be similar to those in the 
existing governing documents described above, but would be specifically tailored to ensure 
protections appropriate for the Project’s anticipated construction activity and anticipated land 
uses, including allowing residential use under specified conditions. These substantive 
requirements would be based on the Human Health and Ecological Risk assessment that has been 
prepared in compliance with established US EPA and DTSC guidelines and approved by DTSC. 
The risk assessment proposes, and the RAW would establish, numeric target cleanup levels for 
each COC, with residential and commercial/industrial tiers. These numeric target levels are 
designed to achieve a theoretical lifetime excess cancer risk of no more than 1 in a million, and 
non-cancer hazard index utilizing standard Cal EPA and US EPA methodology of less than or 
equal to 1. The future consolidated governing documents are further described below in Impact 
HAZ-2. 
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be required under the previously described LUCs and their associated plans and agreements, 
revised as needed. 

Mitigation Measures 
Required compliance with the numerous laws and regulations previously discussed, and in 
particular with the requirements of the proposed (consolidated) RAW, LUCs, and associated 
plans and agreements described above, would prevent contact with the buried hazardous 
materials, and would render this impact less than significant. However, because details of the 
consolidated RAW, LUCs, and associated plans are not known at this time, mitigation measures 
are provided below to ensure that with regulatory requirements and oversight by DTSC, 
redevelopment and use of the Project site occurs in a manner that is protective of construction 
workers, the public, future users and residents of the Project site, and the environment. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Preparation and Approval of Consolidated RAW, 
LUCs and Associated Plans. 

Prior to Project-related grading or construction onsite, the project sponsor shall prepare a 
consolidated RAW, LUCs, and associated plans, all of which shall be submitted to the 
DTSC for review and approval. The project sponsor shall provide the chief building 
official with documentation of DTSC’s approval prior to issuance of a grading, 
excavation, and/or construction permits on the project site. The consolidated RAW, 
LUCs, and associated governing plans shall include the following: 

1. A Remedial Action Workplan (RAW) shall be prepared in compliance with 
established US EPA and DTSC guidelines, specifically tailored to ensure protections 
appropriate for the Project’s anticipated construction activity and land uses, including 
allowing residential use under specified conditions. The RAW shall identify and 
address potential impacts of the remediation activities themselves. The RAW shall: 

a. Identify known areas with soil, soil gas, and/or groundwater with COC 
concentrations above the Target Cleanup Levels developed in the previously 
described Risk Assessment. 

b. Describe specific remedial methods to be applied to each of the contaminated 
media and areas. 

c. Describe procedures for the excavation, treatment, stockpiling, containerization, 
transportation, and disposal of contaminated media, including soil and 
dewatering effluent. Offsite disposal of contaminated materials shall be 
conducted by licensed hazardous waste transporters and offsite disposal facilities 
shall be licensed facilities permitted to accept the waste materials. 

d. For those areas and media where removal or treatment is proposed, describe 
sampling and analytical methods to verify that contaminated materials have been 
removed or treated such that the numerical cleanup levels have been achieved. 

e. Describe vapor intrusion barriers and other required remedies for those areas that 
will require inhalation protection (e.g., ground floor residential areas). 

f. Describe cap restoration actions for those areas that will require a cap or 
engineered equivalent. The cap may consist of asphalt or concrete hardscape. 
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considerable impacts. Cumulative projects are listed and described in Section 4.0 and 
Appendix DEV, Oakland Major Development Projects List – March 2019. 

Cumulative Impacts during Project Construction 
Significant cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials could occur if the 
incremental impacts of the Project combined with the incremental impacts of one or more cumulative 
projects to substantially increase risk that people or the environment would be exposed to hazards 
and hazardous materials. However, cumulative projects would be subject to the same regulatory 
requirements discussed for the Project, including the implementation of health and safety plans 
and soil management plans, as needed. That is, cumulative projects involving releases of or 
encountering hazardous materials also would be required to remediate their respective sites to the 
same established regulatory standards. This would be the case regardless of the number, frequency, 
or size of the release(s), or the residual amount of chemicals present in the soil from previous spills. 
While it is possible that the Project and cumulative projects could result in releases of hazardous 
materials at the same time and in overlapping locations, the responsible party associated with each 
spill would be required to remediate site conditions to the same established regulatory standards. 

Known nearby hazardous materials sites under investigation for spills and releases are discussed 
above in Section 4.8.1, Environmental Setting, Nearby Hazardous Materials Sites, and shown on 
Figure 4.8-5. None of the other nearby hazardous materials sites have affected soils or 
groundwater at the Project site. 

Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a through HAZ-1d, and HYD-1a would ensure that with regulatory 
requirements and review and approval by DTSC, redevelopment and use of the Project site occurs 
in a manner that is protective of construction workers, the public, future users and residents of the 
Project site, and the environment. The residual less-than-significant effects of the Project that 
would remain after mitigation, remediation and compliance with regulatory requirements would 
not combine with the potential residual effects of cumulative projects to cause a potential 
significant cumulative impact because residual impacts would be highly site-specific, and in the 
case of the proposed Project, are and will be either removed or encapsulated at the Project site. In 
addition, the available information indicates that the various nearby hazardous materials sites 
identified above are not known to overlap the Project site, and therefore cannot combine impacts. 
Finally, as discussed in the Environmental Setting, groundwater monitoring results verify that the 
contamination encapsulated at the Project site is not migrating offsite. Accordingly, no significant 
cumulative impact with respect to the use or release of hazardous materials would result. For the 
above reasons, the combined effects of the construction of the Project in combination with cumulative 
projects would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-4 would require implementation of a construction management plan 
for the Project, which would ensure the provision of adequate emergency access during 
construction. Similarly, other cumulative construction projects would be required to provide 
appropriate traffic control and emergency access for their projects. Note that cumulative projects 
would be required by the City of Oakland to comply with Standard Conditions of Approval 
(SCA) SCA-TRANS-2: Construction Activity in the Public Right-of-Way, which would prevent a 
cumulative impact to emergency vehicle access from occurring due to temporary road closures 
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4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 
This section presents a summary of the hydrology and water quality conditions in the Project 
vicinity and evaluates the potential for the proposed Project to result in significant impacts related 
to water quality and flooding. This section relies in part on the Civil Infrastructure Technical 
Report prepared by BKF Engineers (BKF, 2020) in support of the Project (see Appendix HYD), 
which was independently peer reviewed by ESA. 

Comments received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) included concerns with surface water 
and groundwater quality during construction and operation of the Project, and for the Project to 
meet federal, State, and local federal water quality policies and regulations. No other comments 
on hydrology or water quality were received on the NOP. 

4.9.1 Environmental Setting 
Regional Setting 
Climate 
The Project site is located in a region generally characterized as having a Mediterranean climate 
with moist, mild winters and hot, dry summers. However, the region’s varied topography creates 
microclimates dependent upon elevation, proximity to the Bay or coast, and orientation. As a 
result, stark climatic differences reflected in temperature, rainfall amounts, and evapotranspiration 
can occur over relatively short distances. More than 90 percent of precipitation in the Bay Area falls 
between November and April. 

Surface Water 
The Project site lies along shoreline of the Oakland Inner Harbor, within the San Francisco Bay. 
The San Francisco Bay Region is approximately 4,600 square miles, and characterized by its 
dominant feature, the 1,600-square-mile San Francisco Bay (Bay), the largest estuary on the west 
coast of the United States, where fresh waters from California’s Central Valley mix with the 
saline waters of the Pacific Ocean. The San Francisco Bay Region also includes coastal portions 
of Marin and San Mateo Counties, from Tomales Bay in the north to Pescadero and Butano 
Creeks in the south. 

The Bay conveys the waters of the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers into the Pacific Ocean. 
Located on the central coast of California, the Bay system functions as the only drainage outlet 
for waters of the Central Valley. It also marks a natural topographic separation between the 
northern and southern coastal mountain ranges. The San Francisco Bay Region’s waterways, 
wetlands, and bays form the fourth-largest metropolitan region in the United States, including all 
or major portions of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa 
Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counties. 

The Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers, which enter the Bay system through the Delta at the 
eastern end of Suisun Bay, contribute almost all the freshwater inflow to the Bay. Many small 
rivers and streams also convey fresh water to the Bay system. The rate and timing of these 
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urban sources into the Bay. The cumulative development for water quality includes all 
development within the Basin Plan, as described previously in this section. The cumulative 
context for groundwater is the East Bay Basin Plan boundary. The cumulative context for sea 
level rise are all areas within the BCDC’s jurisdiction over low-lying areas of land developed or 
planned for development that are subject to predicted inundation from sea level rise in the future. 
Because the Project’s stormwater runoff would be isolated and contained on the Project site 
through a separate stormwater system and discharged at the end of the City’s stormwater system 
at two outfalls at the Inner Harbor boundary of the Project, the Project’s impacts on flooding from 
stormwater would not combine with other areas of the City. 

Cumulative Impact and Project Contribution 
Water Quality 
The proposed Project, in combination with other past, present, and future development in the 
Basin Plan watersheds would continue to contribute runoff and discharges to the Bay that contain 
constituents from agriculture, industrial, and urban land uses that would continue to potentially 
impact water quality in the Basin Plan area resulting in the need for continual updates to water 
quality control plans like the Basin Plan, as described previously on pages 4.9-2 to 4.9-3, and 
water quality regulations like those listed in the regulatory setting in this section. Likewise, these 
activities would continue to infiltrate and affect groundwater quality in the East Bay Basin. This 
is considered a significant cumulative impact. As described previously, development under the 
proposed Project would include construction and operation activities that could result in the 
degradation of surface water and groundwater quality, resulting in a potentially significant 
contribution to the cumulative impact. However, the Project would be required to comply with 
the current and future Basin Plan, applicable NPDES Permit requirements and ordinances, and 
other water quality regulations, as referenced previously in Impacts HYD-1 and HYD-2, as well 
as Mitigation Measures HYD-1a (Creek Protection Plan) and HYD-1b (NPDES Stormwater 
Requirements). These regulatory requirements and the design of the Project to capture all onsite 
stormwater within a new onsite stormwater system meeting stormwater quality design 
specifications would reduce the Project’s incremental contribution to the cumulative impact to a 
less-than-considerable level.  

Further, the required compliance with the numerous laws and regulations previously discussed, 
and in particular with the requirements of the Remedial Action Workplan (RAW), LUCs, and 
associated plans and agreements described in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
would remediate and reduce the impact of hazardous materials on water quality, and would 
render contribution to the cumulative impact to a less-than-considerable level. However, because 
details of the consolidated RAW, LUCs, and associated plans are not known at this time, 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a through HAZ-1c are provided to ensure that with regulatory 
requirements and review and approval by DTSC, redevelopment and use of the Project site occurs 
in a manner that is protective of water quality, the environment, and construction workers, the 
public, future users and residents of the Project site, specifically, Mitigation Measure HAZ-
1a(Preparation and Approval of Consolidated RAW, LUCs and Associated Plans); Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1b (Compliance with Approved RAW, LUCs and Associated Plans); and 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c (Health and Safety Plan). The impact with these mitigation 
measures is less than significant. Therefore, construction and operation of the Project would not 
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source, the entire Bay, and potential areas of future inundation with sea level rise, is negligible. 
Therefore, the Project, combined with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact to which the proposed Project would have a 
cumulatively considerably contribution.  

Mitigation Measure HYD-1a: Creek Protection Plan. (See Impact HYD-1) 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1b: NPDES Stormwater Requirements. (See Impact HYD-1) 

Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Structures in a Flood Zone. (See Impact HYD-4) 

Mitigation Measure HYD-3: Sea Level Rise Final Adaptive Management and 
Contingency Plan. (See Impact HYD-5) 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Preparation and Approval of Consolidated RAW, 
LUCs and Associated Plans. (See Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b: Compliance with Approved RAW, LUCs and 
Associated Plans. (See Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c: Health and Safety Plan. (See Section 4.8, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

______________________________ 

Maritime Reservation Scenario – Cumulative  
Under the Maritime Reservation Scenario, up to approximately 10 acres of the proposed Project 
site would not be developed. The reconfigured Project site boundary would change and the 
Project site area would become smaller. However, all cumulative site conditions relative to 
hydrology and water quality would remain the same as described for the proposed Project. 
Relative to hydrology and water quality impacts, the impacts from the removal of the portion of 
the wharf and construction and operation of an expanded turning basin would be analyzed by the 
Port of Oakland under a separate CEQA document if that project goes forward, and would require 
compliance with applicable NPDES Permit requirements and ordinances, and other water quality 
regulations, similar to the proposed Project, and would not combine to create a significant 
cumulative impact. Therefore, the cumulative impacts and analysis for the Maritime Reservation 
Scenario would be the same as those discussed above for the proposed Project. 

4.9.6 References – Hydrology and Water Quality 
Baseline, 2018. Final Third Five‐Year Review Report, Charles P. Howard Terminal, Port of 

Oakland, CA, January 4, 2018. 

BKF Engineers, 2020. Civil Narrative – CEQA Support, Oakland Athletics Proposed 
Development, Oakland, California. October 23, 2020. 
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4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
This section assesses the potential for the Project to result in significant adverse environmental 
impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. This analysis considers the GHG emissions that 
would result from construction and operation activities associated with the Project and compares 
these emissions to thresholds of significance. Existing City policies that would reduce potential 
impacts are identified. 

This section relies in part on the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment 
Technical Report (Air Quality Technical Report) prepared by Ramboll in support of the Project 
(see Appendix AIR, Air Quality Supporting Information), which was independently peer 
reviewed by ESA. 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this EIR received comments related to GHG emissions, 
involving the Project’s consistency with various plans, policies, and regulations relating to GHG 
reduction and climate change, requests for green infrastructure in the West Oakland Community, 
fossil fuel alternatives in the development and operation of the Project, and evaluation of on- and 
off-site GHG reduction measures. These topics are included in the analysis in this section. 

This section also analyzes the Maritime Reservation Scenario, focused on environmental 
conditions, regulations, impacts and mitigation measures that are different from those identified 
for the proposed Project. 

4.7.1 Environmental Setting 
Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 
Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases or GHGs. GHGs allow 
sunlight to enter the atmosphere, but trap a portion of the outward-bound infrared radiation, 
which warms the air. The process is similar to the effect greenhouses have in raising the internal 
temperature, hence the name GHGs. Both natural processes and human activities emit GHGs. The 
natural accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the Earth’s temperature; however, 
emissions from human activities such as fossil fuel-based electricity production, the use of 
internal combustion engines and motor vehicles have elevated the concentration of GHGs in the 
atmosphere. This anthropogenic accumulation of GHGs has contributed to an increase in the 
temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and has contributed to global climate change. 

Global climate change is a change in the average weather on earth that can be measured by wind 
patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. Although there is disagreement as to the rate of 
global climate change, multiple studies published in peer-reviewed scientific journals show that 
97 percent or more of actively publishing scientists agree: climate-warming trends over the past 
century are very likely due to human activities (NASA, 2015). The principal GHGs are carbon 
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and nitrogen trifluoride (NF3). CO2 is the reference gas for 
estimating GHG emissions. 
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carbon neutrality will require complete decarbonization (ensuring that all mechanical systems run 
on clean electricity) of Oakland’s building sector. 

The 2030 ECAP includes a set of 40 Actions projected to result in a 60 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions by 2030, relative to Oakland’s 2005 emission levels. Actions are split into seven sectors: 

 Transportation and Land Use 

 Buildings 

 Material Consumption and Waste 

 Adaptation 

 Carbon Removal 

 City Leadership 

 Port of Oakland 

The following 2030 ECAP Actions direct the City to take actions that would affect private 
development in Oakland: 

TLU-1: Align all Planning Policies and Regulations with ECAP Goals and Priorities. In 
the course of scheduled revisions, the City will amend or update the General Plan, Specific 
Plans, Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Regulations, Parks Master Plan, and appropriate 
planning policies or regulations to be consistent with the GHG reduction, adaptation, 
resilience, and equity goals in this ECAP. Appropriate planning policies should study the 
following strategies and incorporate such policies that are found not to have adverse 
environmental or equity impacts: 

 Remove parking minimums and establish parking maximums where feasible, ensuring 
public safety and accessibility 

 Require transit passes bundled with all new major developments 
 Revise zoning such that the majority of residents are within 1/2-mile of the most essential 

destinations of everyday life 
 Provide density bonuses and other incentives for developments near transit that provide 

less than half of the maximum allowable parking 
 Update the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Guidelines to further prioritize 

development of housing near transit, including housing for low, very low, and extremely 
low-income levels 

 Require structured parking be designed for future adaptation to other uses 
 Institute graduated density zoning 
 Remove barriers to and incentivize development of affordable housing near transit 
 Incorporate policies addressing sea level rise, heat mitigation, and other climate risks into 

zoning standards and all long-range planning documents. Revise these policies every five 
years based on current science and risk projections 

 Identify and remove barriers to strategies that support carbon reduction, adaptation, 
resilience, and equity goals, including community solar and energy storage 
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TLU-2: Align Permit and Project Approvals with ECAP Priorities. The City will amend 
Standard Conditions of Approval (SCAs), as well as mitigation measures and other permit 
conditions, to align with the ECAP’s GHG reduction priorities. The City will explore 
adoption of a threshold of significance for GHG impacts to align with the ECAP. In applying 
conditions on permits and project approvals, the City will ensure that all cost-effective 
strategies to reduce GHG emissions from buildings and transportation are required or 
otherwise included in project designs, including infrastructure improvements like bicycle 
corridor enhancements, wider sidewalks, crossing improvements, public transit 
improvements, street trees and urban greening, and green stormwater infrastructure. Where 
onsite project GHG reductions are not cost-effective, prioritize local projects benefiting 
frontline communities. 

TLU-5: Create a Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Action Plan. Completion of the ZEV Action 
Plan by 2021 will increase adoption of electric vehicles and e-mobility while addressing 
equity concerns and prioritizing investment in frontline communities. The plan will set 
ambitious targets for ZEV infrastructure and be coordinated with other land use and mobility 
options so that ZEVs increase as a percentage of all vehicles while overall vehicle miles 
traveled decreases. The plan will address the following sectors: medium and heavy-duty 
vehicle electrification, including trucks and delivery vehicles; personal vehicle charging 
infrastructure in multifamily buildings, including affordable buildings; curbside charging; 
electric micromobility; workforce development; curbside charging in the public right-of-way; 
and City-owned parking facilities. 

TLU-7: Rethink Curb Space. The City will prioritize use of curb space throughout the city 
by function. In order of priority, the City will allocate curb space for mobility needs for 
public transit and active transportation, such as walking and biking; access for people and 
commerce (loading zones and short-term parking); activation; and storage for long-term 
parking. The City’s adopted Bike and Pedestrian Plans will be used to determine mobility 
needs. Where on-street parking is provided, the City will revise pricing, availability, and 
location of parking to encourage (in order of priority) active transportation, public transit, and 
clean vehicles, without increasing cost-burden to low-income residents and other sensitive 
populations such as seniors. The City will also require parking costs to be unbundled from 
residential and commercial leases. 

TLU-8: Expand and Strengthen Transportation Demand Management Requirements. The 
City will increase TDM performance requirements for new developments where feasible to 
support the mode shifts necessary to achieve a low carbon transportation system. The City 
will expand the TDM program to include requirements for existing employers, and fund 
ongoing monitoring and enforcement of TDM requirements. 

B-1: Eliminate Natural Gas in New Buildings. By 2023, the City will prohibit new buildings 
and major renovations from connecting to natural gas infrastructure. 

B-4: Reduce Lifecycle Emissions from Building Materials. By 2023, the City will adopt a 
concrete code for new construction that limits embodied carbon emissions. In subsequent 
building code updates, the City will implement improved embodied carbon performance 
standards including additional materials and material-efficient building practices, with 
exemptions for cost barriers as needed to prevent these changes from directly increasing 
housing or rent costs. The City will ensure requirements are at least as stringent as the State 
of California procurement standards in effect at the time of the building code adoption. The 
City will explore ways of supporting local market development for low-lifecycle-emission 
and carbon-storing biogenic building materials. 

re. 1

 

AR 0008873



Page: 31
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/20/2021 5:02:03 PM 
the project proposes 50% gas in new buildings. This is inconsistent.

 

AR 0008874



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 4.7-33 ESA / D171044 
Draft Environmental Impact Report   February 2021 

natural spaces, including trees. The City will prioritize investment in frontline communities, 
and particularly in residential neighborhoods dominated by concrete and asphalt with limited 
green space and elevated air pollution, in Priority Conservation Areas, and in areas where 
green infrastructure, including trees and other types of vegetated buffers, can effectively 
address stormwater management issues and reduce air pollution exposure among sensitive 
populations. 

CR-1: Develop Local Carbon Investment Program. By 2023, the City will establish a 
program for both voluntary and compliance GHG mitigation fees to be invested locally. 
Prioritize projects in frontline communities, such as tree planting and urban greening, 
including in parks; building electrification; creek restoration; and neighborhood EV car share. 

CR-2: Expand and Protect Tree Canopy Coverage. By 2022, the City create a fifty-year 
Urban Forest Master Plan that prioritizes strategies to address disparities among 
neighborhoods in tree canopy coverage, and ensures that carbon sequestration is a major 
factor in tree planting targets, selection of tree species, and tree management practices. 

City of Oakland Ordinance Requiring All-Electric Construction in Newly 
Constructed Buildings 
On December 1, 2020, the City of Oakland adopted Ordinance 13632 prohibiting newly 
constructed buildings (both residential and commercial) from connecting to natural gas or 
propane. Newly constructed buildings must use a permanent supply of electricity as the source of 
energy for all space heating, water heating (including pools and spas), cooking appliances, and 
clothes drying appliances. The prohibition does not affect existing buildings, renovations or 
additions made to a structure, including attached accessory dwelling units. The ban includes a 
waiver for developers who can demonstrate that it is not feasible for a new building to go 
100 percent electric. 

Port of Oakland Seaport Air Quality 2020 and Beyond Plan 
In June 2019, the Port of Oakland approved its Seaport Air Quality 2020 and Beyond Plan (Port 
of Oakland, 2019), a masterplan that addresses emissions arising from equipment and operations 
at the Seaport, with a pathway towards zero emissions. The 2020 and Beyond Plan seeks to 
minimize emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, including diesel 
particulate matter (DPM), as well as GHG emissions. The 2020 and Beyond Plan goals and 
strategies are designed to complement concurrent and future plans and studies by federal, State, 
regional, and regulatory agencies and organizations to address air quality, community health risk, 
and climate change. It builds upon the Port’s existing Maritime Air Quality Improvement Plan 
that was approved by the Board of Port Commissioners in 2009. 

Other City of Oakland Sustainability Programs and Policies 
The City of Oakland has supported and adopted a number of programs and policies designed to 
reduce GHG emissions and continue Oakland’s progress toward becoming a model sustainable 
city (City of Oakland, 2015). Other programs and policies of relevance to the proposed Project 
include: 

 Sustainable Oakland Program. Oakland’s sustainability efforts, which include actions that 
could reduce GHG emissions, are coordinated through the Sustainable Oakland program, a 
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product of the Oakland Sustainability Community Development Initiative (SDI) created in 
1998 (Ordinance 74678 C.M.S.). 

 Waste Reduction and Recycling Programs. In March 2006, the Oakland City Council 
adopted a Zero Waste Goal by 2020 Resolution (Resolution 79774 C.M.S.) and 
commissioned the creation of a Zero Waste Strategic Plan to achieve the goal of 90 percent 
diversion from landfill. 

In July 2016, the City of Oakland expanded its compost and recycling services to further its 
progress toward zero waste. These improvements have included: 

 Compost service for food scraps and yard trimmings covering all residences, including 
apartment buildings and condos over five units; 

 Bulky pickup service for condos and apartment buildings as well as bulky drop-off events for 
residents; 

 Improved right-sizing opportunities for residents, including 20 gallon carts for all three 
material streams. 

In 2016, over 600 Oakland commercial customers signed up for organics collection service, 
bringing the total number of commercial organics subscribers to nearly 1500 by July 2017. 
Technical assistance to help businesses divert the correct materials is provided by StopWaste 
(Alameda County’s Regional Agency), and Waste Management of Alameda County, Inc. 
(Service Provider). The Oakland Unified School District, among other organizations, is 
recovering surplus edible school food and providing it to those in need. 

Oakland supports a Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) to incentivize the local use of 
recycled materials such as paper and cardboard, glass, ferrous metals, mixed plastic, and yard and 
food waste. The RMDZ encompasses Oakland’s central business district, major industrial areas in 
West Oakland and the Coliseum area, the Port of Oakland’s seaport facilities, and the Port of 
Oakland’s Oakland International Airport. Oakland offers businesses participating in the RMDZ 
expedited permit processing, low-interest loans, and technical assistance such as site location and 
project coordination. 

The City also adopted Construction and Demolition Recycling requirements, for which the City 
passed a resolution in July 2000 (Ordinance 12253, OMC Chapter 15.34), requiring certain 
nonresidential or apartment house projects to recycle 100 percent of all Asphalt & Concrete (A/C) 
materials and 65 percent of all other materials. These programs reduce GHG emissions by 
diverting degradable organic carbon from the landfill that would otherwise produce methane and 
through the reuse of existing construction and demolition materials - reducing upstream fossil-
based energy required for the extraction of virgin resources and fabrication of new building 
materials. 

Based on solid waste disposal rates reported by the California Department of Resources 
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) for the City of Oakland in 2015 (CalRecycle, 2019), the 
City currently diverts about 70 percent of its waste from landfills to be recycled or reused, which 
exceeds the previous statewide goal to reduce waste by 50 percent in 2000 under AB 939. The 
current statewide goal mandated under AB 341 is to reduce waste disposal by 75 percent by 2020. 
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West Oakland Community Action Plan 
AB 617 requires that communities and air districts collaborate to reduce air pollution and 
associated health effects in certain impacted communities like West Oakland. Pursuant to AB 617, 
the BAAQMD and the West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project together developed a 
community emissions reduction plan for West Oakland, referred to as the West Oakland 
Community Action Plan. The plan, adopted by the BAAQMD on October 2, 2019, and by CARB 
on December 5, 2019, identifies 89 potential community-level strategies and control measures 
that may reduce criteria air pollutant, toxic air contaminant, and GHG emissions. The West 
Oakland Community Action Plan Final Environmental Impact Report was certified on October 2, 
2019. Specific strategies and emissions reduction measures are organized under the following 
categories: Health Programs, Land Use, Trucks, Other Mobile Sources, and Stationary Sources. 
Selected measures and strategies that are relevant to the proposed Project include, but are not 
limited to the following (BAAQMD and West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project, 2019): 

Action 9: The City of Oakland develops a plan to limit the hours that trucks can operate in 
the community. 

Action 13: The City of Oakland conducts a study regarding development fees for 
environmental mitigations. 

Action 14: The Air District provides subsidized loans for local businesses to install energy 
storage systems (e.g., batteries, fuel cells) to replace stationary sources of pollution (e.g., 
back-up generators). 

Action 17: The City of Oakland adopts policies to lessen air quality impacts of residential and 
office buildings through the reduction or elimination of natural gas systems. 

Action 18: The Air District advocates for more electrical infrastructure and power storage, 
development of (1) fast-charging facility, (1) truck charging stations and better land use 
support for electric trucks by 2025. 

Action 20: The City of Oakland revises development requirements to require the 
implementation of as many transportation demand management (TDM) strategies as feasible 
by developers of new buildings. 

Action 29: CARB develops the following regulations to increase the number of zero-
emission trucks and buses operating in West Oakland: 

 The Advanced Clean Trucks regulation to transition to zero-emission technology those 
truck fleets that operate in urban centers, have stop-and-go driving cycles, and are 
centrally maintained and fueled. 

 Amendment to the drayage truck regulation to transition the drayage truck fleet to zero 
emissions. 

Action 36: The Air District works with CARB to streamline the process for providing 
financial incentives for fueling infrastructure, and for low and zero-emission equipment. The 
Air District increases outreach and assistance to individual owner-operators and small 
companies by providing 2 workshops in West Oakland by 2022 
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encourage the use of EVs at the Project site and discourage the use of gasoline and diesel 
passenger vehicles, thus reducing mobile source GHG emissions associated with vehicle travel to 
and from the Project site and requiring analysis of indirect emissions related to the source of 
electricity. Refer to Appendix AIR, Air Quality Supporting Information, for additional 
information on quantification methods, along with studies supporting the link between EV 
charging infrastructure and consumer EV purchases and EV travel. 

Transportation Management Plan & Transportation Demand Management 
To qualify for judicial streamlining under AB 734, the Project needs to meet several 
environmental standards, including achievement of a 20 percent vehicle trip reduction (VTR) via 
implementation of a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and/or Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) Plan. This requirement applies to both the ballpark, for which a TMP is 
proposed, and the other development, for which a TDM Plan is proposed. The 20 percent VTR 
needs to be achieved within one year after completing the first baseball season for the ballpark 
component of the Project and within one year after completing the other development. 

Note that while the TMP and TDM Plan are required by AB 734 and proposed as part of the 
Project, they are also addressed in transportation mitigation to ensure their effectiveness and 
monitoring. For more information, see Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation. 

Methods for Analysis of Impacts 
The evaluation of GHG emissions that may result from the construction and long-term operations 
of the Project is consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a) and recent related 
guidance from OPR.23 This analysis considers GHG emissions resulting from Project-related 
incremental (net) increases in the use of on road vehicles, electricity, and natural gas compared to 
existing conditions. This includes construction activities associated with the proposed Project 
such as demolition, hauling, and construction worker trips. This analysis also considers indirect 
GHG emissions from water conveyance, wastewater generation, and solid waste handling. 
Because potential impacts resulting from GHG emissions are long-term rather than acute, GHG 
emissions were calculated on an annual basis. 

GHG quantification methods rely on guidance from state and regional agencies with scientific 
expertise in quantifying GHG emissions, including CARB and the BAAQMD. GHG emissions 
were estimated primarily using methods consistent with CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2, which is a 
statewide land use emissions computer model designed to provide a uniform platform for 
government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify potential 
criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions from a variety of land use projects. CalEEMod was 
developed in collaboration with the air districts of California and is recommended by the 
BAAQMD for evaluating GHG emissions for projects under CEQA.24 CalEEMod separates the 
                                                   
23 The GHG operational analysis is consistent with the OPR’s CEQA and Climate Change Advisory Discussion Draft. 

As stated therein, “when possible, lead agencies should quantify the project’s construction and operational 
greenhouse gas emissions, using available data and tools, to determine the amount, types, and sources of 
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the project.” Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, CEQA and 
Climate Change Advisory Discussion Draft, December 2018, page 8. Accessed March 2019. 

24 BAAQMD recommended tools and methodologies for CEQA. http://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/
california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/ceqa-tools. Accessed April 25, 2019. 
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may need an emergency generator, depending on the final configuration of Project buildings. It is 
assumed for the unmitigated scenario that generators would operate a maximum of 50 hours per 
year, consistent with the maximum allowed testing time from the ATCM (17 CCR Section 
93115). For details, see the Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix AIR.1). With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-2c (Diesel Backup Generator Specifications), diesel 
backup generators would have an annual maintenance testing limit of 20 hours. 

Solid Waste 
Solid waste emissions for the Project’s ballpark were quantified using the same methodology as 
described for the existing conditions. Solid waste disposal rates for the Project’s retail, hotel, 
office, restaurant, performance venue, residential, and parking uses were calculated using 
CalEEMod defaults for Alameda County. The Project would also implement waste reduction and 
recycling measures as required by City of Oakland Ordinances that may further reduce solid 
waste disposal, which were not quantified as part of the analysis. For details, see the Air Quality 
Technical Report (Appendix AIR.1). 

Water and Wastewater 
Indirect GHG emissions result from the production of electricity used to convey, treat, and 
distribute the Project’s water and wastewater. Indoor water use for all land uses was based on 
Project-specific estimates, while outdoor water use was based on CalEEMod defaults for Alameda 
County. Emissions from water and wastewater were calculated using methods from CalEEMod 
version 2016.3.2. Emission factors are based on CalEEMod defaults for Alameda County. The 
electricity intensity factor associated with water use is the same as used for electricity emissions, 
as described above. For details, see the Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix AIR.1). 

4.7.4 Impacts of the Project 
GHG Emissions Impacts 
Impact GHG-1: The Project could generate “net additional” GHG emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, from its construction and operation. (Criterion 1) (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

Existing emissions 
As discussed above in the Approach to Analysis section, the annual operational GHG emissions 
currently produced by Athletics games at the current Coliseum stadium and the Athletics’ current 
headquarters/offices at Jack London Square would no longer occur when the A’s move to the 
Project site and are subtracted from Project emissions to calculate “net additional” emissions. 

Table 4.7-4 presents total annual GHG emissions by source for existing conditions (2018), and 
adjusts these emissions for the first operational year of Project Phase 1, and the first operational 
year of Project Buildout, by accounting for the effect that the RPS and the State’s vehicle 
efficiency standards would have in reducing emissions from electricity generation and mobile 
sources (see Table 4.7-3). This approach is more conservative than using a fixed baseline as of 
the year 2018, because as emissions from existing activities would decrease over time, the net 
new emissions for the Project increase. 
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Table 4.7-6 presents total annual GHG emissions by source for Phase 1 operations and Full 
Buildout operations.38 Table 4.7-6 includes mitigated construction emissions (as shown in 
Table 4.7-5) amortized over a period of 30 years and then added to annual operational emissions 
starting with the first year of Full Buildout operation. 

In addition, the operational emissions in Table 4.7-6 account for Mitigation Measures AIR-1c 
(Diesel Particulate Matter Controls), AIR-2c (Diesel Backup Generator Specifications), and the 
20 percent vehicle trip reduction required by AB 734. 

As indicated in Table 4.7-6, the Project’s operational GHG emissions at Phase 1 and Full 
Buildout (including amortized mitigated construction emissions) would be 25,452 and 58,453 
MTCO2e per year, respectively. Table 4.7-6 also presents net additional annual GHG emissions 
for Phase 1 and full buildout, as 17,990 and 52,957 MTCO2e per year, respectively. 

Net Additional Emissions 
Over the 30-year life of the Project, the annual emissions for both Project operation and existing 
emissions associated with Athletics’ games and headquarters/offices that will be shifted to the 
new ballpark are expected to go down with implementation of the RPS and State’s vehicle 
efficiency standards as electricity emission factors and vehicle fleet emission factors decline. 
Table 4.7-7 presents net additional annual GHG emissions over the 30-year lifetime of the fully 
built out proposed Project. As indicated in Tables 4-7.6 and 4.7-7, the Project’s net additional 
GHG emissions at Full Buildout would be approximately 52,957 MTCO2e per year. By the end of 
30 years, annual net additional emissions would be substantially lower at approximately 
34,116 MTCO2e per year, due to anticipated mandated improvements in vehicle fuel efficiency 
and a lower GHG intensity of the electricity supply provided by PG&E. 

As shown in Table 4.7-7, the Project’s net additional emissions, accounting for implementation of 
Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measure AIR-1c (Diesel Particulate Matter Controls) and AIR-2c 
(Diesel Backup Generator Specifications), and the 20 percent vehicle trip reduction required by 
AB 734, would exceed the City’s significance threshold of zero net additional emissions for all 
years from the start of operations through the end of the 30 year period, with maximum net 
additional emissions occurring during the first full year of Project operations at full buildout at 
52,957 MTCO2e. As shown in Table 4.7-7, the Project’s total net additional emissions over its 
30-year lifetime are anticipated to be 1,266,567 MTCO2e. This is a significant impact, and 
additional mitigation measures are required. 

                                                   
38 Based on the Project proponent’s 8-year construction timeline, Year 4 and Year 8 represent the earliest possible 

years of operation for Phase 1 and Full Buildout, respectively. The Project’s GHG emissions estimates are 
conservative, since emission factors for electricity and on-road vehicles are expected to decrease over time due to 
RPS and State regulations for vehicle efficiency. 
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TABLE 4.7-6 
 TOTAL ANNUAL PROJECT OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS AT PHASE 1 AND FULL BUILDOUT (MTCO2E/YEAR) 

Categorya Ballpark Non-Ballpark All Land Uses 

Phase 1 Conditions    
Mobileb 9,106 10,469 19,575 

Electricity 1,338 1,291 2,629 

Natural Gas 257 1,060 1,317 

Water and Wastewater 218 228 446 

Solid Waste 961 368 1,329 

Area Sources (Landscaping) 0.02 6.8 6.8 

Emergency Generatorsc 21 43 64 

TRU Operation 0.4 – 0.4 

Truck Idling 45 43 88 

EV chargers – -3.5 -3.5 

Total Project Operational Emissionsc 11,946 13,505 25,452 

A’s-Related Existing Conditions Emissionsf  – 7,462 

Net Additional Emissions   17,990 

Full Buildout Conditions    
Mobileb 7,977 37,050 45,027 

Electricity 961 4,772 5,733 

Natural Gas 257 3,614 3,872 

Water and Wastewater 196 920 1,116 

Solid Waste 961 1,650 2,611

Area Sources (Landscaping) 0.06 37 37 

Emergency Generatorsc 21 145 166 

TRU Operation 0.2 0.2 0.5 

Truck Idling 19 88 107 

EV chargers -8.9 -208 -217 

Total Project Operational Emissionsd 10,384 48,068 58,453 

Mitigated Construction Emissions (Amortized)e   1,084 

Total Emissions Including Construction   59,537 

A’s-Related Existing Conditions Emissionsf   6,580 

Net Additional Emissions   52,957 

NOTES: 
a These are conservative assumptions with respect to GHG emissions analysis because emission factors for electricity and on-road 

vehicles are expected to decrease over time due to the RPS and State regulations for vehicle efficiency, respectively. 
b Mobile source emissions include the 20 percent vehicle trip reduction required by AB 734. For emissions without this reduction, refer 

to Appendix AIR, Air Quality Supporting Information. 
c Emergency generator emissions account for emission reductions from Mitigation Measures AIR-1c (Diesel Particulate Matter 

Controls) and (Mitigation Measure AIR-2c (Diesel Backup Generator Specifications). 
d Due to rounding, emissions from individual sectors may not add up to total. 
e Mitigated construction emissions (see footnote “c”) for Ballpark and Non-ballpark uses, amortized over a period of 30 years starting at 

full buildout, from Table 4.7-5. 
f From Table 4.7-4. 2018 existing emissions are adjusted at Phase 1 and Full Buildout to account for the anticipated change in CO2e 

intensity factors for electricity (due to the RPS) and mobile sources (due to State regulations for vehicle efficiency). 
SOURCE: Ramboll, 2020, Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix AIR.1), Tables 16, 22, 26, 31, 33, 34, 37, 39, 43 and 59. 
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Shuttle bus service connecting the ballpark’s Transportation Hub to one or more of the three 
nearby BART stations (West Oakland, 12th Street, and Lake Merritt) on game days or for large 
concerts is identified as a City priority measure in the TMP. Because shuttle service is a priority 
TMP measure that may result in additional GHG emissions compared to existing conditions, 
GHG emissions from this service have been estimated. These emissions are anticipated to be 
approximately 264 MTCO2e per year (see Appendix AIR, Air Quality Supporting Information; 
Ramboll, 2020). These emissions would be in addition to those set forth in Tables 4.7-6 and 
4.7-7. With the addition of shuttle bus emissions, the conclusions regarding the significance of 
impacts from the Project’s GHG emissions would not change and the mitigation measures and 
their application would remain the same. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Preparation and Implementation of a GHG Reduction Plan. 

Prior to the City’s approval of the first construction or grading-related permit for the 
Project, the Project sponsor shall retain a qualified air quality consultant to develop a 
Project-wide GHG Reduction Plan (Plan) for implementation over the life of the Project 
in accordance with the requirements of this mitigation measure. 

The Plan shall quantify, using the most current information available, projected emissions 
from the first phase of Project construction as well as Project construction for full buildout 
of all phases of the approved development, and operational GHG emissions for the life of 
the project (defined as 30 years of operation). The Plan shall specify anticipated GHG 
emission reduction measures sufficient to reduce or offset these emissions in accordance 
with the standards set forth below, such that the resulting GHG emissions are below the 
City’s “no net additional” threshold of significance pursuant to CEQA. The Plan shall also 
contain a separate schedule of projected GHG emissions, emission reductions and GHG 
offset purchases prepared in accordance with CARB’s AB 734 determination (CARB, 
2020) in order to comply with AB 734’s requirement that that those measures be monitored 
and enforced by the City for the life of the Project sponsor’s obligation. 

For each phase or sub-phase of development, the Plan shall be updated as set forth in 
greater detail in Section B.1 below. At all times throughout the life of the Project, the 
Plan shall demonstrate that emissions from all construction and development are below 
the City’s “no net additional” threshold of significance pursuant to CEQA for (1) phases 
already completed, permitted, and being proposed for permitting; and (2) anticipated 
future phases. 

The City shall retain the services of a third-party expert to assist with the City’s review 
and approval of the Plan. The third-party expert shall also assist the City with its review 
and approval of updates to the GHG Reduction Plan and Annual Reports, as described 
below. All costs relating to the third-party expert, including City review of its services, 
shall be paid by the project applicant. 

A. GHG Reduction Plan Contents and Standards 

Specific information on the components of each element of the Plan, as it pertains to 
CEQA compliance, is described below: 

1) Land Use Program and Project GHG Emissions Estimates, by Phase –The 
GHG Reduction Plan shall identify the amount of construction and square 
footage of development anticipated within each phase or sub-phase of the Project 
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and shall estimate the projected annual and total net emissions of the Project by 
phase or sub-phase, inclusive of all sources of Project emissions and consistent 
with all categories of sources identified in the EIR. 

To estimate the construction and operational emissions, the Plan shall utilize full 
approved buildout (e.g., number of units, square footage of retail, etc.), inclusive 
of any required design features or other GHG Emission Reduction Measures as 
described below. The Project GHG emissions estimates in the Plan shall be based 
upon design and energy use estimates, Project-specific traffic generation, and 
equipment to be used on-site. The emission factors for electricity and 
transportation shall be based on those commonly used at the time the Plan is 
completed or at the time the Plan is subsequently amended, reflecting vehicle 
emissions standards and building energy standards in effect at the time. 
Consistent with the methodology used in the EIR, future year emissions factors 
shall be based on enacted regulations that are in effect and affect the emissions 
source (e.g., California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard for electricity, and fuel 
efficiency standards for on-road vehicles). 

Construction-related emissions shall be presented for both horizontal and vertical 
construction emissions by year for each phase. Net (incremental) emissions shall 
be derived by subtracting from total Project emissions (construction plus 
operations) the emissions from the existing A’s baseball operations at the 
Oakland Coliseum and at their offices in Jack London Square using the 
methodology in EIR. Future emission factors shall be applied both to the Project 
and to the existing operations so as to reflect vehicle emissions standards and 
building energy standards in effect at the time, as described in the previous 
paragraph. The net emissions calculated shall demonstrate compliance with the 
“no net additional” threshold as set forth in greater detail above. 

2) GHG Emission Reduction Measures – The Plan shall identify GHG Emission 
Reduction Measures that shall be implemented for each Project phase or sub-
phase to achieve the “no net additional” CEQA significance threshold. Measures 
shall be verifiable and feasible to implement, and the Plan shall identify the 
person/entity responsible for each measure, each measure’s reduction amount, 
and the person/entity responsible for monitoring that reduction, all subject to 
review and approval by the City. If reduction measures associated with any given 
phase are shown to exceed net (incremental) emissions of that phase, the 
estimated credit towards future phase(s) shall be identified as set forth in 
Section B.1 below. 

GHG reduction measures to be considered include, but are not be limited to, 
those listed below, as well as measures in the 2030 ECAP, Pathways to Deep 
GHG Reductions in Oakland: Final Report (City of Oakland, 2018b), 
BAAQMD’s latest CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017, as may be 
revised), the California Air Resources Board Scoping Plan (November 2017, as 
may be revised), the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
(CAPCOA) Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (August 2010, as 
may be revised), the California Attorney General’s website, and Reference 
Guides on LEED published by the U.S. Green Building Council. 
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a. Horizontal Construction Emission Reduction Measures 

The reduction measures for horizontal construction emissions from the 
Project shall be: 

(1) Mitigation Measure AIR-1b Criteria Air Pollutant Controls; and 

(2) Purchase of Carbon Offset Credits subject to Section 2c, Standards for 
Carbon Offset Credits, below. 

b. Vertical Construction and Operational Emission Reduction Measures 

(1) Type and Location Requirements. 

GHG reduction measures shall be subject to the following requirements 
with respect to type and location. 

The order of priority for the type of reduction measures shall be: (1) 
physical design features; (2) operational features; and (3) the purchase of 
carbon offset credits subject to the standards described below under 
Section 2c, Standards for Carbon Offset Credits. 

The order of priority for the location of physical design features and 
operational features shall be: (1) the project site; (2) off-site within the 
neighborhood surrounding the Project site, including Old Oakland, Jack 
London Square, Chinatown, and West Oakland; (3) the greater City of 
Oakland community; and (4) within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. 

To the extent that the Plan proposes GHG reduction measures that do not 
conform to the priorities set forth above, the Plan shall contain substantial 
evidence to support the exclusion of higher priority measure(s) 
considered and determined to be infeasible as defined under CEQA. 

(2) Required Measures. 

The Plan shall incorporate the following measures to reduce Project 
emissions: 

i. Mitigation Measure AIR-1b: Criteria Air Pollutant Controls. 

The Plan shall incorporate the following mitigation measures related to 
operation: 

ii. Mitigation Measure AIR-2c: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. 

iii. Mitigation Measure AIR-2d: Diesel Truck Emission Reduction. 

iv. Mitigation Measure AIR-2e: Criteria Pollutant Emission Reduction 
Plan. 

v. The ballpark receives LEED Gold certification or above for new 
construction within one year after completion of the first baseball 
season. Each new nonresidential building receives LEED Gold 
certification or above for new construction within one year after 
completion of the applicable nonresidential building. Any residential 
building shall achieve sustainability standards of at least a LEED Gold 
level or the comparable GreenPoint rating, including meeting 
sustainability standards for access to quality transit. 
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vi. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a: Transportation and Parking Demand 
Management (TDM) Plan. 

vii. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b: Transportation Management Plan. 

viii. Install EV chargers at 10% of onsite parking spaces. 

ix. Electrify a minimum of 50% of the residential units as required by 
CARB certification. 

Unless a waiver is granted by the City for a Project use, the Project 
would also be required to comply with building electrification 
requirements in the City’s building code that reduce or eliminate the use 
of natural gas in effect at the time of Project development. Compliance 
with regulatory measures shall not qualify as a mitigation measure. 

(3) Menu of Additional Emission Reduction Measures: On-Site 

The following types of measures shall be included in the Plan as 
necessary to meet the requirements of this mitigation measure and the 
“no net additional” GHG emissions requirement for the Project. 

i. On-site measures to reduce operational energy emissions: 

(a) Minimize the Project’s energy demand through physical design 
features, with the ultimate goal of zero net GHG emissions from 
energy use: Minimize electricity and natural gas demand through 
implementation of design measures. New development, including 
residential, commercial, and retail buildings, could be designed as 
zero net GHG emissions buildings. 

(b) 100 percent zero-carbon electricity for all land uses: Procure 100 
percent zero-carbon electricity through East Bay Community 
Energy or other renewable energy provider (e.g., green power 
purchase agreement with electric utility) for all electricity loads, 
including residential, commercial, and retail buildings.39 

(c) On-site rooftop solar PV panels or other on-site renewable energy 
generation: Install on-site roof-top solar PV panels or other on-site 
renewable energy on all buildings at the Project site subject to 
space availability. 

(d) Electrify residential and nonresidential development: Go beyond 
building code requirements for electrification of residential and 
nonresidential buildings. Any requirement for building 
electrification then in effect and applicable to the Project under the 
City’s Building Code shall not qualify as a mitigation measure but 
shall be treated as a project design feature and its efficacy in 
reducing GHG emissions shall be taken into consideration in 
calculating the Project’s emissions. 

(e) Reduce refrigerant emissions: Specify low-GWP (global warming 
potential) refrigerants in heat pumps installed in residential and 
nonresidential buildings, such as for HVAC systems, water 
heaters, and refrigeration. 

                                                   
39 East Bay Community Energy (EBCE). Information available online: https://ebce.org/power-mix/. 
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(f) Convert the Peaker Plant: Remove the jet-fueled turbines in the 
Peaker Plant and the associated jet fuel storage tank and replace 
with a battery energy storage system. The methodology used to 
calculate emission reductions and the amount of reduction resulting 
from Peaker Plant conversion attributable to the Project and 
applied towards the “no net additional” CEQA significance 
threshold shall be subject to City review and approval based on 
information provided as part of the Plan and other available 
information. 

ii. On-site measures to reduce transportation emissions: 

(a) Additional EV charging stations beyond regulatory requirements: 
Install EV charging stations, including but not limited to curbside 
public EV charging stations, that provide charging opportunities 
beyond regulatory requirements. 

(b) Preferred parking for alternative-fueled vehicles and car sharing: 
Promote the use of clean fuel-efficient vehicles through 
preferential (designated and proximate to entry) parking for zero-
emission vehicles beyond regulatory requirements. Reduce the 
need to have a vehicle (or second vehicle) by providing 
preferential (designated and proximate to entry) parking for ride 
sharing vehicles on site beyond regulatory requirements. Promote 
the use of zero-emission vehicles by requesting that any car share 
program operator with vehicles provided on Project site include 
electric vehicles within its car share program. 

(c) Additional TDM and/or TMP measures: Implement TDM and/or 
TMP measures that go beyond 20 percent vehicle trip reduction in 
the TDM and TMP Plans by encouraging mode shift from 
vehicles to other modes of transportation including transit, biking, 
walking, and car-sharing, with preference to active transportation 
and public transit. 

iii. On-site measures to reduce solid waste emissions: 

(a) Ballpark solid waste diversion: Increase waste diversion rate at the 
new ballpark to 75 percent or greater. 

(b) Organic waste diversion: Ensure that unused edible food at 
restaurants and supermarkets is donated to recovery and collection 
organizations that can distribute it to the neediest populations 
beyond regulatory requirements. 

(c) Increase the use of reusable bags: Promotions by on-site 
merchants to support the City’s “Bring Your Own Bag” campaign 
and increase the use by customers of durable reusable bags. 

iv. On-site measures to reduce water and wastewater emissions: 

(a) Water efficient fixtures: Install water efficient fixtures in 
residential and commercial buildings, including water-saving 
sinks, showers, urinals and toilets beyond regulatory requirements. 
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v. On-site operational measures to reduce area source (landscaping) 
emissions: 

(a) Water-efficient landscaping: Install water-efficient landscaping 
and irrigation systems, including the use of native drought-tolerant 
vegetation beyond regulatory requirements. 

(b) Compost application: Include a minimum of 0.5-inches of 
compost applied to any landscaping. 

(c) Recycled water: Install dual plumbing (purple pipe) for the use of 
recycled water for landscape irrigation, fire protection, toilet and 
urinal flushing in non-residential facilities, and outdoor landscape 
features such as fountains and water features beyond regulatory 
requirements. 

vi. Additional on-site measures and technologies. 

(a) The Plan may include additional or substitute measures and 
technology to reduce GHG emissions from Project construction or 
operations that are not currently known or available. This may 
include new energy systems (such as battery storage), new 
transportation systems (such as autonomous vehicle networks), or 
other technology (such as carbon capture and storage) that is not 
currently available at the project-level, provided that the GHG 
Reduction Plan demonstrates to the City’s satisfaction that such 
measures are equally or more effective as existing available 
measures, including those described above. 

(4) Menu of Additional Emission Reduction Measures: Off-Site 

i. Off-site measures to reduce energy emissions: 

(a) Community energy efficiency retrofits: Fund, contribute to, or 
implement community energy efficiency retrofits to reduce offsite 
building energy use. 

(b) Community energy decarbonization projects: Fund or implement 
measures to increase use of non-carbon sources of energy, such as 
retrofits or other infrastructure projects (e.g., electrification), to 
reduce offsite building energy use. 

(c) Community solar projects: Fund or implement community solar 
PV installations. 

(d) Community energy storage projects: Fund or implement 
community energy storage installations, such as batteries or 
mechanical energy storage. 

ii. Off-site measures to reduce transportation emissions: 

(a) Fund or implement programs to increase use of public transit so as 
to exceed the 20 percent vehicle trip reduction requirement of the 
TDM Plan and TMP. 

(b) Fund or implement programs to increase use of bicycles, including 
electric bicycles, so as to exceed the 20 percent vehicle trip 
reduction requirement of the TDM Plan and TMP. 
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(c) Fund or implement programs that promote walking in the 
communities neighboring the Project site, including West 
Oakland, and/or the greater Oakland community, so as to exceed 
the 20 percent vehicle trip reduction requirement of the TDM Plan 
and TMP. 

(d) Off-site EV chargers: Fund or implement a program that expands 
the installation of EV chargers, including but not limited to 
curbside public EV charging stations. 

(e) Fund or implement programs that increase use of electric vehicles. 

(f) Contribute to or implement programs that increase electrification 
of public transit buses in the communities neighboring the Project 
site, including West Oakland, and/or the greater Oakland 
community. 

iii. Off-site measures to increase carbon sequestration: 

(a) Tree planting and vegetated buffers: Fund or implement program 
that results in significant new tree planting and/or vegetated 
buffers. 

iv. Purchase of Carbon Offset Credits: The purchase of Carbon Offset 
Credits, subject to Section 2c, Standards for Offset Credits, below, 
shall only be used as a reduction measure for construction and 
operational emissions after all the following conditions are satisfied: 
(1) AB 734’s commitment to reduce 50% of net new emissions 
associated with the ballpark and other non-residential uses through the 
implementation of local direct measures has been met; and (2) for non-
transportation sector and non-ballpark and non-hotel uses only, 
physical design features or operational features located on the project 
site or off-site within the City of Oakland have reduced project 
emissions levels to at or below 0.6 MTCO2e/service population in 
keeping with the City’s GHG emission reduction target.40 

c. Standards for Carbon Offset Credits 

(1) Carbon offset credits can result from activities that reduce, avoid, destroy 
or sequester an amount of GHG emissions in an off-site location to offset 
the equivalent amount of GHG emissions occurring elsewhere. For the 
purpose of Project mitigation, carbon offset credits shall consist of direct 
emission reductions or sequestration that are used to offset the Project’s 
direct emissions. As described in the CARB Determination for AB 734, 
all carbon offset credits shall be purchased from a carbon offset registry 
approved by CARB, which at present include the following: the 
American Climate Registry, Climate Action Reserve, and Verra 
(formerly Verified Carbon Standard). The carbon offset credits shall be 
verifiable by the City and enforceable in accordance with the registry’s 
applicable standards, practices, or protocols. The carbon offsets must 

                                                   
40 This performance metric is derived from the 2030 ECAP, which incorporates the City of Oakland’s adopted GHG 

emissions target of 56 percent below 2005 levels by the year 2030. For non-transportation emissions this equates to 
a Citywide efficiency threshold of 0.61 MTCO2e per service population. Refer to the Downtown Oakland Specific 
Plan Draft EIR, Table V.D-3 (p. 277), for its derivation, which divides the citywide 2030 non-transportation 
emissions target of 491,799 MTCO2e by a projected service population of 812,535 (City of Oakland, 2019b). 
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substantively satisfy all six of the statutory “environmental integrity” 
requirements applicable to the CARB Cap-and-Trade Program, generally 
as set forth in both subdivisions (d)(1) and (d)(2) of California Health 
and Safety Code §38562: real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, 
enforceable, and additional. All offset credits shall be verified by an 
independent verifier who meets stringent levels of professional 
qualification (i.e., ANAB Accreditation Program for Greenhouse Gas 
Validation/Verification Bodies or a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Lead 
Verifier accredited by CARB), or an expert with equivalent 
qualifications to the extent necessary to assist with the verification. 
Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, in the event that an 
approved registry becomes no longer accredited by CARB and the offset 
credits cannot be transferred to another accredited registry, the project 
applicant shall comply with the rules and procedures for retiring and/or 
replacing offset credits in the manner specified by the applicable protocol 
or other applicable standards including (to the extent required) by 
purchasing an equivalent number of credits to recoup the loss. 

(2) Geographic location: Carbon offset credits shall be obtained from GHG 
reduction projects that occur in the following locations in order of 
priority to the extent feasible: (1) off-site within the neighborhood 
surrounding the Project site, including West Oakland; (2) the greater City 
of Oakland community; (3) within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin; 
(4) the State of California; and (5) the United States of America. Any 
offset credits used for mitigation are subject to the approval of the City. 

B. Implementation, Monitoring, and Enforcement 

1) Updated GHG Reduction Plan Required for Each Phase41 

Prior to issuance of the first grading or construction-related permit for each phase 
or sub-phase of development (i.e., a Final Development Plan and/or permit for 
horizontal improvements) the Applicant shall update the GHG Reduction Plan to 
calculate the actual quantity of emissions from construction and operation of the 
phase or sub-phase for the life of the Project (defined as 30 years of operation), to 
calculate the reductions necessary (including local, direct, and offset credits) to 
achieve the “no net additional” threshold for the proposed phase or sub-phase, 
and to identify the specific local reduction measures and offset requirements that 
will be implemented to meet the threshold for the proposed phase or sub-phase. 
The Applicant shall provide the updated Plan to the City for review and approval, 
along with a separate “AB 734 Compliance Memorandum” for the phase or sub-
phase, prepared in conformance with the methodology set forth in the CARB 
Determination, a courtesy copy of which shall also be provided to CARB. 

The GHG Reduction Plan, as amended, shall identify any proposed GHG 
Emissions Reduction Measures to be implemented or offset credits to be 
purchased as part of each phase that exceed those required to offset the phase’s 
emissions and achieve the “no net additional” threshold, in which case the 
balance of the reductions and/or credits shall be considered a “credit bank” 
applicable to subsequent phases. 

                                                   
41 CARB’s AB 734 Determination refers to the GHG Reduction Plan Updates completed at each phase as the “AB 

734 Compliance Memorandum.” 
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2) Implementation 

The Project sponsor shall implement the updated and approved GHG Reduction 
Plan during construction and operation of each permitted phase as follows: 

For physical GHG reduction measures to be incorporated into the design of the 
Project, the measures shall be included on the drawings submitted for 
construction-related permits and implemented during construction. The City shall 
confirm inclusion of these measures in the plans prior to issuance of a building 
permit for the applicable phase and confirm the measures were built as part of the 
final inspection for a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy (TCO). 

For physical GHG reduction measures to be incorporated into off-site projects, 
the Project sponsor shall obtain all necessary permits/approvals and the measures 
shall be included on drawings and submitted to the City Planning Director or 
his/her designee for review and approval prior to issuance of the first building 
permit for the applicable phase. These off-site improvements shall be installed 
prior to completion of the applicable phase as shown in final development plan or 
equivalent. The City shall confirm completion of these measures prior to issuance 
of a TCO for the applicable phase and as part of the final inspection. 

For GHG reduction measures involving the purchase of carbon offset credits for 
horizontal construction emissions, contracts for purchase of credits shall be 
entered into prior to issuance of the first grading and/or permit for horizontal 
construction (P-Job permit) for each construction phase or subphase for 
horizontal construction and the Applicant shall provide the third-party 
verification report concerning those credits, and the unique serial numbers of 
those credits showing that they have been retired. The City shall confirm receipt 
evidence that the contract has been entered into prior to issuance of the permit 
and evidence of the of the verification reports and serial numbers prior to 
completion of the phase.

For GHG Reduction measures involving the purchase of carbon offset credits for 
vertical construction emissions, contracts for purchase of credits shall be entered 
into prior to issuance of the building permit for each building’s construction, and 
the Applicant shall provide the third-party verification report concerning those 
credits, and the unique serial numbers of those credits showing that they have 
been retired prior to issuance of the building permit for each building’s 
construction. The City shall confirm receipt of verification reports and serial 
numbers prior to permit issuance. 

For GHG Reduction measures involving the purchase of carbon offset credits for 
operational emissions, contracts for purchase of credits shall be entered into prior 
to issuance of a TCO for each building and the Applicant shall provide the third-
party verification report concerning those credits, and the unique serial numbers 
of those credits showing that they have been retired. The City shall confirm 
receipt of the verification reports and serial numbers prior to issuance of a TCO. 

3) Annual Report Required 

The Applicant shall submit an annual report to the City’s Planning Director on 
November first of each calendar year starting one year after the City issues the 
first TCO for the project. 
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The Annual Report shall summarize the Project’s implementation of GHG 
reduction measures over the preceding year, provide information on past, current, 
and anticipated Project phasing, describe compliance with the conditions of the 
Plan, and include a brief summary of any revisions to the GHG Reduction Plan 
since the previous Annual Report was submitted, including the start of new 
phases or sub-phases affected by the Plan. The Annual Report shall keep an 
ongoing tally of all carbon offset credits that have been purchased and applied to 
the Project, including the serial numbers of the credits, and the registry into 
which they have been permanently retired. 

The City or its third-party GHG emissions expert shall review the Annual Report 
to verify that the GHG Reduction Plan is being implemented in full and 
monitored in accordance with the terms of this mitigation measure. The City 
retains the right to request a Corrective Action Plan if the Annual Report is not 
submitted or if the GHG Reduction Measures in the Plan are not being fully 
implemented and/or maintained as appropriate over the Project’s 30-year 
lifetime, and to enforce provisions of that Corrective Action Plan if specified 
actions are not taken or are not successful at addressing the violation within the 
specified period of time. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City retains its discretion to enforce all 
mechanisms under the Municipal Code and other laws to enforce non-compliance 
with the requirements of this mitigation measure. 

The City shall have the discretion to reasonably modify the timing of reporting, 
with reasonable notice and opportunity to comment by the Applicant, to coincide 
with other related monitoring and reporting required for the Project, provided that 
the Annual Report shall be submitted not less than once per calendar year. 

Effectiveness of Mitigation 
As described above, Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires implementation of GHG emission 
reduction measures to meet the “no net additional” threshold at each phase or sub-phase, and to 
continually demonstrate Project-wide compliance with the “no net additional” CEQA significance 
threshold over the 30-year life of the Project. As shown in Table 4.7-7, the Project’s total “net 
additional” emissions without mitigation over its 30-year lifetime, based on currently available 
information regarding the Project’s design and current emission factors, are anticipated to be 
1,266,567 MTCO2e. 

This represents the Project’s total mitigation obligation, which would be recalculated and met on 
a phase-by-phase basis as described in Mitigation Measure GHG-1. This obligation may change 
over time as the Project is implemented because the applicable emission factors and regulatory 
requirements will change, and new technologies will become available and effective. 

The obligation established by Mitigation Measure GHG-1 is different from the obligation on the 
Project sponsor required by CARB in their AB 734 determination based on CARB’s assumptions 
regarding future emission factors, additional events at the Coliseum that were credited by CARB, 
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and potential “backfill” events at the Coliseum. The CARB AB 734 obligations will be subject to 
a separate condition of approval.42 

Summary 
The Project would incorporate Mitigation Measures AIR-1c and AIR-2c through 2e, and would 
achieve the 20 percent vehicle trip reduction required by AB 734 and as provided for in Mitigation 
Measures TRANS-1a and 1b. As shown in Table 4.7-6, the Project’s net additional emissions 
without additional mitigation would result in approximately 17,990 MTCO2e per year at Phase 1 
(as defined in this EIR) and 52,957 MTCO2e per year at buildout, and may be reduced over time 
due to lower CO2e intensity factors expected for electricity and mobile sources. Over its 30-year 
lifetime, the Project’s total net additional emissions are anticipated to be 1,266,567 MTCO2e. 

As discussed above, with implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG-1, the Project would 
result in no net additional GHG emissions. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 provides a list of required 
measures and a menu of options for on-site and off-site GHG reduction measures, as well as a 
monitoring and reporting program enabling the City to actively manage compliance with the 
mitigation, and ensuring that the mitigation would effectively reduce project emissions to the “no 
net additional” threshold of significance. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Preparation and Implementation of a GHG Reduction 
Plan. (See above) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1b: Criteria Air Pollutant Controls. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1c: Diesel Particulate Matter Controls. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2c: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. (See 
Section 4.2, Air Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2d: Diesel Truck Emission Reduction. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2e: Criteria Pollutant Emission Reduction Plan. (See 
Section 4.2, Air Quality) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a: Transportation and Parking Demand Management 
(TDM) Plan. (See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b: Transportation Management Plan. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

 

                                                   
42 CARB’s AB 734 determination requires establishment of an escrow account, setting aside funding to be used to 

reduce and offset emissions from any event at the Coliseum beyond the historic average of four per year. The City 
will impose this requirement as a non-CEQA condition of approval. 
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TABLE 4.7-8 
 SUMMARY OF ECAP ACTIONS THAT ARE RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT 

Action Description Consistency Analysis 

Transportation and Land Use 
TLU-1 Align all Planning Policies and Regulations with ECAP Goals and Priorities. 

Specifically, appropriate planning policies should study the following strategies 
and should incorporate such policies that are found not to have adverse 
environmental or equity impacts: 
 Remove parking minimums and establish parking maximums where feasible, 

ensuring public safety and accessibility 
 Require transit passes bundled with all new major developments 
 Revise zoning such that the majority of residents are within 1/2-mile of the 

most essential destinations of everyday life 
 Provide density bonuses and other incentives for developments near transit 

that provide less than half of the maximum allowable parking 
 Update the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Guidelines to further 

prioritize development of housing near transit, including housing for low, very 
low, and extremely low-income levels 

 Require structured parking be designed for future adaptation to other uses 
 Institute graduated density zoning 
 Remove barriers to and incentivize development of affordable housing near 

transit 
 Incorporate policies addressing sea level rise, heat mitigation, and other 

climate risks into zoning standards and all long-range planning documents. 
Revise these policies every five years based on current science and risk 
projections 

 Identify and remove barriers to strategies that support carbon reduction, 
adaptation, resilience, and equity goals, including community solar and 
energy storage 

Consistent – This action calls for future updates to the General Plan, Specific Plans, 
Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Regulations, Parks Master Plan, and appropriate 
planning policies or regulations to be consistent with the GHG reduction, adaptation, 
resilience, and equity goals in the ECAP. 
The Project is consistent with TLU-1 in that it supports its relevant objectives, 
including: 
 Support for transit, TOD and VMT reduction: 

– The Project site plan, TMP and TDM Plan include TDM measures that 
encourage and support transit and alternative transportation strategies for 
employees. Information will be provided to residents, employees and workers 
about various transportation options in the Project area and the TDM 
strategies provided by the building or employer. 

– The Project is located within the Downtown and Jack London Priority 
Development Area (PDA) as defined by Plan Bay Area and is consistent with 
the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy; 

– The Project would assist in meeting the City’s goal of constructing 17,000 new 
housing units between 2015 and 2023, as identified in the 2014 Housing 
Element of the General Plan (City of Oakland, 2014) by constructing up to 
3,000 new dwelling units and implementing an affordable housing plan. 

– The Project is located adjacent to the San Francisco Bay Ferry Terminal, and 
within a one-mile area that includes the Lake Merritt, 12th Street, and West 
Oakland BART Stations, the Amtrak Rail Station, and within a 10- to 15-
minute walk of 13 AC Transit bus routes serving downtown and beyond. 

– The Project would meet the 20 percent trip reduction requirement of AB 734 
via implementation of the TMP and TDM Plan. The Project will meet the VMT 
reductions under the City CEQA thresholds. 

 Parking: The zoning for the Project will include parking maximums and unbundled 
parking. Parking maximums would be the same or more stringent than current 
maximums downtown. The Project would propose 3,500 (phase one) and 2,000 
(built-out) parking spaces for the ballpark as opposed to 9,100 at the Coliseum, 
and would have a maximum of 6,900 spaces for non-ballpark development. 

 Parking structure retrofits: As described in the TDM Plan (MM TRANS-1a) the 
Project’s parking garages exceeding 1.25 spaces per unit (residential) or 1:1000 
sf. (commercial) parking ratios would be designed with retrofittable garages for the 
excess spaces. 

oject 
er. 1

 

AR 0008909



Page: 68
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/20/2021 6:38:23 PM 
Where is the TMP and TDM Plan? How can you ensure it is consistent? Include as part of project

 

AR 0008910



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 4.7-69 ESA / D171044 
Draft Environmental Impact Report   February 2021 

Action Description Consistency Analysis 

TLU-2 Align Permit and Project Approvals with ECAP Priorities. The City will amend 
Standard Conditions of Approval (SCAs), as well as mitigation measures and 
other permit conditions, to align with the ECAP’s GHG reduction priorities. The 
City will explore adoption of a threshold of significance for GHG impacts to align 
with the ECAP. In applying conditions on permits and project approvals, the City 
will ensure that all cost-effective strategies to reduce GHG emissions from 
buildings and transportation are required or otherwise included in project designs, 
including infrastructure improvements like bicycle corridor enhancements, wider 
sidewalks, crossing improvements, public transit improvements, street trees and 
urban greening, and green stormwater infrastructure. Where onsite project GHG 
reductions are not cost-effective, prioritize local projects benefiting frontline 
communities. 

Consistent – The Project is consistent with the City’s adopted 2030 target by virtue of 
its commitment to resulting in no net new GHG emissions. Furthermore, the Project is 
consistent with the ECAP’s GHG reduction priorities, as described in the analysis of 
TLU-1, as well as: 
 To qualify for CEQA streamlining under AB 734, the ballpark must receive LEED 

Gold certification for new construction within one year after completion of the first 
baseball season, and each new nonresidential building must receive LEED Gold 
certification for new construction within one year after its construction is 
completed. Residential buildings must also achieve sustainability standards of at 
least a LEED Gold level or the comparable GreenPoint rating. These certifications 
would likely include improved lighting, cooling, and water heating efficiencies that 
go beyond Title 24 requirements. 

 The Project is proposing bike parking consistent with code requirements, and 
bicycle facilities would be constructed on 7th Street between Mandela Parkway 
and Martin Luther King Jr. Way (MM TRANS-2a); Martin Luther King Jr. Way 
between the site and 14th Street (MM TRANS-2b); Washington Street from 
Embarcadero West to 10th Street (MM TRANS-2c); Embarcadero West (south 
side of the railroad tracks) between Martin Luther King Jr. Way and Broadway 
(MM TRANS-3a); and over the railroad tracks at Jefferson or Clay Streets (or 
similar locations) (MM TRANS-3b). In addition, the multi-use Bay Trail will be 
extended through the site as part of the proposed Project. 

 The Project is consistent with the Pedestrian Master Plan; in addition to providing 
pedestrian amenities site-wide, the Project would implement offsite upgrades to 
sidewalks, lighting, curb ramps, and crosswalks on primary pedestrian corridors 
serving the Project via implementation of MM TRANS-1e. 

The Project’s proposed infrastructure improvements are consistent with the City of 
Oakland’s adopted Complete Streets Policy, which directs the City to plan, design, 
construct, operate, and maintain the street network to accommodate safe, convenient, 
comfortable travel for all modes, including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, 
motorists, trucks, and emergency vehicles. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1a, the Project would implement 
post-construction BMPs, including site design measures to reduce the amount of 
impervious services and appropriate landscaping along the estuary. 
See also the response to TLU-1. 

TLU-4 Abundant, Affordable, and Accessible Public Transit. The City will work with 
public transit agencies to replace autos with public transit as a primary 
transportation mode for trips beyond walking distance, ensuring convenient, safe, 
and affordable public transit access within Oakland and to neighboring cities for 
all Oaklanders. 

Consistent – Although TLU-4 is concerned with the City’s coordination with transit 
agencies, the Project supports transit ridership by developing a Transportation Hub 
(MM TRANS-1c) supporting integration with existing lines, adding stops, and 
increasing walkability to/from and between stops. The Project is located adjacent to 
the San Francisco Bay Ferry Terminal, and within a one-mile area that includes the 
Lake Merritt, 12th Street, and West Oakland BART Stations, the Amtrak Rail Station, 
and within a 10- to 15-minute walk of 13 AC Transit bus routes serving downtown and 
beyond. 
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Action Description Consistency Analysis 

TLU-5 Create a Zero-Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Action Plan. Completion of the ZEV 
Action Plan by 2021 will increase adoption of electric vehicles and e-mobility 
while addressing equity concerns and prioritizing investment in frontline 
communities. 

Consistent – The Project supports the goal of TLU-5 to increase adoption of electric 
vehicles by providing EV charging infrastructure and stations. Project parking would 
be equipped with EV chargers at 10 percent of the total number of parking spaces 
(which goes beyond City of Oakland code requirements). 

TLU-7 Rethink Curb Space. The City will prioritize use of curb space throughout the city 
by function. In order of priority, the City will allocate curb space for mobility needs 
for public transit and active transportation, such as walking and biking; access for 
people and commerce (loading zones and short-term parking); activation; and 
storage for long-term parking. The City’s adopted Bike and Pedestrian Plans will 
be used to determine mobility needs. Where on-street parking is provided, the 
City will revise pricing, availability, and location of parking to encourage (in order 
of priority) active transportation, public transit, and clean vehicles, without 
increasing cost-burden to low-income residents and other sensitive populations 
such as seniors. The City will also require parking costs to be unbundled from 
residential and commercial leases. 

Consistent – As outlined in more detail in Section 4.15, Transportation and 
Circulation, the Project is consistent with the City’s policies, plans, and programs 
addressing the safety or performance of the circulation system, including transit, 
roadways, bicycle lanes, and pedestrian sidewalks and paths, including: 
 The City's Complete Streets Policy, which calls for the City to plan, design, 

construct, operate, and maintain the street network to accommodate safe, 
convenient, comfortable travel for all modes, including pedestrians, bicyclists, 
transit users, motorists, trucks and emergency vehicles. 

 The LUTE, which calls for promoting alternative means of transportation such as 
transit, biking, and walking, providing facilities that support alternative modes, and 
implementing street improvements. 

 The Pedestrian Master Plan, which envisions a pedestrian system built on safety, 
equity, responsiveness, and vitality. 

 The Let's Bike Oakland Plan, which envisions a comprehensive network of bicycle 
facilities addressing bicycle safety and access through street design and 
maintenance programs; bicycle access to transit; and secure and convenient 
bicycle parking. 

 The City's Transit First Policy, supporting public transit and other alternatives to the 
single occupant vehicle incorporating various methods of expediting transit 
services on designated street and encouraging greater transit use. 

See also the response to TLU-2. 

al num
ts).

g ped
es.

1

2

 

AR 0008913



Page: 70
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/20/2021 6:42:15 PM 
How many EV chargers are proposed off site throughout west oakland to comply with this policy?

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/20/2021 6:42:48 PM 
Without safety improvements for bicycles and peds crossing the tracks, this is not consistent.

 

AR 0008914



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal 4.7-71 ESA / D171044 
Draft Environmental Impact Report   February 2021 

Action Description Consistency Analysis 

TLU-8 Expand and Strengthen Transportation Demand Management 
Requirements. The City will increase TDM performance requirements for new 
developments where feasible to support the mode shifts necessary to achieve a 
low carbon transportation system. The City will expand the TDM program to 
include requirements for existing employers, and fund ongoing monitoring and 
enforcement of TDM requirements. 

Consistent – The Project includes a TDM Plan (MM TRANS-1a) for non-ballpark 
uses and TMP for the ballpark (MM TRANS-1b). These plans include TDM measures 
that encourage and support transit and alternative transportation strategies for 
employees. The goals of the TDM Plan include: 
 Reduce vehicle traffic and parking demand generated by the Project to the 

maximum extent practicable. 
 Prioritize pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and carpool/vanpool modes of travel. 
 Enhance the City’s transportation system, consistent with City policies and 

programs. 
The TDM Plan for each building shall include a range of services and programs 
designed to meet the 20 percent reduction that is required by AB 734, such as 
providing incentives for transit usage and carpools, bicycle parking and support, 
signage, and real-time transit information. 
Per the TMP andTDM Plan, information will be provided to residents, employees and 
workers about various transportation options in the Project area and the TDM 
strategies provided by the building or employer. Both are intended to be living 
documents with strategies to increase use of transit, biking, and walking, and meet the 
20 percent vehicle trip reduction performance standard.  

TLU-9 Ensure Equitable and Clean New Mobility. Ensure that new mobility platforms 
and technologies equitably support City carbon reduction goals, including 
integrated planning for vehicles, public transit, and active transportation networks 
and amenities. 

Consistent – See responses to TLU-1 and TLU-7. 

Building Energy Use 

B-1 Eliminate Natural Gas in New Buildings. By 2023, the City will prohibit new 
buildings and major renovations from connecting to natural gas infrastructure. 

Consistent – The City’s newly adopted natural gas ban (Ordinance 13632) for new 
residential and commercial buildings applies to the Project. The Project will comply 
with any requirement for building electrification then in effect and applicable to the 
Project under the City’s Building Code, which shall not qualify as a mitigation measure 
but shall be treated as a Project design feature. The Project sponsor has committed to 
electrify 50% of residential buildings, and Mitigation Measure GHG-1 includes an on-
site measure as part of menu of Plan options to design and construct all residential 
and nonresidential buildings to be 100 percent electric and not include any natural gas 
appliances, including water heaters, clothes washers and dryers, HVAC systems, and 
stoves. 
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Action Description Consistency Analysis 

B-3 Prevent Refrigerant Pollution. By 2023, the City will develop a refrigerant 
management program that: 
 Establishes a phaseout timeline for high-GWP refrigerants in existing 

buildings 
 Integrates with existing local and regional energy efficiency and building 

electrification programs as appropriate 
 Ensures enforcement of performance measures 
 Identifies financial assistance for low-income residents and businesses; and 
 Aligns with refrigerant management strategies adopted by the State of 

California 

Consistent – This action calls for future program development by the City that would 
affect private development. The Project would be required to comply with any then in 
effect City’s building code requirement applicable to the Project that restricts or 
eliminates the use of refrigerants in existing buildings; Mitigation Measure GHG-1 
includes an on-site measure as part of menu of Plan options to specify low-GWP 
(global warming potential) refrigerants in heat pumps installed in residential and 
nonresidential buildings, such as for HVAC systems, water heaters, and refrigeration.  

B-4 Reduce Lifecycle Emissions from Building Materials. By 2023, adopt a 
concrete code for new construction that limits embodied carbon emissions. In 
subsequent building code updates, implement improved embodied carbon 
performance standards including additional materials and material-efficient 
building practices, with exemptions for cost barriers as needed to prevent these 
changes from directly increasing housing or rent costs. 

Consistent – This action calls for future policy development by the City that would 
affect private development. The Project would be required to comply with City codes 
and performance standards regarding construction materials and building practices. In 
addition, the LEED standard incorporated as a Project feature provides multiple 
credits to projects that reduce lifecycle emissions from building materials, through 
Building Life-Cycle Impact Reduction and Building Product Disclosure and 
Optimization regarding environmental product declarations, the sourcing of raw 
materials, and material ingredients. 

Material Consumption and Waste 

MCW-1 Eliminate Disposal of Compostable Organic Materials to Landfills. The City 
will fully fund and implement the requirements of California SB1383 (Short-Lived 
Climate Pollutants: Organic Waste Methane Emissions Reduction), reduce 
surplus food waste, and eliminate disposal of compostable organic materials to 
landfills. The City will ensure robust engagement with businesses and institutions, 
including schools, and continued residential outreach to reduce wasted food and 
effectively keep compostable material out of the landfill-bound waste stream. 

Consistent – The Project must comply with AB 1826, which requires businesses and 
multi-family complexes to arrange for organics collection services, and it must comply 
with the Alameda County’s Mandatory Recycling Ordinance, which goes beyond the 
current thresholds set by AB1826. The County Ordinance requires all businesses to 
participate, not just those generating AB 1826’s minimum threshold of 2 cubic yards 
per week. The ordinance also states that businesses and institutions that generate 
significant quantities of organics (food scraps and/or compostable paper), such as 
restaurants and grocery stores, provide containers and service of sufficient number, 
size and frequency for organics, and place food scraps and compostable paper in 
separate organics cart/bin for organics collection. In addition, Mitigation Measure GHG-1 
includes an on-site measure as part of menu of Plan options to ensure that unused 
edible food at restaurants and supermarkets is donated to recovery and collection 
organizations that can distribute it to the neediest populations. 

MCW-3 Eliminate Single-Use Plastics and Prioritize Reuse in Food Preparation, 
Distribution, and Sale. By 2023, the City will work with StopWaste and regional 
partners to pass and ordinance to reduce the prevalence of single-use plastic in 
Oakland and to ensure that reusable food service ware is the default in dining, 
including requiring reusable food service ware for all dine-in establishments. 

Consistent – This action calls for future policy development by the City that will affect 
private businesses. The Project would comply with current and future bans including 
straws and other single use plastics. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 includes an on-site 
measure as part of menu of Plan options to increase the use of durable reusable bags 
by supporting the City’s “Bring Your Own Bag” campaign. 
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Action Description Consistency Analysis 

MCW-6 Establish a Deconstruction Requirement. The City will establish a 
deconstruction requirement to reduce demolition waste from construction and 
renovation and facilitate material reuse. The City will regulate hauling and 
processing of construction and demolition debris to ensure that salvageable 
materials are identified and removed for reuse instead of being recycled or 
disposed to landfill. 

Consistent – This action calls for future policy development by the City that will affect 
projects generating construction and demolition debris. The Project must comply with 
the City’s current municipal codes regarding waste reduction and recycling, including 
the City of Oakland’s Construction and Demolition Ordinance, which requires recycling 
100% of all asphalt & concrete materials, and 65% of all other materials. 

Adaptation 

A-2 Enhance Community Energy Resilience. Work with EBCE to develop a 
program and timeline for increasing resilience to power losses, including Public 
Safety Power Shutoffs (PSPS), and climate-driven extreme weather events for 
low-income, medically dependent, and elderly populations through installation of 
renewable energy and onsite energy storage with islanding capabilities, following 
appropriate project-level environmental review. Include energy efficiency building 
upgrades in any program, leveraging local and regional incentives. 

Consistent – Mitigation Measure GHG-1 includes on-site solar and community solar 
programs as a qualifying off-site measure for reducing operational energy emissions. 
In addition, the Peaker Power Plant Variant would provide a battery storage system 
that would improve grid reliability, promote the transition to more renewably sourced 
electricity, and eliminate the need for additional Peaker Power Plant operation using 
fossil fuels. (See Chapter 5, Project Variants, for more information.) 

A-6 Expand and Protect Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity. The City will fund 
and implement a green infrastructure program for the installation and 
maintenance of projects and existing civic resources such as the parks system 
and public spaces, to improve stormwater management, support biodiversity, 
reduce air pollution exposure, and increase access to natural spaces, including 
trees. The City will prioritize investment in frontline communities, and particularly 
in residential neighborhoods dominated by concrete and asphalt with limited 
green space and elevated air pollution, in Priority Conservation Areas, and in 
areas where green infrastructure, including trees and other types of vegetated 
buffers, can effectively address stormwater management issues and reduce air 
pollution exposure among sensitive populations. 

Consistent – The Project is consistent with the goals of this measures in that it will 
replace a greater number of trees than will be removed, in compliance with the City’s 
Tree Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 12.36 of the Oakland Municipal Code) and 
Planning Code. It will also provide a new waterfront park that includes completion of a 
1.25-mile segment of the Bay Trail on the Project site by extending it along the 
waterfront. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1a, the Project would implement post-
construction BMPs, including site design measures to reduce the amount of 
impervious services and appropriate landscaping along the estuary. 

Carbon Removal 
CR-1 Develop Local Carbon Investment Program. By 2023, the City will establish a 

program for both voluntary and compliance GHG mitigation fees to be invested 
locally. Prioritize projects in frontline communities, such as tree planting and 
urban greening, including in parks; building electrification; creek restoration; and 
neighborhood EV car share. 

Consistent – This action calls for future program development by the City that is 
consistent with the provision in Mitigation Measure GHG-1 that prioritizes carbon 
reduction projects at the Project site or within the neighborhood surrounding the 
Project site, including West Oakland, which is considered a frontline community.  

CR-2 Expand and Protect Tree Canopy Coverage. By 2022, the City create a fifty-
year Urban Forest Master Plan that prioritizes strategies to address disparities 
among neighborhoods in tree canopy coverage, and ensures that carbon 
sequestration is a major factor in tree planting targets, selection of tree species, 
and tree management practices. 

Consistent – This action calls for a 50-year plan to be developed by the City. 
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 includes an off-site measure as part of menu of Plan 
options to increase carbon sequestration by funding or implementing a program that 
results in significant new tree planting and maintenance. 

SOURCES: City of Oakland 2030 Energy and Climate Action Plan (City of Oakland, 2020b); City Ordinance No. 13040 (Green Building Ordinance, City of Oakland, 2010) 
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 VMT generated by the Project for the performance venue would be more than 15 percent 
below existing similar uses with a comprehensive TDM Plan encompassing the entirety of the 
non-ballpark development including the parking maximums described in Chapter 3, Project 
Description. 

 VMT generated by the ballpark component of the Project would be more than 15 percent 
below existing similar uses with a comprehensive TMP for both Phase 1 of and full buildout 
of the Project including a 2,000-parking space maximum for buildout and a 3,500-space 
maximum for Phase 1. 

As described in Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation, all Project uses would meet the 
VMT reduction requirements under the City-adopted significance thresholds, which are 
consistent with SB 743 and would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Consistency with Plan Bay Area 2040 
Pursuant to California Senate Bill 375, ABAG and the MTC adopted Plan Bay Area 2040 to 
establish targets and strategies intended to meet the region’s needs for housing at all income 
levels, while reducing GHGs associated with private passenger and light duty truck traffic. Plan 
Bay Area 2040’s core strategy is encouraging growth in existing communities along the existing 
transportation network, focusing new development in Priority Development Areas (PDAs) and 
Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) within urbanized centers where there is more public transit and 
other mobility options available to reduce driving by cars and light trucks. In addition to 
significant transit and roadway performance investments to encourage focused growth, Plan Bay 
Area 2040 directs funding to neighborhood active transportation and complete streets projects, 
climate initiatives, lifeline transportation and access initiatives, pedestrian and bicycle safety 
programs, and PDA planning. 

The Project is consistent with Plan Bay Area 2040 by virtue of being located within the 
Downtown and Jack London PDA and within a TPA. Additionally, as required by the TMP and 
TDM Plan, the Project would implement programs to directly encourage more employees to shift 
from driving alone to other modes of travel. These programs would consist of strategies that 
incentivize travel by non-automobile modes, such as discounted transit tickets and preferential 
carpool parking, and strategies that disincentive travel by automobile, such as higher parking fees. 

The Project’s proposed strategy to specifically limit parking supply through both the TMP for the 
ballpark and the TDM Plan for the non-ballpark development minimizes automobile trips 
resulting in a greater share using transit. There are many local and regional transit service options 
available including Lake Merritt, 12th Street, and West Oakland BART Stations, Amtrak Station, 
Ferry Terminal, and the well-connected AC Transit bus routes within a 10- to 15-minute walk. 
For more details on the Project’s VMT reduction analysis, see the impact analysis in Section 4.15, 
Transportation and Circulation. 

Consistency with Advanced Clean Cars Initiative and the State’s Zero-Emission 
Vehicles Mandate 
The Project is consistent with State goals for zero-emission vehicles (ZEVs) as expressed in the 
Advanced Clean Cars Initiative and the ZEV mandate established by Executive Order B-16-12, 
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Jr. Way from Embarcadero West to 8th Street), TRANS-2c (Implement Bike Lanes Consistent 
with the Bike Plan on Washington Street from Embarcadero West to 10th Street), TRANS-3a 
(Implement At-Grade Railroad Crossing Improvements), and TRANS-3b (Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Overcrossing). In addition, as described in Section 4.7.3 under Sustainable Design Features, the 
Project’s buildings will be designed to achieve at least a LEED Gold rating or the comparable 
GreenPoint rating, which by nature will be accomplished through on-site measures that reduce 
GHG emission through more efficient use energy, materials and resources. 

For these reasons described above, the Project is consistent with the 2017 Scoping Plan Update. 

Consistency with Executive Order S-3-05 
Executive Order No. S3-05 established a goal of reducing the State’s GHG emissions to 
80 percent below the 1990 level by the year 2050. Based on the analysis presented herein, the 
Project’s emissions are expected to decline from its full buildout year starting in 2027 through at 
least 2050 due to existing plans, policies and regulations. As described above, implementation of 
the 2017 Scoping Plan Update would decrease emissions through the RPS, more fuel-efficient 
vehicles, VMT reduction, high speed rail and other alternative transportation options, and more 
efficient appliances, water heaters, and HVAC systems. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure GHG-1, the proposed Project would result in no net additional emissions and would not 
hinder achievement of the statewide 2050 goal established by Executive Order No. S3-05. The 
Project emissions show a decrease in trajectory over time towards the year 2050. 

The California Supreme Court in Cleveland National Forest Foundation, et al v. San Diego 
Association of Governments ((2017) 3 Cal. 5th 497, Supreme Court Case No. 5223603), upheld 
SANDAG’s EIR in its approach of not determining project impacts for 2050 based on Executive 
Order No. S3-05 goal for 2050, noting that “the [Executive Order No. S3-05] lacks the force of a 
legal mandate binding on SANDAG in the preparation of its EIR” and that the EIR was not 
required to “explicitly engage in an analysis of the consistency of projected 2050 emissions” with 
Executive Order No. S3-05. Therefore, determining impacts based on the Project’s consistency 
with Executive Order No. S3-05 is not required under CEQA and is presented here to inform 
decision makers and the public. 

Summary 
As discussed above, the Project would not conflict with attainment of near-term and long-term 
plans, policies and regulations created to achieve GHG reductions in Oakland, the Bay Area, and 
the State of California. With mitigation, there would be a less-than-significant impact involving a 
conflict with a plan, policy, or regulation adopted to reduce GHGs. Mitigation Measure GHG-1, 
as well as Mitigation Measures AIR-1b, AIR-1c, AIR-2c, AIR-2d, AIR-2e, HYD-1a, TRANS-1a, 
TRANS-1b, TRANS-1c, TRANS-1d, TRANS-1e, TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, TRANS-2c, TRANS-
3a, and TRANS-3b would directly support the Project’s alignment with the goals, policies, and 
regulations in these plans aimed at reducing GHGs. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Preparation and Implementation of a GHG Reduction 
Plan. (See Impact GHG-1) 1) 1
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Mitigation Measure AIR-1b: Criteria Air Pollutant Controls. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1c: Diesel Particulate Matter Controls. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2c: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. (See 
Section 4.2, Air Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2d: Diesel Truck Emission Reduction. (See Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2e: Criteria Pollutant Emission Reduction Plan. (See 
Section 4.2, Air Quality) 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1a: Creek Protection Plan (See Section 4.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a: Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b: Transportation Management Plan. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c: Implement a Transportation Hub on 2nd Street. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d: Implement Bus-Only Lanes on Broadway. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e: Implement Pedestrian Improvements. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2a: Implement Buffered Bike Lanes Consistent with 
the Bike Plan on 7th Street from Mandela Parkway to Martin Luther King Jr. Way. 
(See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2b: Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on Martin Luther King Jr. Way from Embarcadero West to 8th Street. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2c: Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on Washington Street from Embarcadero West to 10th Street. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a: At-grade railroad corridor and crossing 
improvements. (See Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b: Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing. (See 
Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation) 

Mitigation Measure UTIL-3: Recycling Collection and Storage Space. (See 
Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
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4.10 Land Use, Plans, and Policies 
This section describes the applicable regulatory and environmental setting for existing land uses 
(including maritime uses) within and around the site for the Project, the Project’s physical 
impacts on such uses, and the potential for land use conflicts with Project development that result 
in environmental impacts.  

The section starts with a description of existing land uses on the site, existing land use patterns in 
the vicinity, adopted General Plan land use classifications, and zoning designations in and around 
the Project site. The section then goes on to describe the applicable regulatory framework and 
plans and policies that guide uses and development of the Project site and vicinity before 
evaluating potential physical impacts on the environment that may result from the proposed 
Project. Appropriate mitigation measures are identified, as necessary to avoid or lessen the 
severity of potential impacts. Pursuant to the City of Oakland’s General Plan (General Plan), as 
well as Section 15358(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures are proposed only 
to address significant physical impacts that may result from development of the Project.  

With respect to land use and planning, CEQA focuses on whether a proposed project will cause 
an environmental impact due to a conflict with a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoid or mitigating an environmental effect. CEQA does not require an analysis of 
potential conflicts with plans or policies not adopted for the purpose of mitigating or avoiding an 
environmental impact; to the extent this Section discusses such plans, policies, or regulations, it is 
for informational purposes. Policy conflicts do not, in and of themselves, indicate a significant 
environmental effect within the meaning of CEQA, in that the intent of CEQA is to determine 
physical effects associated with a project. Inconsistency with a policy, plan, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect does not necessarily result in a 
significant impact pursuant to CEQA. To result in an impact under CEQA, the inconsistency must 
be related to a direct or indirect physical impact on the environment and result in a significant, 
adverse impact (as determined by application of the significance criteria in this EIR for the 
affected resource). 

Comments received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) included concerns with the introduction 
of non-industrial land uses into an area with existing industrial uses, marine terminal and ancillary 
operations, and railroads. Comments also contained concerns regarding potential conflicts between 
Project uses and existing maritime navigation uses, including conflicts between commercial 
vessels and recreational watercraft. Comments were also received regarding conflicts with plans 
and policies including the public trust doctrine, the San Francisco Bay Plan, and the San Francisco 
Bay Area Seaport Plan. Comments also contained concerns regarding the Project’s proposed land 
use compatibility with other plans such as the Downtown Oakland Specific Plan (DOSP). These 
issues are discussed in this section. 

This section also analyzes the Maritime Reservation Scenario, focused on environmental 
conditions, regulations, impacts, and mitigation measures that would be different from those 
identified for the proposed Project. 

n. 1
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1923, Chap. 174, as amended by Stats 1981, Chap. 1016). This approximately 10-acre portion 
of the Project site is public trust land, subject to public trust and legislative grant restrictions. 
Per the legislative grant, the City is required to establish a harbor on the granted lands, and is 
permitted to use the granted lands for wharves, docks, piers, slips, quays and other utilities, 
structures and appliances necessary or convenient for the promotion and accommodation of 
commerce and navigation. The Port may lease this portion for public trust uses for periods 
not to exceed 66 years. 

 1852 Tidelands. This approximately 22-acre portion of the Project site consists of filled 
tidelands that were granted by the State to the City of Oakland by an 1852 legislative trust 
grant (Stats. 1852, Chap. 107), which was then conveyed by the City to private parties, including 
Horace Carpentier and his affiliated entities. The City or the Port then re-acquired these lands 
from the successors-in-interest to Horace Carpentier pursuant to a settlement.  This area has a 
long history of litigation and title claims, most of which transpired during the middle to late 
19th century. An 1897 California Supreme Court decision (City of Oakland v. Oakland Water 
Front Co. (1897) 118 Cal. 160) confirmed that a settlement by which Horace Carpentier 
gained title to the lands, was valid, but whether this decision terminated the trust in the lands 
remains unclear.  Even assuming these lands were not subject to the public trust, to the extent 
these lands were acquired or improved with trust funds, they would be considered an asset of 
the trust (see, e.g., Harbors and Navigation Code Sections 1698(a)(3) and 1698(e)). 

 Rancho Uplands. This approximately 20-acre portion of the Project site consists of upland 
areas that are generally located landward of the ordinary high-water mark in its last natural 
location. These lands were never owned by the State, and were within the rancho grant 
confirmed and patented by the United States to Vincente and Domingo Peralta. As such, they 
were not subject to the public trust or included in any legislative grants. However, to the 
extent that these this portions of the Project site were acquired or improved with trust funds, 
they are considered an asset of the trust and to be used for public trust purposes. If the Port 
were to determine the property was no longer needed for trust purposes, however, the Port 
could, among other things, lease the lands for an economically productive non-trust use or 
sell them for fair market value, to generate revenue for the trust (see, e.g., Harbors and 
Navigation Code Section 6294).  

The proposed placement of non-trust uses on public trust lands within the Project site would be 
inconsistent with the Public Trust Doctrine. In order to resolve issues regarding the public trust 
status of portions of the Project site, Assembly Bill (AB) 1191 (Stats. 2019, Chap. 752), also 
known as the Oakland Waterfront Sports and Mixed-Use Project, Waterfront Access, 
Environmental Justice, and Revitalization Act, was enacted.  AB 1191 authorizes CSLC to take 
certain actions related to the development of the Howard Terminal property and the Project, 
including, among other things: 

 Authorizes CSLC to approve an exchange (potentially in phases) at the Howard Terminal 
property and settle any dispute as to the boundary or title status of the 1852 Tidelands, 1923 
Tidelands, and Rancho Uplands on the site if certain findings can be made, including that the 
exchange will not substantially interfere with public trust uses and purposes, and that the final 
trust lands will provide a significant benefit to the public trust and be useful for public trust 
purposes; and 
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 Authorizes CSLC to approve a baseball park as an allowed use of trust lands, along with 
other potentially public trust-consistent uses, such as visitor-serving retail, hotels, public 
access improvements, visitor-serving or water-oriented recreation, cultural and entertainment 
uses, and other uses on the final trust lands, provided certain conditions are met, including 
that the ballpark would maximize public use of trust assets and resources on the waterfront 
and not interfere with navigation of commercial vessels. 

San Francisco Bay Plan and San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan 
BCDC’s San Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan) implements the 1965 McAteer-Petris Act 
(Government Code Sections 66600–66694), which charges BCDC with planning for the long-
term use of the Bay and regulating development in and around the Bay.  The Bay Plan provides 
policy direction for BCDC’s permit authority regarding the placement of fill, extraction of 
materials, determining substantial changes in use of land, water, or structures within its 
jurisdiction, protection of the Bay habitat and shoreline, and maximizing public access to the Bay. 

Under the Bay Plan, BCDC regulates the placement of new “fill” (generally defined as any 
material placed in or over the water surface, including pilings, structures placed on pilings, and 
floating structures) in the Bay (Government Code Section 66605).  Over the years, BCDC has 
approved modifications to the Project site, including Bay fill for various port-related purposes 
(Catellus, 2019). Figure 4.10-4 presents the approximate shoreline location at time of McAteer-
Petris Act enactment in September 1965, the original 100-foot shoreline band jurisdiction, as well 
as the approximate area of fill authorized by BCDC subsequent to that time. As shown in the figure, 
the Project site’s shoreline in 1965 was likely fixed by a quay wall, or a concrete and steel wall used 
to dock floating vessels, which was constructed around 1910. As also shown on the figure, after 
1965, approximately 17 acres of additional fill was placed at the site to accommodate a container 
terminal with a marginal wharf.  

The McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay Plan2 provide for the designation of priority land uses for 
the Bay shoreline. These uses include ports, water-related industry, airports, wildlife refuges, and 
water-oriented recreation. The Bay Plan includes a series of maps that identify designated 
shoreline priority use areas, along with policies, notes and suggestions for future development of 
these areas. The Project site is shown on Bay Plan Map 5, Central Bay. The map identifies the 
Project site and adjacent properties as a “Port” priority use area. The Bay Plan refers the reader to 
the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan (the “Seaport Plan”), and provides that lands under this 
designation should be protected for marine terminals and directly related ancillary services. 
BCDC uses the Seaport Plan to help guide its regulatory decisions on permit applications, 
consistency determinations, and related matters. The Seaport Plan identifies the following goals: 

 Ensure continuation of the San Francisco Bay port system as a major world port and 
contributor to the economic vitality of the San Francisco Bay region; 

 Maintain or improve the environmental quality of San Francisco Bay and its environs; 

 Provide for efficient use of finite physical and fiscal resources consumed in developing and 
operating marine terminals through 2020; 

                                                      
2 See Bay Plan, Part I – Summary, Developing the Bay and Shoreline to Their Highest Potential, No. 3(a)) 
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 Provide for integrated and improved surface transportation facilities between San Francisco 
Bay ports and terminals and other regional transportation systems; and 

 Reserve sufficient shoreline areas to accommodate future growth in maritime cargo, thereby 
minimizing the need for new Bay fill for port development. 

The Bay Area Plan policies also provide that “Other uses, especially public access and public and 
commercial recreational development, should also be permissible uses provided they do not 
significantly impair the efficient utilization of the port area.” 3 

BCDC reviews permits for proposed projects in the shoreline band for consistency with the 
McAteer-Petris Act, the Bay Plan and the Seaport Plan, as amended by AB 1191.  AB 1191 
authorizes BCDC to take certain actions related to the development of the Howard Terminal 
property and the Project, including, among other things: 

 Establishes a deadline for BCDC to determine whether the Seaport Plan or the Bay Plan 
should retain or remove Seaport Plan or Bay Plan port priority use designations from the 
Howard Terminal property and adjacent areas currently designated for port priority use; 

 Authorizes BCDC, in considering permits for those aspects of the Project that lie within the 
BCDC’s jurisdiction, to find that the ballpark, public trust, and public open-space uses that lie 
within the BCDC jurisdictional bay fill lands are water-oriented uses, provided that certain 
conditions are met; and 

 Authorizes BCDC to grant a permit for those aspects of the Project that lie within the 
BCDC’s jurisdiction, notwithstanding certain Bay Plan policies applicable to BCDC’s Bay 
jurisdiction (Government Code Sections 66605(b), 66605(c), 66605(d), and 66605(f)), and 
Bay Plan policies on “Fills in Accord with Bay Plan,” “Fill for Bay-Oriented Commercial 
Recreation and Bay-Oriented Public Assembly on Privately-Owned or Publicly-Owned 
Property,” and “Filling for Public Trust Uses on Publicly-Owned Property Granted in Trust to 
a Public Agency by the Legislature,” if the Project is otherwise consistent with all other 
applicable BCDC laws and policies and if BCDC finds that (1) the Project will provide a 
substantial quantity of high-quality open space and public access, and will provide the public 
with views from and along major thoroughfares that invite the public to the waterfront, and 
(2) the Project will provide significant pedestrian and bicycle improvements both onsite and 
offsite in the vicinity of the project site to promote and encourage public access to, and public 
assembly at, the shoreline of the bay. 

Regional 
Plan Bay Area 2040 
As required by Senate Bill 375, all metropolitan regions in California must complete a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of a Regional Transportation Plan. In the Bay 
Area, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) are jointly responsible for developing and adopting a SCS that integrates 
transportation, land use, and housing to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB). The Plan Bay Area 2040, adopted in 2017, serves as the 
SCS for the Bay Area, per Senate Bill 375. As defined by the Plan, Priority Development Areas 

                                                      
3 See Bay Plan, Part IV - Development of the Bay and Shoreline: Findings and Policies, Ports, Policy Nos. 1 and 3. 
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(PDAs) are areas where new development will support the needs of residents and workers in a 
pedestrian-friendly environment served by transit. The Project is located within the “Oakland 
Downtown & Jack London Square” PDA—the area bounded generally by I-580 on the north, I-
980 on the west, the Oakland Estuary on the south, and Lake Merritt and 5th Avenue on the east. 

Local Plans, Ordinances and Policies 
City of Oakland Charter 
The City is a municipal corporation, enabled by authority vested through the Charter of the City 
of Oakland, adopted by the people of the City of Oakland on November 5, 1968, and ratified and 
made effective by the California Secretary of State on January 28, 1969.  As a charter city, the 
City has broad local authority with respect to land use planning and building permitting of lands 
lying within the City boundaries.  Pursuant to the Charter, the City Council of the City adopts the 
General Plan of the City.   

Under Article VII of the Charter, the City also acts through the Board of Port Commissioners, 
otherwise known as the Port of Oakland.  The Port of Oakland is a department of the City with 
the exclusive authority to control and manage certain lands of the City, referred to as the Port Area, 
in conformity with the Charter and the General Plan. Approximately 50 acres of the 55-acre Project 
site lie within the Port Area, with the remainder located within the Estuary Policy Plan area. 

In order to avoid administrative duplication, to appropriately allocate regulatory land use authority 
between the City and Port, and to facilitate the analysis of and, if approved by all applicable 
government agencies and entities, development of the Project, the Port and City, without waiving 
any of their respective authorities and jurisdiction over lands within the Port Area and consistent 
with Article VII of the Charter, are cooperating to establish a shared regulatory framework for the 
Project.  Pursuant to that framework, it is anticipated that the City and the Port will closely consult 
and confer with one another regarding the content of the proposed General Plan amendment and 
zoning regulations that will govern future development of the proposed Project, both of which 
will be presented to the City Council for its discretionary review and approval.  Further, it is 
anticipated that the City will accept applications for, process, and consider approval of all tentative 
and final subdivision maps and construction building permits as required for build-out of the Project.  
The Port specifically reserves its power and duty to issue Port building permits pursuant to 
Section 708 of the Charter, which building permits will be in addition to any other permits 
required by the City.   

Because development of the Project will require discretionary approvals from both the City and 
the Port, this Section discusses the application of regulations pursuant to both the City’s General 
Plan and relevant Port land use policies to the Project site.  The Project’s anticipated approvals 
are described in Chapter 3, Project Description. 

City of Oakland General Plan 
The Oakland General Plan establishes comprehensive, long-term land use policies for the City 
and provides the primary policy direction for development throughout the City and therefore the 
Project site. The General Plan consists of a series of “elements,” each of which deals with a 
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particular topic, and includes policies, many of which guide development citywide. The Oakland 
General Plan includes the Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) (adopted March 24, 1998), 
including the 2019 Oakland Bike Plan (July 2019) and the Pedestrian Master Plan (December 
2007, updated June 2017), which are adopted as part of the LUTE; the Historic Preservation 
Element (adopted March 8, 1994 and amended July 21, 1998); the Open Space, Conservation, and 
Recreation (OSCAR) Element (adopted June 11, 1996); the Safety Element (November 2004, 
amended 2012); the 2015-2023 Housing Element Update (December 9, 2014); and the Noise 
Element (June 21, 2005). 

The majority of the Project site is located within the “General Industry and Transportation” General 
Plan land use classification established by the LUTE (City of Oakland, 2015). The General Industry 
and Transportation classification is intended to recognize, preserve, and enhance areas of the City 
for a wide variety of businesses and related establishments that may have the potential to create 
off-site impacts such as noise, light/glare, truck traffic, and odor. General Industry and Transportation 
areas are characterized by sites with good freeway, rail, seaport, and/or airport access. 

Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) 
Relevant General Plan LUTE Policies  
The LUTE of the Oakland General Plan contains the following land use policies that address 
issues related to land use and planning, and/or are particularly relevant to the Project (City of 
Oakland, 2007). The Project site is located in the Central/Chinatown planning area.  

Industry and Commerce Policies 

Policy I/C3.5 Promoting Culture, Recreation, and Entertainment. Cultural, recreational, 
and entertainment uses should be promoted within the downtown, particularly in the vicinity 
of the Fox and Paramount Theaters, and within the Jack London Square area. 

Policy I/C.4.1: Protecting Existing Activities. Existing industrial, residential, and 
commercial activities and areas which are consistent with long term land use plans for the 
City should be protected from the intrusion of potentially incompatible land uses. 

Policy I/C4.2: Minimizing Nuisances. The potential for new or existing industrial or 
commercial uses, including seaport and airport activities, to create nuisance impacts on 
surrounding residential land uses should be minimized through appropriate siting and 
efficient implementation and enforcement of environmental and development controls. 

Transportation and Transit‐Oriented Development Policies 

Policy T2.1: Encouraging Transit-Oriented Development. Transit-oriented development 
should be encouraged at existing or proposed transit nodes, defined by the convergence of 
two or more modes of public transit such as BART, bus, shuttle service, light rail or electric 
trolley, ferry, and inter-city or commuter rail. 

Policy T2.2: Guiding Transit-Oriented Development. Transit-oriented developments should 
be pedestrian oriented, encourage night and day times use, provide the neighborhood with 
needed goods and services, contain a mix of land uses, and be designed to be compatible with 
the character of surrounding neighborhoods. 

5). 1
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 Objective SA-1: Create a clear and continuous system of public access along the Estuary 
shoreline. 

 Objective SA-2: Punctuate the shoreline promenade with a series of parks and larger open 
spaces. 

Retail, Dining, and Entertainment District Policy JL.1: Reinforce retail, dining, and 
entertainment uses along the waterfront, and extend these uses along Broadway to create 
a regional entertainment destination. 

Shoreline Access and Public Spaces Policy JL-8.2: Create new open spaces that expand 
the opportunities to view, appreciate, and enjoy the water’s edge. 

The Estuary Policy Plan also contains specific policy guidance, which includes “Redevelopment 
of the block bounded by the historic boat basin, the Embarcadero, Clay and Jefferson streets for 
public-oriented commercial-recreational and/or cultural use (e.g., maritime museum).” 

Applicable Estuary Policy Plan policies are also discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources. 

Oakland Energy and Climate Action Plan 
An Oakland Energy and Climate Action Plan (ECAP) adopted in 2012 identified, evaluated and 
recommend prioritized actions to reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions in Oakland 
(City of Oakland, 2018b). The 2012 ECAP identified transportation and land use priority actions 
to reduce GHG impacts to a quantitative target by 2020, including adopting PDAs per the Plan 
Bay Area. An update to the ECAP, the Oakland 2030 Equitable Climate Action Plan, was 
adopted in July 2020, and is a comprehensive plan aimed at achieving the City’s 2030 GHG 
reduction target and increasing Oakland’s resilience to the impacts of the climate crisis, both 
through a deep equity lens (City of Oakland, 2020). The ECAP and the City’s 2030 GHG 
emission reduction target are described further in Sections 4.2, Air Quality; 4.5, Energy; and 4.7, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Oakland Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance 
City of Oakland Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance (Oakland Municipal Code, Chapter 
12.36) permits removal of protected trees under certain circumstances. To grant a tree removal 
permit, the City must determine that removal is necessary to accomplish specific objectives related 
to public health and safety, property rights, views, acceptable professional practices, and 
vegetation management prescriptions in certain areas. Consistency with the Oakland Tree 
Preservation and Removal Ordinance is evaluated in Section 4.3, Biological Resources.  

Oakland Transit First Policy 
The City’s Public Transit and Alternative Modes (“Transit First”) Resolution (No. 73036 C.M.S) 
recognizes the importance of striking a balance between economic development opportunities and 
the mobility needs of those who travel by means other than the private automobile. The policy 
favors modes of travel that have the potential to provide the greatest mobility for people rather 
than vehicles (City of Oakland, 1996a). Discussion of this policy is included in Section 4.15, 
Transportation and Circulation.  

s. 1
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community, or the placement of a development in such a manner that it physically separates one 
portion of an established community from the remainder of that community. The construction of a 
new major highway through an existing residential neighborhood would constitute a typical example 
of a physical division of an established community.  

The Project site is located in the Port Area, in a geographic area with marine terminals and 
ancillary operations that is a part of an integrated warehouse and transportation industrial logistics 
network, including rail. There are no typical residential neighborhoods or “communities” on or 
immediately adjacent to the Project site. Therefore, development of the site would not physically 
divide an established neighborhood or community.  

Howard Terminal is one of the only Port of Oakland seaport facilities that is directly connected to 
the City’s street grid and it serves as the current eastern edge of a commercial and industrial area 
of Port uses and privately-owned and operated businesses along the waterfront. As such, Howard 
Terminal represents the border between the maritime industrial uses of the Port and the 
entertainment-oriented commercial district of Jack London Square. The conversion of Howard 
Terminal from industrial use to entertainment, residential, and office/commercial uses would 
move the boundary between the Port’s maritime activities and the Jack London Square 
commercial-entertainment district to the west, rather than creating a new division between the 
two.  

The Project would involve the conversion of Howard Terminal from maritime service use to mixed-
use commercial and residential. Existing short-term maritime-related leases would end, and tenants 
would need to relocate from Howard Terminal. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, 
the existing tenants and users of Howard Terminal are assumed to move to other locations within 
the Seaport (including the Roundhouse parking adjacent to Howard Terminal), the City, or the 
region where their uses are permitted under applicable zoning and other regulations. All trucks 
currently making trips in/out of Howard Terminal will continue to make the same number of trips to 
and from the Seaport from their new locations, and while not proposed as part of the Project, it is 
possible that truck parking currently located at Howard Terminal would relocate to the Roundhouse 
site to the west of Schnitzer Steel.5 Truck parking is an allowable use at the Roundhouse, that 
would be consistent with surrounding industrial and maritime land uses, but would be subject to 
separate action by the Port of Oakland Board of Commissioners, and would be consistent with 
surrounding industrial and maritime land uses. The resulting transportation-related impacts are 
assessed in Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation, along with other potential impacts to 
Port-related truck and rail access. Potential impacts to vessels accessing the Port are analyzed under 
Impact LUP-2, below. 

The Project would also reduce barriers and extend public connections to the waterfront. The 
Project would develop Athletics Way, an extension of Water Street from Jack London Square, 
that would be a pedestrian promenade leading to and encircling the ballpark and connecting the 
Project site to Jack London Square. The Project would also develop a Waterfront Park, which 

                                                      
5  Relocation of truck parking to the Roundhouse site is not proposed as part of the Project, but may be an indirect 

effect of the Project and would fulfil the Port’s commitment, made in conjunction with redevelopment of the 
Oakland Army Base (OAB), to designate 15 acres for overnight parking.   

y. 

There are no typical residential neighborhoods or “communities” on or 
immediately adjacent to the Project sit herefore,e. T
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would provide public access to the shoreline in the Project site, further extending the existing 
shoreline access located along Jack London Square. Additionally, the Project also proposes 
adding approximately 1.25 miles of the Bay Trail along the waterfront as part of the Waterfront 
Park, and to complete a proposed segment on 2nd Street between Brush and Clay Streets. The 
Project’s proposed onsite circulation system would be designed to provide connectivity to the 
outside street network along the northern edges of the Project site. The proposed bicycle and 
pedestrian network would also join the existing City street and pedestrian network on the eastern 
edge of the Project site.  

Therefore, the Project would not physically divide an established community, although it would 
move the boundary between Port-related industrial uses and the Jack London Square commercial-
entertainment district to the west. The impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

______________________________ 

Land Use Compatibility 
Impact LUP-2: The Project could result in a fundamental conflict with adjacent or nearby 
land or water-based uses. (Criterion 2) (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

While fundamental land use conflicts are no longer included in the State CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G checklist, this topic remains an adopted CEQA significance threshold for the City of 
Oakland. Thus, this discussion evaluates the potential for fundamental conflicts by assessing 
potential physical impacts of the proposed development (e.g., the Project’s potential to affect 
trucks or vessels associated with maritime operations, resulting in environmental impacts). This 
discussion also evaluates potential impacts of the environment on the Project (e.g., exposure of 
new residents to air pollutants), even though CEQA does not generally require an agency to 
consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project’s future users or 
residents, except to the extent the proposed project will exacerbate those conditions.  

For the purpose of this analysis, a fundamental conflict with adjacent or nearby land uses means 
that the character of activities associated with one land use is in fundamental conflict with the 
uses of adjacent land, or the characteristics of one land use disrupts or degrades adjacent land 
uses to such a degree that the functional use of the adjacent land for its existing or planned 
purpose is imperiled.  

The Seaport represents a unique industrial land use in the Bay Area. It is a major seaport that 
cannot be relocated, and is integrated with a regional transportation network of roads and rail. 
The Seaport is a major economic driver for the Bay Area, supporting more than 27,000 jobs in the 
region and generating over $2.2 billion annually in business revenue and $281 million in State 
and local taxes; the total economic output associated with the Seaport is estimated to be over $60 

n: No

d.

fundamental conflict with adjacent or nearby land uses means
that the character of activities associated with one land use is in fundamental conflict with the
uses of adjacent land, or the characteristics of one land use disrupts or degrades adjacent land 
uses to such a degree that the functional use of the adjacent land for its existing or planned 
purpose is imperiled.
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reduce vehicle traffic generated by the Project by 20 percent. The Project sponsor would also be 
required to establish a TDM Plan for the performance venue that incorporates traffic management 
strategies to minimize its traffic impact on neighboring communities, including the Seaport, that 
may include traffic and/or parking control officers or other personnel acceptable to the City to 
manage traffic at key intersections and railroad crossings. The TDM Plans for the Project would 
be required as Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a. As also discussed in Section 4.15, measures 
have been identified in the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to specifically address 
ballpark event transportation that could affect Seaport operations, including signage and traffic 
management at key intersections to protect Seaport access on Adeline Street. This active 
management of traffic volumes before and after ballgames and large events coinciding with peak 
periods would be included in the TMP included as Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b. 

The potential increase in non-Port vehicles cutting through the Seaport was assessed based on 
existing traffic patterns and the expected trip distribution, and found that Project-related traffic 
would contribute to a limited increase in cut through traffic in the AM and PM peak periods, as 
shown in Appendix TRA. Nonetheless, the potential for cut through traffic is a concern for the 
efficiency of Seaport operations. One of the TMP strategies for the ballpark is to collaborate with 
the navigational application (App) providers to remove, to the extent feasible, one or more 
Seaport streets from the Apps so drivers are routed around, rather than through, the Seaport. The 
TMP would also include a performance standard for cut-through traffic. If the standard is not met, 
additional measures would be implemented to reduce cut-through traffic. One possible measure 
would be preventing eastbound and westbound through movements of private vehicles at the 
intersection of I-880/Frontage Road and 7th Street to reduce cut-through volumes. 

The technical analysis in Appendix TRA shows that Port-related traffic would not be 
substantially impacted by trips to and from the Project site. Port-related traffic would continue to 
be able to use Adeline Street to travel between the Port and the I-880 corridor. It is possible, 
however, that some truck drivers may make the conscious choice to avoid the Adeline Street 
corridor when there is an event at the ballpark and use either the 7th Street or Maritime Street 
access to the Seaport. For this reason, a sensitivity test was performed to analyze traffic 
conditions that would occur under this scenario. As described in Section 4.15, the sensitivity 
analysis shows that the transportation network would function well with all but one intersection 
operating at LOS C or better and average queues within available storage lengths. Per the TMP 
included as Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b, if Port-related performance standards for travel time 
are not met, for example due to increased ballpark traffic, additional measures would be 
implemented, such as additional road closures or traffic control personnel. 

The Project would also introduce additional pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle traffic at the existing 
at-grade railroad crossings and potentially at the uncontrolled areas between the at-grade 
crossings. This additional multimodal traffic would increase the potential for conflicts with motor 
vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians along the railroad corridor in the Project vicinity and through 
Jack London District both at at-grade crossings and between crossings, and could delay rail 
access to the Seaport. As a result, a series of at-grade and grade separated crossing improvements 
have been identified for the railroad corridor. These railroad crossing improvements are required 
for the Project under Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a (Implement At-Grade Railroad Crossing 

1b. 1
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Improvements), as described in Section 4.15. Additionally, Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b 
(Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing) would require the construction of a grade-separated 
overcrossing for pedestrians and bicyclists seeking to access the Project site, which would reduce 
the potential for conflicts with rail traffic and the potential for delay in Seaport access. As 
discussed in Section 4.15, proposed improvements imposed through Mitigation Measures TRANS-
3a and TRANS-3b would substantially improve railroad corridor safety within the limits of the 
improvements but are subject to review and approval by the California Public Utility Commission 
(CPUC) and would not eliminate the use of at-grade crossings by pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
vehicles accessing the proposed Project. For this reason, and because the improvements are 
subject to the review and approval of another agency, the transportation Impact TRANS-3 related 
to transportation hazards would be significant and unavoidable (see Section 4.15, Transportation 
and Circulation).  

With or without the rail safety improvements, Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a and TRANS-1b 
incorporate traffic management strategies to minimize Project traffic impacts on neighboring 
communities, including the Seaport, that may include traffic and/or parking control officers or 
other personnel acceptable to the City to manage traffic at key intersections.  These personnel 
may also be deployed to railroad crossings if needed to ensure either their safety or operation.   

Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a and TRANS-1b, the Project 
would not result in a fundamental land use conflict with Seaport road operations and rail access, 
and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Recreational Watercraft and Maritime Navigation 
While the Project does not propose facilities for recreational watercraft or direct water access, the 
ballpark and Waterfront Park could indirectly create a new demand for recreational watercraft 
users adjacent to the Project site. Recreational water users, especially kayakers, are often present 
in McCovey Cove during baseball games at Oracle Park8 in San Francisco, to the point that the 
Port of San Francisco has developed Safe Boating Regulations for McCovey Cove which outline 
safety guidelines for motorized and non-motorized vessels and specify the amount of time that 
motorized boats can be anchored. McCovey Cove also has an established “No Motor Zone” for 
non-motorized vessels such as kayaks, canoes, and rafts (Port of San Francisco, 2019).  

Based on the San Francisco experience, it is reasonable to assume that the construction of a 
waterfront ballpark at the Project site would create similar interest and an increase in recreational 
water users around the Project site could occur, although the ballpark’s orientation as well as the 
existing setting adjacent to the Inner Harbor differs from Oracle Park and McCovey Cove. As 
shown in Figure 3-9, the Project ballpark’s outfield walls would not be directly adjacent to the 
Bay, as is the case with Oracle Park, and would not generate the same fan experience as seen with 
the “splash hits”9 into McCovey Cove. The proposed ballpark would have an opening oriented to 

                                                      
8 The home of the San Francisco Giants, previously AT&T Park. 
9 A “splash hit” is a home run that is hit directly into McCovey Cove during a San Francisco Giants baseball game at 

Oracle Park. It is a practice among the non-motorized boaters using the cove to retrieve the baseball as a souvenir 
(San Francisco Giants, 2019). 
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the protocol in preventing non-compliant boating activity, shipping delays, and water 
safety hazards. After this opening baseball season, the Approving Parties shall continue 
to meet monthly to review the effectiveness of the protocol unless less frequent meetings 
are mutually agreed upon. Additionally, the Approving Parties shall review annually the 
number of OPD warnings and citations, safety incidents, and water-related emergency 
responses to ensure that the safety measures are effective. 

The Approving Parties shall make good faith efforts to regularly revise the initial 
protocol based on the effectiveness and feasibility of the protocol in preventing non-
compliant boating activity, shipping delays, and water safety hazards. If the Approving 
Parties cannot mutually agree to revise the protocol to ensure that it effectively prevents 
non-compliant boating activity, shipping delays, and water safety hazards within 30 days 
of first making such efforts, then the Port may require additional operational safety 
measures that are similar to those listed in the initial protocol, including measures such as 
increased water-based patrols or enhanced signage, which shall be promptly implemented 
by Project sponsor at Project sponsor’s sole cost.  

Light and Glare and Maritime Navigation 
Light and glare as it broadly pertains to daytime and nighttime views is discussed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, Wind, and Shadow. The following discussion focuses on the proposed Project’s 
operational light and glare impacts on adjacent or nearby water-based uses, specifically maritime 
navigation.  During the EIR scoping process, the City received comments requesting that the EIR 
analyze the potential effects of light and glare on maritime navigation. For example, the Port of 
Oakland stated that the EIR should “evaluate the impacts of lighting on navigational safety in the 
Inner Harbor” and should “identify mitigation measures, including design and operational restrictions 
relating to light and glare interference, to allow safe vessel navigation in the federal channels in 
compliance with all applicable standards, such as the Port of Oakland Exterior Lighting Policy.” (Port 
of Oakland Comments on Waterfront Ballpark NOP of DEIR, p. 10 (January 7, 2019).)12 Due to 
the sensitivity of surrounding uses, including use of the nearby turning basin by vessels, a quantitative 
light and glare analysis was prepared by HLB Lighting Design (2020) (Appendix AES). 

As discussed in Section 4.1, the ballpark alone would not create a substantial source of daytime 
glare because the façade has been designed without reflective materials and field lighting would not 
be employed during daytime hours. However, adjacent buildings under Phase 1 and Buildout could 
create new sources of daytime glare. The potential for substantial new daytime glare from the 
building facades would be minimized through implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1b, 
Bird Collision Reduction Measures, as described in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, which 
would reduce the amount of reflective glass and polished surfaces on proposed buildings. 

During evening and nighttime hours, Project lighting and signage associated with project 
operations would result in brightly illuminated surfaces that would be visible from vessels using 
the Inner Harbor. As shown in Tables 4.1-3 to 4.1-5 in Section 4.1-1, Aesthetics, Wind, and 
Shadow, receptor locations 2 (Inner Harbor Turning Basin at an elevation of 190 feet above 
water), 2B (Inner Harbor Turning Basin at an elevation of 64 feet above water), and 2C (Inner 
                                                      
12  The Port also requested that the EIR analyze light and glare impacts associated with flights to or from the Oakland 

Airport. The Project site is located more than two miles from the airport. For this reason, as noted in Chapter 4.8 
(Hazards), the potential for such impacts is not considered significant. 
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Figure 4.10-7 

Section Showing the Line-of-Site Between Receptor Locations 2, 2B, and 2C  
and the Proposed Project Outfield Lighting Fixture 

SOURCE: HLB Lighting Design, 2020 
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perspective 25 to 190 feet above water. Because of this downward angle, fireworks are not likely 
to be in the direct line of site of maritime pilots, and therefore, would not substantially interfere 
with their ability to navigate the Estuary.  

Additionally, the U.S. Coast Guard regulates firework displays that are set off from barges in the 
San Francisco Bay (33 CFR § 165.1191). Currently, pyrotechnic events using barges are held 
near Oracle Park during home baseball games, near Pier 39 during the Fourth of July, near Pier 3 
during Fleet Week, and near the San Francisco Ferry Building on New Year’s Eve, among others. 
Prior to these events, the U.S. Coast Guard establishes a temporary safety zone during the loading 
and transit of the fireworks barge, until after completion of the fireworks display to restrict 
navigation in the vicinity of the fireworks loading, transit, and firing site (typically a 100-foot 
radius during loading and set-up, and increases to a 560-1,000-foot radius upon commencement 
of the fireworks display). These regulations are needed to keep spectators and vessels away from 
the immediate vicinity of the fireworks firing sites to ensure the safety of participants, spectators, 
and transiting vessels. The Project sponsor would be required to obtain clearance for the 
pyrotechnic events involving barges from the U.S. Coast Guard, which would include notification 
of the event in the U.S. Coast Guard’s Local Notice to Mariners prior to the event. The U.S. 
Coast Guard would also determine the radius required for the safety zone. 

Given that fireworks displays would be typically above the line of sight of maritime pilots, safety 
zones would be enforced the U.S. Coast Guard, and notification would be given prior to fireworks 
displays, pyrotechnic displays are not expected to adversely affect the ability of maritime pilots to 
navigate the Inner Harbor and the Project would not result in a fundamental conflict in this regard. 

Based on the foregoing, and with implementation of Mitigation Measures LUP-1b and BIO-1b, 
impacts to maritime pilots would not be expected to be substantial or adverse, and the proposed 
Project would not result in a fundamental conflict with regard to water-based uses, such as 
maritime navigation, due to light and glare conflicts 

Compatibility with the Existing Noise Environment 
Potential land use conflicts could arise due to the introduction of residential and open space 
(park) uses on the Project site adjacent to Port, industrial, and railroad uses. Residents living close 
to industrial uses may experience higher levels of noise than those found in non-industrial areas. 
To the extent that noise exposures exceed what would be expected by persons choosing to live in 
a mixed-use industrial area or near a railroad corridor, they could indicate a fundamental conflict 
with adjacent or nearby land uses and the need for mitigation. As discussed in Section 4.11, Noise 
and Vibration, the City of Oakland uses Land Use Compatibility Guidelines to determine noise-
affected uses (see Table 4.11-7). Noise levels of 65 Day/Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 
measured near the site of the proposed Waterfront Park are within the normally acceptable range 
established by the City’s land use noise environment guidelines. Noise levels of 75 DNL were 
measured near Schnitzer Steel and noise levels of 72 DNL were measured adjacent to the UPRR 
tracks where potential residences could be located, which would be at the top end of the “normally 
unacceptable” noise exposure category for residential uses. The General Plan indicates that residential 
development should only proceed in such an area provided that a detailed analysis of the noise 
reduction requirements be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

ts 1
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With regard to residential uses, Mitigation Measure NOI-3, Noise Reduction Plan for 
Exposure to Community Noise, requires the Project sponsor to submit a Noise Reduction Plan 
prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer for City review and approval that identifies specific 
noise reduction measures (e.g., sound-rated window, wall, and door assemblies) to achieve an 
acceptable interior noise level of 45 DNL within the interior space of residential buildings. With 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure NOI-3, the noise exposure of proposed residential uses 
would be compatible with the City’s land use noise environment guidelines, and would not 
indicate a fundamental conflict with adjacent land uses. 

With the inclusion of Mitigation Measure NOI-3, the Project would not expose Project residents 
to existing noise levels in excess of the City’s Land Use Compatibility Guidelines such that a 
fundamental land use conflict would occur.  

Compatibility with the Existing Air Quality 
Residential and office/commercial uses proposed by the Project near the Port uses (which 
includes many pollutant sources including heavy-duty trucks, diesel locomotives, off-road 
equipment, stationary sources, and water borne vessels), industrial uses (Schnitzer Steel and other 
stationary pollutant sources), and railroads would be exposed to sources of diesel exhaust 
emissions and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). To the extent that air pollutant emissions 
would expose new residents to substantial health risks, this could indicate a fundamental conflict 
with nearby or adjacent land uses and the need for mitigation. As discussed in Section 4.2, Air 
Quality, construction and operation of the Project would expose proposed on-site sensitive 
receptors to substantial levels of TACs. Incorporation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1c, Diesel 
Particulate Matter Controls; AIR-2c, Diesel Backup Generator Specifications; AIR-2d, 
Diesel Truck Emission Reduction; AIR-2e, Criteria Pollutant Mitigation Plan; AIR-3, 
Truck-Related Risk Reduction Measures – Toxic Air Contaminants; AIR-4a, Install 
MERV16 Filtration Systems; and AIR-4b, Exposure to Air Pollution – Toxic Air 
Contaminants, would reduce Project-related impacts to less than significant levels.  

However, high background (existing) levels of pollutants and TACs at the Project site pose health 
risks to proposed on-site sensitive receptors, and while Project-related impacts related to the 
exposure of proposed on-site sensitive receptors to substantial levels of TACs can be mitigated to 
less than significant levels, under cumulative conditions, impacts to on-site sensitive receptors 
would be significant and unavoidable. Mitigation Measures AIR-1b, Criteria Air Pollutant 
Controls, AIR-1c, AIR-2c, AIR-2d, AIR-2e, AIR-3, AIR-4a, AIR-4b, and AIR-2.CU, 
Implement Applicable Strategies from the West Oakland Community Action Plan, are 
identified to reduce air quality impacts under cumulative conditions to the extent feasible. 

It should also be noted that the analysis of cumulative health risks to on-site receptors is based on 
an analysis of a MEIR located in Block 6, close to the ballpark (nearer to the northern boundary 
of the Project site), since this receptor would experience maximum exposure from onsite 
construction. However, there is evidence that TAC and PM2.5 emissions are worst closest to the 
southwestern boundary of the site. This is illustrated in Figure 4.10-8a and Figure 4.10-8b. 
Additionally, as described in Section 4.2, the cumulative HRA overestimates the health risk 
impacts associated with Schnitzer Steel on new on-site sensitive receptors, because Schnitzer 

es.

ur.

1

2

 

AR 0008955



Page: 45
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 8:47:48 AM 
This is deferral of mitigation, and inconsistent with ECAP because it exacerbates impacts to west oakland community. 

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 8:49:21 AM 
Provide analysis of impacts to existing residents, not just project residents.  This is a significant impact and inconsistency with general plan and 
ECAP.  
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Steel is currently in the process of designing and installing emissions controls to reduce its 
stationary source TAC emissions in order to comply with the air district regulations. Also, as 
discussed in Sections 4.2, Air Quality, and 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, there are existing 
plans and regulations to improve air quality in the Project vicinity. 

The California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook 
recommends to avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a railyard, consider siting 
limitations and mitigation approaches to development within one miles of railyards, and consider 
limitations on the siting of new sensitive land uses in areas immediately downwind of ports due to 
exposure to diesel and other emissions. However, CARB acknowledges that recommendations in 
its handbook need to be balanced with other State and local policies, including those related to 
addressing housing and transportation needs, the benefits of urban infill, and community 
economic development priorities (CARB, 2005).  

CARB also recently published a Technical Advisory containing strategies to reduce air pollution 
exposure near high-volume roadways that contains strategies to help decrease pollution exposure 
near their sources. Scientific evidence indicates that implementing the strategies contained in the 
Technical Advisory can decrease exposure to air pollution in a variety of locations and contexts, 
so these strategies are applicable in a broad range of developments, not just those located near 
high-volume roadways. Indoor high efficiency filtration included in Mitigation Measure AIR-5a 
(Install MERV16 Filtration Systems) is identified as a strategy that removes pollution from the 
air. Another strategy is implementing building and streetscape design that promotes air flow and 
pollutant dispersion. Research studies show that street corridors characterized by buildings with 
varying shapes and heights, building articulations (street frontage design elements like edges and 
corners that help break up building mass), and spaces that encourage air flow (e.g., parks) benefit 
from better pollutant dispersion and air quality. Solid barriers, such as sound walls can also increase 
vertical dispersion of pollutants. Vegetation also has the potential to alter pollutant transport and 
dispersion. Maximum benefits have been shown to occur when vegetation is combined with solid 
barriers (CARB, 2017). Additionally, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has 
published Recommendations for Constructing Roadside Vegetation Barriers to Improve Near-
Road Air Quality that contains characteristics of effective vegetation barriers, including height, 
thickness, porosity, seasonality, and pollution/stress resistance (U.S. EPA, 2016).  

n. M
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is proposed and documentation of actual mitigating values of proposed vegetation, based on the sources listed.  This is foreseeable and should 
be included in the analysis. What is the percentage of the site proposed to be vegetaed?
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Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project

Figure 4.10-8a
On-site Cumulative Cancer Risk (2024)

SOURCE: Ramboll, 2020
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Provide evaluation of increased cancer risk in adjacent west oakland community as a result of project i9mplementation, and explain how this is 
consistent with ECAP goals for frontline communities.
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Figure 4.10-8b
On-site Cumulative PM2.5 Concentration (2024)

SOURCE: Ramboll, 2020
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Mitigation Measure LUP-1c, Land Use Siting and Buffers, would incorporate these strategies 
by imposing siting limitations to physically separate sensitive land uses and strategies to buffer 
sensitive Project uses from nearby Port, rail, and industrial operations. Prohibiting residential uses 
west of Myrtle Street would separate potential on-site sensitive receptors from Port and industrial 
operations west of the Project site, and would place residential uses over 1,000 feet from the UPRR 
railyard to the northwest of the Project site, which is consistent with the guidance contained in 
CARB’s land use handbook. Buffering strategies included in Mitigation Measure LUP-1c that 
would promote air flow and pollutant dispersion, combined with Mitigation Measures AIR-1b, 
AIR-1c, AIR-2c, AIR-2d, AIR-2e, AIR-3, AIR-4a, AIR-4b, and AIR-2.CU would reduce air quality 
impacts to sensitive receptors on-site. Therefore, with the implementation these mitigation 
measures, the Project would not result in a fundamental conflict with nearby or adjacent land uses 
due to air quality 

Mitigation Measure LUP-1c: Land Use Siting and Buffers.  

All proposed sensitive uses (including residences and childcare facilities) on the Project 
site shall be prohibited west of Myrtle Street. Prohibiting residential uses west of Myrtle 
Street would separate potential on-site sensitive receptors from Port and industrial 
operations west of the Project site, and would place residential uses over 1,000 feet from 
the UPRR railyard to the northwest of the Project site, per guidance from the California 
Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (2005). Prior to 
the issuance of a construction-related permit, the Project sponsor shall develop detailed 
plans and specifications for buffering strategies to be used during Project development, 
including timing and phasing of implementation to precede on-site sensitive receptors. 
Buffering strategies to be used on the Project site shall incorporate guidance contained in 
CARB’s Technical Advisory: Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-
Volume Roadways (2017) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (U.S. EPA’s) 
Recommendations for Constructing Roadside Vegetation Barriers to Improve Near-Road 
Air Quality (2016) and include (but not be limited to): 

1. The creation of building and streetscape design principles that shall incorporate 
buildings with varying shapes and heights, building articulations, and spaces that 
encourage air flow.  

2. Solid barriers (e.g., sound walls or building walls) along the western perimeter of the 
Project site that shall be used in combination with vegetation barriers (i.e., dense 
trees/vegetation planted next to the solid barrier). If implemented Solid building 
exterior walls built on the western property line of Block 17 shall be used in 
combination with upper level setbacks and landscaping elements. 

3. Vegetated buffers along the western perimeter of the site and portions of the northern 
perimeter west of Market Street that shall be planted densely, contain plants tolerant 
of air pollution, use trees, shrubs, and grasses for multi-level pollutant trapping, and 
use multiple species to minimize risks with low diversity.  

City planning staff shall review and accept the Project sponsor’s plans and 
specification, together with their proposed timing and phasing strategies prior to 
issuance of any construction-related permit. Accepted plans, specifications, and 
phasing shall be referenced on all subsequent construction-related plans submitted to 
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:00:34 AM 
Modify mitigation measure to include buffer of 1,000 feet to existing UPRR rail line, which is also a pollutant source, and include mitigation 
measure to shield existing west oakland and 737 2nd street residents from these impacts.  This includes siting new buildings 1000 feet from 
existing residents, reducing building heights to match adjacent neighborhood, and relocating structures to eliminate wind impacts.

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:01:00 AM 
Where is Block 17?

Number: 3 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:02:23 AM 
Provide a quantifiable mitigation that demonstrates that any pollutant reduction will occur as a result of this mitigation. In addition, show the 
precise location of where such a buffer would be located, not a general description.

Number: 4 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:03:13 AM 
What is the financial relationship between city, developer and consultant?  the city is not an impartial arbiter.
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the City’s building official, who shall determine compliance prior to permit issuance 
and upon final inspection. 

The project Sponsor shall be responsible for maintaining all solid barriers and vegetated 
buffers for the life of the Project.  

Mitigation Measure Effectiveness 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure LUP-1c would impose siting limitations to physically separate 
sensitive land uses and strategies to buffer sensitive Project uses from nearby Port, rail, and industrial 
operations. Prohibiting residential uses west of Myrtle Street would separate potential on-site 
sensitive receptors from Port and industrial operations west of the Project site, and would place 
residential uses over 1,000 feet from the UPRR railyard to the northwest of the Project site, per 
guidance from CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook. With regard to buffering strategies, 
scientific evidence indicates that implementing the strategies contained in CARB’s Technical 
Advisory, including building and streetscape design principles, solid barriers, and vegetated 
buffers, can decrease exposure to air pollution in a variety of locations and contexts (CARB, 2017).  

While high background (existing) levels of pollutants and TACs at the Project site pose health 
risks to proposed on-site sensitive receptors, and under cumulative conditions, impacts to on-site 
sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable, Mitigation Measures AIR-1b, AIR-1c, 
AIR-2c, AIR-2d, AIR-2e, AIR-3, AIR-4a, AIR-4b, and AIR-2.CU, are identified to reduce air 
quality impacts under cumulative conditions to the extent feasible (see Impact AIR-2.CU in 
Section 4.2, Air Quality). As noted above, a fundamental land use conflict would occur if the 
characteristics of one land use disrupts or degrades adjacent land uses to such a degree that the 
functional use of the adjacent land for its existing or planned purpose is imperiled. Thus, with 
implementation of these air quality measures and the siting and buffering measures outlined in 
Mitigation Measure LUP-1c, the Project would not interfere with adjacent Port, rail, or industrial 
operations, and would not result in a fundamental land use conflict in this regard. 

Other Impacts of the Project on Existing Land and Water-based Uses 
Concerns are often raised about compatibility when there is a potential for new uses (e.g., 
residents) to raise complaints about existing land and water-based uses. As discussed previously, 
the Port represents a unique industrial land use in the Bay Area. The Port is a major seaport and 
cannot be relocated; is integrated with a regional transportation network of roads and rail; and is a 
major economic driver for the Bay Area. The Project, with its proposed ballpark and residential 
and office/commercial uses, could result in a fundamental conflict with adjacent or nearby land 
and water-based uses if it substantially affects the functioning or viability of these Port uses. 
Similarly, the City's General Plan provides that existing industrial activities should be protected 
from potentially incompatible land uses (Policy I/C4.2) and that buffering, truck traffic 
management efforts, and other mitigations should be used to minimize the impact of other uses on 
the Port and neighboring activities (Policy W1.3).  

Based on the Port's experience with nearby users and residents, complaints from new uses regarding 
Port operations and, operations at the adjacent Schnitzer Steel facility are likely. To address this 
issue, the Exclusive Negotiation Term Sheet with the Project sponsor, approved by the Board of 
Port Commissioners, states that the future users, owners, lessees, and residents of and in the Project 
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shall be notified of potential impacts of Port maritime and marine operations on their use and 
waive rights to claims arising therefrom. While not required to address an impact under CEQA, 
Improvement Measure LUP-1, Statement of Disclosure is included below and would be 
included as a condition of approval for the Project. Any other actions to address these complaints 
and any physical impacts of the complaints are not reasonably foreseeable but rather speculative, 
and so any environmental impacts of any resulting actions are outside the scope of this Draft EIR.  

Improvement Measure LUP-1: Statement of Disclosure. 

The Project sponsor and any future owners of the Project or portions of the Project shall 
provide a Statement of Disclosure on the lease or title to all new tenants or owners of the 
Project, or any portion thereof, acknowledging the commercial and industrial character of 
the Project’s environs, and providing express acceptance of the potential for the Port's 
maritime and marine operations in the area to result in certain off-site impacts at higher 
levels than would be expected in other mixed-use or residential areas of the City. This 
requirement shall run with the land. 

Conclusion  
As discussed above, while potential land and water-based use conflicts could arise due to the 
introduction of new residential and office/commercial uses on the Project site adjacent to Port, 
industrial, and railroad uses, with the inclusion of Mitigation Measures LUP-1a, LUP-1b, LUP-
1c, AIR-1b, AIR-1c, AIR-2c, AIR-2d, AIR-2e, AIR-3, AIR-4a, AIR-4b, AIR-2.CU, BIO-1b, NOI-3, 
TRANS-1a, and TRANS-1b, the Project would not result in a fundamental conflict with nearby 
uses and impacts would be less than significant. This impact would be less than significant with 
mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure LUP-1a: Boating and Recreational Water Safety Plan and 
Requirements. (see above) 

Mitigation Measure LUP-1b: Implement Improvement Measure AES-2, Design 
Lighting Features to Minimize Light Pollution. (see Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Shadow 
and Wind) 

Mitigation Measure LUP-1c: Land Use Siting and Buffers. (see above) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1b: Criteria Air Pollutant Controls. (see Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measures AIR-1c: Diesel Particulate Matter Controls. (see Section 4.2, 
Air Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2c: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. (see Section 
4.2, Air Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2d: Diesel Truck Emission Reduction. (see Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2e: Criteria Pollutant Mitigation Plan. (see Section 4.2, Air 
Quality) 
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Impacts to existing west oakland residents are foreseeable, and the analysis of such impacts is virtually nonexistent.  Please identify such impacts 
and provide mitigation measure that addresses project impacts on this community.

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:11:36 AM 
Compliance with regulatory measures shall not qualify as a mitigation measure. 
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recreation, cultural and entertainment uses. A portion of the proposed ballpark would also be 
located within the 1923 Tidelands. A private ballpark is not identified among uses explicitly 
authorized under the legislative grant (see Section 4.10.2, under the subheading The Public Trust 
Doctrine). As also discussed in Section 3.5.1, and shown in Figure 4.10-5, proposed uses within 
the 1852 Tidelands and Rancho Uplands areas include portions of the ballpark, as well as all or a 
portion of Blocks 2-6, 9-15, and 17-18 proposed for mixed-use development, including 
residential, office/commercial, and retail uses west of the ballpark. These blocks could also 
include one or more hotels and a performance venue. Residential and general commercial and 
office uses are not among those commonly understood to be trust-consistent; hotels serving 
waterfront visitors, however, are generally understood to be trust-consistent uses.  

AB 1191 specifically authorizes a trust exchange to resolve trust and boundary uncertainties, and 
authorizes the proposed ballpark and associated uses as a trust use if the CSLC makes certain 
findings. Under AB 1191, the trust exchange may include a boundary line agreement, title 
settlement, trust exchange, or quitclaim. If approved, the trust exchange proposed by the Project 
sponsor would result in a trust land configuration similar to that shown in Figure 4.10-9.  

With approval of a trust exchange agreement pursuant to AB 1191, and a trust consistency 
finding by the CSLC of those aspects of the Project located on public trust lands (as provided by 
AB 1191), the Project would be consistent with the public trust, and the impact would be less 
than significant. In the absence of such approvals, the Project could not proceed. 

Mitigation: None required. 

______________________________ 

Impact LUP-4: The Project would not conflict with the San Francisco Bay Plan and Seaport 
Plan land use policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect. (Criterion 3) (Less than Significant) 

The Project is proposed for lands subject to BCDC’s permit jurisdiction. Accordingly, in order for 
BCDC to authorize a permit for the Project, it must find the project consistent with the applicable 
requirements of the McAteer-Petris Act, the San Francisco Bay Plan, and the San Francisco Bay 
Area Seaport Plan. BCDC regulations relevant to the Project concern priority shoreline uses and 
bay fill, each of which is addressed further below.  

s. generally u

None required.

______________________________
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Define generally in the context of whether this is consistent with the public trust. residential and commercial uses are NOT>

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/21/2021 9:13:15 AM 

Number: 3 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:14:48 AM 
Mitigation is required if there is an inconsistency identified.  What is the mitigation?

Number: 4 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/21/2021 9:13:28 AM 

Number: 5 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:15:38 AM 
Discuss inconsistencies in the Bay Plan rega4rding shoreline views.  
 
 The project as currently proposed will block existing shoreline views.
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BLOCK 17MIXED USE200’ MAX

BLOCK 13MIXED USE300’ MAX

BLOCK 10MIXED USE600’ MAX BLOCK 9MIXED USE200’ MAX

BLOCK 11MIXED USE600’ MAX

BLOCK 12MIXED USE400’ MAX

BLOCK 8

PUBLIC TRUST 

CONSISTENT USE

50’ MAX

BLOCK 7
PUBLIC TRUST
CONSISTENT USE
250’ MAX

BLOCK 6
MIXED USE
350’ MAX

BLOCK 5
MIXED USE
400’ MAX

BLOCK 4
MIXED USE
350’ MAX

BLOCK 15MIXED USE250’ MAX

BLOCK 16
PUBLIC TRUST CONSISTENT USE100’ MAX

BLOCK 14MIXED USE400’ MAX

BLOCK 3MIXED USE
250’ MAX

BLOCK 2MIXED USE
100’ MAX

BLOCK 18MIXED USE
275’ MAX

BLOCK 3MIXED USE
250’ MAX

BLOCK 8

PUBLIC TRUST 

CONSISTENT USE

50’ MAX

BLOCK 7
PUBLIC TRUST
CONSISTENT USE
250’ MAX

BLOCK 16
PUBLIC TRUST CONSISTENT USE100’ MAX

BLOCK 13MIXED USE300’ MAX

BLOCK 14MIXED USE400’ MAX

BLOCK 15MIXED USE250’ MAX

BLOCK 12MIXED USE400’ MAX

BLOCK 11MIXED USE600’ MAX

BLOCK 10MIXED USE600’ MAX BLOCK 9MIXED USE200’ MAX

BLOCK 17MIXED USE200’ MAX

BLOCK 6
MIXED USE
350’ MAX

BLOCK 5
MIXED USE
400’ MAX

BLOCK 4
MIXED USE
350’ MAX

BLOCK 2MIXED USE
100’ MAX

BLOCK 18MIXED USE
275’ MAX

CATEGORY ACREAGE

NON-TRUST FEE LANDS 1 10.10

NON-TRUST LEASE LANDS 2 10.47

LEGISLATIVE TRUST 36.11

TOTAL 56.68

1. COMPRISED OF 6.00 ACRES OF CATEGORY 1 RANCHO UPLANDS FROM WHICH THE TRUST HAS BEEN LIFTED BASED ON 
THE REQUIRED FINDINGS AND 5.07 ACRES OF CATEGORY 1 1852 LANDS REMOVED FROM THE TRUST IN EXCHANGE FOR 
RANCHO UPLANDS / 1852 LANDS / PRIVATE LANDS OF AN EQUAL OR GREATER VALUE WITHIN THE PROJECT SITE THAT ARE 
CONFIRMED AS NON-ALIENABLE TRUST LANDS SUBJECT TO THE LEGISLATIVE AND PUBLIC TRUST. 

2. COMPRISED OF CATEGORY 2 RANCHO/UPLANDS 1852 LANDS EXCHANGED OUT OF THE TRUST AND LEASED TO THE A'S IN 
EXCHANGE FOR RANCHO UPLANDS / 1852 LANDS / PRIVATE LANDS OF AN EQUAL OR GREATER VALUE WITHIN THE PROJECT 
SITE THAT ARE CONFIRMED AS NON-ALIENABLE TRUST LANDS SUBJECT TO THE LEGISLATIVE AND PUBLIC TRUST.

• BOUNDARY LINES ARE APPROXIMATE AND SUBJECT TO CONFIRMATION BETWEEN THE PORT AND STATE LANDS 
COMMISSION

PEDESTRIAN
OVERPASS

Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project

Figure 4.10-9
 Public Trust Configuration

SOURCE: B , 2020
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will need between 98 and 753 acres more active terminal space, depending upon growth rate. The 
study notes the Bay Area’s potential seaport expansion area presently totals roughly 
approximately 356 acres. Among the available terminal sites discussed, the Howard Terminal is 
identified as a potentially suitable site for additional container, roll-on/roll-off vehicle, and dry 
bulk cargo handling. The study notes that the Port of Oakland could probably handle container 
cargo under a moderate growth scenario without Howard Terminal, but that it would have little 
room for future growth. Regarding growth in roll-on/roll-off and dry bulk cargo, the study finds 
that, depending upon growth among cargo types, there could be conflicting demand for use of 
Howard Terminal’s acreage (The Tioga Group and Hackett Associates, 2020).  

AB 1191 establishes a deadline for BCDC to determine whether to remove the Project site from 
the Seaport Plan’s port priority use designation and make conforming changes to the Bay Plan. 
With such removal from the Seaport’s Plan port priority use designation and changes to the Bay 
Plan, the Project’s potential conflicts with the Seaport Plan and corresponding Bay Plan policies 
could be resolved. With respect to the portion of the Project subject to BCDC jurisdiction, the 
Port and City would require as conditions of their approvals that the Project sponsor obtain the 
necessary Seaport Plan and Bay Plan amendments. With those amendments, the Project would 
not conflict with BCDC regulations governing shoreline use and the impact would be less than 
significant. In the absence of such amendments, the Project could not proceed. 

Bay Fill and Shoreline Band Jurisdiction 
As explained in Section 4.10.2, the McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay Plan14 restrict the types of 
projects for which fill may be authorized. BCDC interprets these regulations as applying both to 
projects proposing new fill, as well as projects which would utilize or rely upon previously-
authorized Bay fill (BCDC, 2019). Pursuant to the McAteer-Petris Act, for new Bay fill to be 
approvable, it must be demonstrated that the fill is the minimum necessary to accomplish the 
purpose, there is no alternative, and the fill will not conflict with public access or enjoyment of 
the Bay or waterfront. Similarly, the Bay Plan directs that a project proposing fill should be 
approved if the fill is the minimum necessary to achieve its purpose and it meets one of the 
following conditions: (1) is in accord with Bay Plan policies as to the Bay-related purposes for 
which fill may be needed (i.e., ports) and is shown on the Bay Plan maps as likely to be needed; 
(2) is in accord with Bay Plan policies as to purposes for which some fill may be needed if there 
is no other alternative (i.e., airports, roads, and utility routes); or (3) is in accord with the Bay 
Plan policies as to minor fills for improving shoreline appearance or public access.15 In addition, 
as with developments proposed within the 100-foot shoreline band, BCDC requires projects 
involving Bay fill to provide maximum feasible shoreline access and to be designed in a manner 
that visually complements the surrounding Bay setting, while also preserving and enhancing Bay 
viewing opportunities.16  

                                                      
14 See Bay Plan, Part IV - Development of the Bay and Shoreline: Findings and Policies, Fills In Accord with the Bay 

Plan, Policy No. 1. 
15 See Bay Plan, Part IV - Development of the Bay and Shoreline: Findings and Policies, Fills In Accord with the Bay 

Plan, Policy No. 1. 
16 See Bay Plan, Part IV - Development of the Bay and Shoreline: Findings and Policies, Public Access, Policy No. 1; 

and Appearance Design and Scenic Views, Policies 1 and 2.  

ed.

ment
es.16
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As described in Section 3.10.2 of the Project Description, the Project could require a small 
amount of permanent Bay fill from the relocation and construction of stormwater and drainage, as 
needed, and the limited addition of in-water piles for the reinforcement of waterfront areas, within 
an area of no more than 0.01 acre (500 square feet), to support the cranes. The environmental 
effects of potential pile installation to support cranes is addressed in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources. Given the small amount of potential new permanent fill proposed and that the 
potential piles would not obstruct Bay or waterfront access or use, potential permanent fill for the 
crane support piles would not be expected to conflict with applicable BCDC Bay fill regulations. 
At the time of McAteer-Petris Act’s passage in September 1965, the Project site’s shoreline was 
landward of its current location. In the years subsequent to that date, BCDC authorized fill placement 
for port-related purposes, resulting in an approximately 17-acre bayward expansion of the site 
(Catellus, 2019). The approximate locations of the current and 1965 shorelines are presented in 
Figure 4.10-6.  

AB 1191 requires all BCDC jurisdictional bay fill lands to remain subject to the public trust and 
authorizes BCDC, in considering permits for the Project, to find that the ballpark, public trust, 
and public open space uses that lie within the BCDC jurisdictional bay fill lands are water-
oriented uses, if BCDC finds that certain conditions are met. Thus, project components proposed 
for such filled areas must be evaluated consistent with the conditions in AB 1191, which address 
ballpark and open space design, public access, views, and activation of public open spaces.  
Determinations of Project consistency with these conditions will ultimately be made by BCDC 
through the permit process, which will include review of the Project’s proposed appearance and 
design by the agency’s Design Review Board. Through issuance of a permit, consistent with the 
conditions in AB 1191, the Project’s potential conflicts with BCDC’s Bay fill policies would be 
resolved, and the Port would require that the Project sponsor consult with and obtain the required 
permits from BCDC for the Project as a condition to commencing construction of any portion of 
the Project within BCDC’s jurisdiction. With BCDC approval, the Project would not conflict with 
the agency’s regulations governing use of Bay fill, and the impact would be less than significant. 
In the absence of such approval, the Project could not proceed.  

Mitigation: None required. 

______________________________ 

Impact LUP-5: Development of the Project would not conflict with other regional land use 
plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect. (Criterion 3) (Less than Significant) 

Plan Bay Area 2040 
Plan Bay Area 2040 integrates transportation, land use, and housing to meet greenhouse gas 
reduction targets for the San Francisco Bay Area region. With regard to land use, Plan Bay Area 
2040 focuses growth and development in PDAs, which are served by public transit and have been 
identified as appropriate for additional, compact development (ABAG, 2017a). The Project is 
located within the Oakland Downtown & Jack London Square PDA (MTC, 2018). The Oakland 
Downtown & Jack London Square PDA is characterized as a center of culture, night life, 
business, innovation, shipping, and civic life in Oakland (ABAG, 2017b). The Project would 

M None required.

Through issuance of a permit, consistent with the 
conditions in AB 1191, the Project’s potential conflicts with BCDC’s Bay fill policies would be 
resolved, and the Port would require that the Project sponsor consult with and obtain the required 
permits from BCDC for the Project as a condition to commencing construction of any portion of 
the Project within BCDC’s jurisdiction.

1

2 3
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develop a MLB ballpark, a performance venue, hotel(s), and a mix of residential, 
office/commercial, retail, and entertainment uses that would directly support additional compact 
development that aligns with the character of the Oakland Downtown & Jack London Square 
PDA. Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.15, Transportation, Plan Bay Area 2040 
recommends increasing non-auto travel mode share and reducing VMT per capita and per 
employee by promoting transit-oriented development, transit improvements, and active 
transportation modes such as walking and bicycling. The Project would generate per-capita VMT 
more than 15 percent below regional averages for residential and commercial uses, and would 
generate VMT more than 15 percent below existing similar uses for the ballpark and performance 
venue. The Project is consistent with land uses envisioned for the Oakland Downtown & Jack 
London Square PDA and the Plan Bay Area 2040. Therefore, Project impacts related to conflicts 
with other regional land use plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

______________________________ 

Impact LUP-6: Development of the Project would not result in a fundamental conflict with 
City of Oakland General Plan land use policies (Criterion 3). (Less than Significant) 

The Project site is currently located within the “General Industry and Transportation” General 
Plan land use classification established by the LUTE. Proposed Project uses would conflict with 
the existing General Plan land use designation for the Project site. To resolve the conflict, the 
Project proposes a General Plan Amendment to a “Regional Commercial” land use designation. 
The Regional Commercial classification is intended to maintain, support, and create areas of the 
City that serve as region-drawing centers of activity. The desired uses for this classification 
include a mix of commercial, office/commercial, entertainment, arts, recreation, sports and visitor 
serving activities, residential, mixed-use development, and other uses of similar character or 
supportive of regional drawing power. The Project would develop a MLB ballpark and mixed-use 
district intended to be a region-serving entertainment use, and therefore would be consistent with 
the intent and desired uses of the Regional Commercial designation.  

Consistency between the Project and the applicable General Plan policies identified in 
Section 4.10.2, Regulatory Setting, above are discussed below. 

Project Consistency with General Plan Policies 
The Project would develop a MLB ballpark, a performance venue, hotel(s), and a mix of 
residential, office/commercial, retail, and entertainment uses located in downtown Oakland, and 
specifically within the Jack London waterfront area. The MLB ballpark would provide a large-
scale commercial entertainment use near the Jack London waterfront area and would be a region-
serving entertainment destination centered around the ballpark, consistent with LUTE policies 
designed to locate entertainment uses and destination commercial uses near Jack London Square 
area (Policies D9.1, D12.3, and I/C3.5). Additionally, the proposed performance venue would 
provide a smaller scale entertainment use in the Jack London waterfront area, consistent with 
LUTE downtown policies (Policy D12.4). 

Mitigation: None required.

______________________________

12
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sponsor and the City of Oakland to develop and implement a boating and recreation water safety 
protocol, which would reduce the risk of conflicts with maritime navigation. With incorporation 
of Mitigation Measure NOI-3, the noise exposure of proposed residential uses would be compatible 
with the City’s land use noise environment guidelines. Mitigation Measures AIR-1b, AIR-1c, AIR-2c, 
AIR-2d, AIR-2e, AIR-3, AIR-4a, AIR-4b, and AIR-2.CU, are identified to reduce air quality 
impacts to the extent feasible. Additionally, Mitigation Measure LUP-1b would physically separate 
sensitive land uses and buffer Project uses from nearby Seaport and industrial operations. 

LUTE Policy CO-12.1 (Land Use Patterns Which Promote Air Quality) and OSCAR/Safety 
Policy CO-12.4 (Design of Development to Minimize Air Quality Impacts) relate to separating 
land uses which are sensitive to pollution from the sources of air pollution and designing 
development projects in a manner which reduces potential adverse air quality impacts. As 
discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, the Project site is located in an area with numerous existing 
sources of air pollutants. Mitigation Measures AIR-1b, AIR-1c, AIR-2c, AIR-2d, AIR-2e, AIR-3, 
AIR-4a, AIR-4b, and AIR-2.CU have been identified to reduce air quality impacts to the extent 
feasible, and Mitigation Measure would physically separate sensitive land uses and buffer Project 
uses from nearby sources of air pollutants.  

The LUTE also contains policies relating to locating mixed-use development and minimizing 
nuisances between commercial activities and residential uses (Policies I/C4.2 and D11.2) The 
Project would also introduce new residential uses immediately adjacent to a MLB ballpark, which 
could generate large amounts of light, noise, and traffic. Performance measures that help buffer 
new residential uses from noise associated with potentially conflicting uses (notably existing 
industrial and maritime uses adjacent to the Project site, as well as the ballpark on the Project site) 
are included in the City’s Noise Ordinance. The Project also includes TDM elements to achieve a 
20 percent vehicle trip reduction goal and promotes transit and alternative modes of travel to 
reduce vehicle trips associated with the Project that could impact future residents. Furthermore, 
future residents within the Project site will undoubtedly be aware of the presence of the adjacent 
ballpark and the associated retail uses, and many will presumably choose to live on the Project 
site due in part to the proximity of these venues and attractions. Thus, the Project would not 
fundamentally conflict with these policies. 

Conclusion 
As noted above, per the City’s General Plan, the fact that a specific project does not meet all 
General Plan goals, policies, and objectives does not inherently result in a significant effect on 
the environment within the context of CEQA. While the Project could conflict with individual 
policies of the General Plan, it would be generally consistent with the Plan as a whole and would 
include amendments to the General Plan and Planning Code as discussed above to further ensure the 
Project is consistent with the General Plan’s land use designations. In order to approve the proposed 
Project, the City Council would be required to find and determine that the Project, with these 
amendments, is consistent with the General Plan. Therefore, the development of the Project would not 
fundamentally conflict with the City’s General Plan and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

______________________________ 

es.

Mitigation: None required.
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Mitigation: None required. 

______________________________ 

Impact LUP-8: Development of the Project would not conflict with City of Oakland 
Planning Code and Zoning Map. (Criterion 3) (Less than Significant) 

The Project site is located within the (IG), General Industrial Zone, and the portion of the site east 
of Jefferson Street is located within the M-40, Heavy Industrial Zone. The proposed Project uses 
would conflict with the existing zoning designations on the Project site. To resolve the current 
conflicts between existing zoning, the Project proposes to rezone the Project site and establish a 
new Waterfront Planned Development Zoning District as authorized by the proposed General 
Plan Amendment, described specifically in Chapter 3, Project Description. As noted above, the 
City and the Port are cooperating to establish a shared regulatory framework under which the 
City will apply all relevant provisions of the Oakland Planning Code.  Consistent with this 
shared regulatory framework, it is anticipated that the City would adopt the new zoning district 
into the Oakland Planning Code, and amend the General Plan and Zoning Map to apply the 
District to the geographic area of the Project site. The new zoning regulations for the District 
would establish permitted and conditionally permitted land uses, high-level development 
standards and a process for administrative review of project phases and design review.  

The Project site, except for the portion subject to the Estuary Policy Plan, is in the Port Area, 
which is under the jurisdiction of the Port Board of Port Commissioners. Under the City Charter, 
the Port has the power and duty to carry out the general powers of the City (Section 706 (6) and 
(30)), including the powers to enforce general rules and regulations in the Port Area (Section 
706(4)); to require the application of a Port Building Permit (sometimes referred to as a Port 
Development Permit) for any construction or improvement (Section 708); to approve street, 
sewer, and other public improvements (Section 712); and to provide for commercial development 
and for residential housing development (Section 706(23)). All land-use regulations, zoning, 
development permits, and other approvals must conform to the City’s amended General Plan, 
and, under Section 727 of the Charter of the City of Oakland, the City has exclusive authority 
over the approval of any change to the General Plan designation. In addition, pursuant to the 
Section 706 of the Charter, residential development within the Port Area also requires City 
Council consent. As discussed in connection with Impact LUP-6, the Project will be generally 
consistent with the City's General Plan as amended in connection with Project. Therefore, the 
Port Board of Port Commissioners may approve Port Building Permits for the Project as 
consistent with applicable zoning regulations if it determines that the Project is consistent with 
applicable zoning regulations.  

Therefore, with the Project’s proposed amendments to the Planning Code and Zoning Map, the 
Project would not fundamentally conflict with the City of Oakland Planning Code and Zoning 
Map, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

______________________________ 

1
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Maritime Reservation Scenario 
Under the Maritime Reservation Scenario, the proposed Project would establish a “Maritime 
Reservation Area” at the southwest corner of the Howard Terminal for up to 10 years (from May 
2019) and would not develop permanent uses in this area. At any point within the 10 years (and 
within 5 years for some portions of the Maritime Reservation Area), the Port of Oakland may 
elect to take back a portion of the site from the Project sponsor to accommodate possible 
expansion of the existing Inner Harbor Turning Basin. If so elected, up to approximately 
10 acres at the southwest corner of the Project site would be returned to the Port to accommodate 
expansion of the Inner Harbor Turning Basin.  

Physical Division of an Established Community 
Under the Maritime Reservation Scenario, up to approximately 10 acres of the proposed Project 
site would not be developed, the Project site boundary would change, and the Project site area would 
become smaller. Similar to the Project, there is no neighborhood or “community” on either side 
of the Project site that would be physically divided by development under the Maritime Reservation 
Scenario. However, development on the Project site would move the current boundary between 
Seaport-related industrial uses and commercial/entertainment uses farther to the west.  

Land Use Compatibility 
The Maritime Reservation Scenario would involve the same land uses as proposed under the Project 
somewhat reorganized on the site, and some of the land uses would be adjacent to the reserve area 
set aside for possible expansion of the turning basin. Under the Maritime Reservation Scenario, 
some Project land uses would be located farther away from Schnitzer Steel than they would with 
the proposed Project; however, the potential for conflicts with adjacent or nearby land or water-
based uses would remain similar to those described for the Project. Specifically, Project-related 
traffic could impact road and rail access, there could be light and glare impacts on maritime 
navigation using the existing turning basin, and new residents would be exposed to the existing 
noise environment, and existing air quality. These potential impacts would be addressed by the 
mitigation measures identified for the Project. Any impacts of expanding the turning basin or on 
vessels using an expanded turning basin would be subject to a separate analysis if and when the 
Port elects to exercise its option and proceed with design, permitting, and construction.    

During the 10-year period, the Port of Oakland could berth tugboats and similar watercraft (but 
not cargo vessels) along the wharf adjacent to the Maritime Reservation Area. Under this 
scenario, the potential for conflicts between recreational watercraft and water-based uses, 
specifically small commercial vessels and maritime navigation, would be similar as described 
above, and Mitigation Measure LUP-1a would require installation and maintenance of signs 
along the wharf informing non-Port vessels that they would be prohibited from docking in any 
part of the wharf adjacent to the Project site.  

Consistency with Land Use Plans and Policies 
Public Trust Doctrine 
Under the Maritime Reservation Scenario, any portion of the Project site devoted to 
accommodate a possible expansion of the Inner Harbor Turning Basin would be consistent with 

st. 1
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4.12 Population and Housing 
This section analyzes how the Project may directly, or indirectly, affect population, housing and 
employment. Specifically, this section starts by describing existing conditions in the City and the 
region, focusing on the changes in population, households, and employment over time. It then 
describes changes in population, housing, and employment directly attributed to the Project and 
identifies the Project’s contributions to anticipated citywide and regional growth, which are 
important contexts for considering potential physical environmental impacts analyzed in this and 
other sections of the EIR. The impact assessment also discusses potential indirect effects of the 
Project by assessing the possibility of displacement due to development on the Project site. 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e), the analysis here focuses on the potential 
for physical environmental impacts, and not on socioeconomic issues that may also be of interest 
or concern to the public and City decision-makers.1 The issues of growth inducement and urban 
decay are discussed in Section 7.3, Growth-Inducing Impacts and Urban Decay. 

This section relies in part on Project-specific construction and operational data provided by the 
Oakland A’s, data provided in the City of Oakland General Plan, and data available from the 
California Department of Finance, the U.S. Census Bureau, the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) and Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) Plan Bay Area 2040. 

4.12.1 Environmental Setting 
The environmental setting for this analysis consists of the City of Oakland and the nine Bay Area 
counties, the Project site and its immediate surroundings, along with the site of the Oakland 
Coliseum and its immediate surroundings. 

City of Oakland and Region 
The Project site is located in the City of Oakland, which is one of 100 communities within nine 
counties that form the greater Bay Area region. The city is located within the planning area of 
ABAG, the Bay Area region’s federally designated metropolitan planning organization. Oakland 
is the third largest city in this region and the largest city in the East Bay (Department of Finance, 
2018).2 As outlined in ABAG and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Plan 
Bay Area 2040, and described below, the City’s employment, housing, and population are 
projected to continue to grow in the future, bolstering Oakland’s role as a centrally-located place 
of employment and place of residence within the larger Bay Area region. While the COVID-19 

                                                      
1 The direction for treatment of economic and social effects is stated in Section 15064(e) of the State CEQA 

Guidelines: “Economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. Economic or social changes may be used, however, to determine that a physical change shall be 
regarded as a significant effect on the environment. Where a physical change is caused by economic or social 
effects of a project, the physical change may be regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any other 
physical change resulting from the project. Alternatively, economic and social effects of a physical change may be 
used to determine that the physical change is a significant effect on the environment. If the physical change causes 
adverse economic or social effects on people, those adverse effects may be used as a factor in determining whether 
the physical change is significant. For example, if a project would cause overcrowding of a public facility and the 
overcrowding causes an adverse effect on people, the overcrowding would be regarded as a significant effect.” 

2 The City of San Jose and the City of San Francisco are each larger than Oakland. 
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TABLE 4.12-8 
PHASE I AND FULL BUILDOUT PROJECT EMPLOYMENT 

Project Component 

Current 
Ballpark Phase 1 Buildout 

Existing FTEa New FTE Phase 1 Total New FTE Buildout Total 

A’s Staffb 285 — 285 — 285 

Event Non-A’s, and Game Day-
of Staffc 

1,227 93 1,320 93 1,320 

Performance Venued — — — 200 200

Officee — 1,111 1,111 6,667 6,667 

Retailf — 69 60 540 540 

Hotelg — 360 360 360 360 

Residentialh — 17 17 94 94 

Parking and Otheri — 18 18 33 33 

Total Employeesj 1,511 1,671 3,171 7,987 9,499 

NOTES: 
a FTE = full-time equivalent / Existing Ballpark Employees are presented to compare existing A’s related employees to that anticipated 

under the Proposed Project. 
b A’s Staff: this includes all sports operations, business operations, business operations support, and ballpark operations and 

management as identified in the Table 3-3. These would work at games, however, they are accounted for in the estimate of A’s Staff. 
c Event Non-A’s, Day-of Staff: Per Table 3-2 in the Project Description, there are numerous Non-A’s, Day of Staff dependent on the 

nature of the event. This table considers the typical employees-generated during a baseball game event, as it would generate the 
highest number of event-day employees.  

d Performance Venue: 200 is the assumed rate provided by the Project sponsor. 
e Office Rate: 225 square feet per employee 
f Retail Rate: 500 square feet per employee 
g The Hotel Rate: 0.9 employees per room 
h Residential Rate: 1 employee per 32 housing units 
i Parking and Other: 270 spaces per employee 
j Total Employees refers to all employees generated by the Proposed Project and conservatively represent new employees at the Project 

site. (This is conservative because existing employees at the Project site have not been accounted for.) Net New Employees is presented 
to account for the existing 640 employees associated with the existing Ballpark that would be relocated to the Project site. 

SOURCE: Rates from City of Oakland, 2014b; Athletics Investment Group, LLC; A’s, Strategic Economics, 2018.  

Between 2018 and 2040, the number of total jobs in the city are anticipated to increase from 
220,792 to 272,760, or a total growth of 51,968 new jobs. The projected total employment 
increase at the Project site at buildout would represent approximately 18 percent of this increase 
(9,499 Project jobs/51,968 projected new jobs citywide) or a total of approximately 3.5 percent of 
jobs projected in the City in 2040 under the City’s General Plan.10 Thus, while the scale of 
employment growth associated with the Project was not previously planned to occur at this 
specific site, the Project’s increase in employment is within the General Plan and ABAG 
projections for the City of Oakland as a whole. 

Consistent with the impacts associated with residential growth under Impact POP-2, above, the 
proposed Project would include the extension of existing City streets into the Project site and 

              
10 While the Coliseum currently employs approximately 1,512 jobs (285 associated with A’s staff and 1,227 

associated with events), this analysis conservatively considers all Project related employment as new growth. While 
this growth represents projected employment from the project, it is conservative because it accounts for the number 
of jobs currently held at the existing ballpark at the Coliseum Stadium, and which would be relocated (thus not 
“new” jobs within the city). 

Game
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replacement or installation of infrastructure to serve the Project site (impacts are discussed further 
in Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation, and Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems). 

Overall, operation of Phase 1 and Buildout of the proposed Project would result in increased 
employment. However, this growth would be consistent with the City’s and regional plans for 
growth and thus would not constitute substantial unplanned growth. Employment growth in this area 
would be served by planned streets and infrastructure, the impacts of which are analyzed in this EIR. 

Mitigation: None required. 

 

Displacement 
Impact POP-4: Implementation of the proposed Project would not directly or indirectly 
displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing units necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Criteria 2 and 3) (Less than Significant) 

The Project site is currently used for maritime support uses and the Project would not directly 
displace11 any residents or housing units, since no residents or housing units are currently located 
on the Project site. The Project could therefore not directly displace substantial numbers of 
existing people or housing units necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, 
and the impact would be less than significant. The Project would also add up to 3,000 housing 
units, which would help to address the regional need for housing. 

Potential indirect displacement could occur if development at the Project site results in physical 
or socioeconomic changes (e.g., gentrification12) in the site vicinity that results in displacement of 
existing residents. However, because displacement is such a widespread phenomenon, it would be 
speculative to identify a singular causal relationship or contribution of increased land or housing 
costs attributable to the Project to indirect displacement. Moreover, to the extent concerns about 
gentrification have arisen in other contexts, these concerns typically focus on existing residential 
or commercial neighborhoods, and the potential effect of rising property values to change the 
character of those neighborhoods in ways that may affect existing residents or businesses. In this 
case, the site is not an existing residential or commercial neighborhood. Furthermore, the nature 
of indirect displacement has roots in economic and social evaluations, which not within the 
purview of CEQA.13 Evidence of social or economic impacts (e.g., rising property values, 
increasing rents, changing neighborhood demographics) that do not contribute to, or are not 
caused by, physical impacts on the environment are not substantial evidence of a significant 
effect on the environment. In short, social and economic effects are only relevant under CEQA if 

              
11 Most researchers have narrowly defined displacement as evictions or unaffordable price increases (Zuk et al., 2015). 
12 Gentrification is a particular kind of neighborhood revitalization, distinct because of its possible displacement 

effects. Most studies agree that gentrification at a minimum leads to exclusionary displacement and may push out 
some renters as well (Zuk et al., 2015). Gentrification scholarship often is focused on interracial or— ethnic 
dynamics of neighborhood change, particularly where white in-movers arrive in neighborhoods with predominantly 
residents of color (Zuk et al. 2017). The scholarship focuses on the effects of rising rents or property values on 
established residential or commercial neighborhoods. 

13 Per CEQA Section 15131, part a) Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects 
on the environment. 
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4.13 Public Services 
This section identifies the existing setting and evaluates potential impacts related to public 
services, including police protection services, fire protection and emergency services, public 
schools, and other public facilities that could result from development of the Project. The section 
contains a description of the existing local conditions, a summary of the pertinent regulations, and 
an analysis of the potential impacts related to public services associated with construction and 
operation of the proposed Project, and provides, where appropriate, mitigation measures to 
address potential impacts. This section relies in part on information provided by the Oakland Fire 
Department, Oakland Police Department, Oakland Unified School District, Oakland Public 
Library, and the United States (U.S.) Coast Guard. Impacts related to public parks and recreation 
are discussed in Section 4.14, Recreation. 

In general, the baseline level of public services described in this section reflects the services 
occurring prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. As noted in Section 4.0, the pandemic has resulted in 
changes in human behavior and the economy. Some of these changes are expected to be short-
term. While there will likely be some that persist in the post-pandemic world, it would be 
speculative to identify long-term consequences of the pandemic at this time.  

Comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) included concerns with crime in the Project 
vicinity and concerns over response to potential conflicts between commercial vessels and 
recreational watercraft in the Oakland-Alameda Estuary (Estuary). 

This section also analyzes the Maritime Reservation Scenario, focused on environmental 
conditions, regulations, impacts and mitigation measures that are different from those identified 
for the proposed Project. 

4.13.1 Environmental Setting 
Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Response 
The Oakland Fire Department (OFD) provides fire protection and local emergency medical 
response services to the City of Oakland (City) and the Port of Oakland (Port), including 
emergency medical response, firefighting, special operations, and all-risk mitigation. 

OFD Operations 
Besides fighting accidental fires and intentionally set fires, OFD conducts fire-safety inspections 
and plan checks of buildings and businesses; provides fire-danger patrols and issues public 
warnings during times of high fire danger; conducts vegetation-management inspections; 
responds to hazardous materials spills; oversees the Oakland Office of Emergency Services; 
issues permits for fairs, carnivals, pyrotechnic displays, and other special events; offers classes to 
the public on first aid and cardio-pulmonary resuscitation; provides on-site training to local 
businesses on basic emergency response; and teaches basic personal fire-safety and fire 
prevention practices to school children. 
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OPD Strategic Planning and Crime Prevention 
The Oakland Police Department Strategic Plan 2016 contains goals to reduce crime, strengthen 
community trust and relationships, and achieve organizational excellence. The Strategic Plan 
focuses on OPD’s limited staffing resources and sets goals for increased staffing and other actions 
to improve its response times for 911 calls and other police services. The Strategic Plan also 
specifies goals and actions for which additional resources would be required – primarily 
additional sworn and civilian staff to address response times. The Strategic Plan also identifies 
the need for an expanded crime lab to achieve the strategy of expanding biological evidence 
collection and processing to property crimes; however, plans for such an expansion have not been 
identified (OPD, 2015). 

In November 2014, the residents of Oakland passed Measure Z, the 2014 Oakland Public Safety 
and Services Violence Prevention Act. Measure Z funds are used to cover officer/ supervisor 
positions in the Special Victims Section, Ceasefire Division, and Special Resource Section 
(Community Resource Officers/Supervisors and Crime Reduction Team members). These 
positions play a critical role in disrupting the cycle of violence and crime. With a focused and 
strategic approach to crime, the funded teams provide a better service to the community and can 
reduce the number of calls for service connected to violence and recurring activity. With a 
reduction of these calls, patrol officers have greater opportunity and capacity to respond to other 
calls for service in a timelier manner (OPD, 2019a). 

OakDOT Parking Enforcement 
The City issues approximately 330,000 parking citations annually. Parking enforcement moved 
from OPD to OakDOT in July 2017. At full staffing levels, OakDOT’s Parking Enforcement unit 
includes four supervisors and 71 Parking Control Technicians (PCTs). In 2016 and 2017, PCT 
staff turnover was high, and included 58 PCTs or fewer. However, in April 2018, OakDOT hired 
14 additional part-time PCTs, totaling approximately 60 full-time equivalent PCTs (City of 
Oakland, 2018). 

Public Schools 
Oakland Unified School District 
The Project site is located within the boundaries served by the Oakland Unified School District 
(OUSD), which administers the public school system in the City of Oakland. OUSD operates 
87 District-run schools and 34 OUSD-authorized charter schools in the City. There are also 
12 non-OUSD charter schools located in the City that are operated under the Alameda County 
Office of Education, Alameda Unified School District, and the California State Board of 
Education (OUSD, 2018a). 

OUSD enrollment reached a peak of approximately 55,100 enrolled students during the 1999–
2000 school year and declined to a low of 46,400 enrolled students during the 2007–2008 school 
year; enrollment stagnated from 2008 through 2013. Since 2013, enrollment has steadily 
increased but has not yet reached peak 1999–2000 levels (CDE, 2019). The overall trend of 
declining enrollment is due in part to demographic shifts that include a reduced proportion of 
African American students since 2000 (OUSD, 2015). OUSD currently enrolls approximately 
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hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, and transportation to the 
extent feasible. These include Mitigation Measures AIR-1a (Dust Controls); AIR-1b (Criteria 
Air Pollutant Controls); AIR-1c (Diesel Particulate Matter Controls); AIR-1d (Super-Compliant 
VOC Architectural Coatings during Construction); BIO-1a (Disturbance of Birds during Nesting 
Season); BIO-2 (Pre-Construction Assessments and Protection Measures for Bats); BIO-3 
(Management of Pile Driving in the Water Column for Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals); 
BIO-4 (Compensation for Fill of Jurisdictional Waters); CUL-1 (Maritime Resources Treatment 
Plan); CUL-2 (Vibration Analysis for Historic Structures); CUL-4a (Archaeological Resources 
and Tribal Cultural Resources – Discovery During Construction); CUL-4b (Archaeologically 
Sensitive Areas – Pre-Construction Measures); CUL-5 (Human Remains – Discovery During 
Construction); GEO-1 (Site-Specific Final Geotechnical Report); GEO-2 (Inadvertent Discovery 
of Paleontological Resources During Construction); HAZ-1a (Preparation and Approval of 
Consolidated RAW, LUCs and Associated Plans); HAZ-1b (Compliance with Approved RAW, 
LUCs and Associated Plans); HAZ-1c (Health and Safety Plan); HAZ-1d (Hazardous Building 
Materials); HYD-1 (Creek Protection Plan); NOI-1a (Construction Days/Hours); NOI-1b 
(Construction Noise Reduction); NOI-1c (Extreme Construction Noise Measures); NOI-1d 
(Project-Specific Construction Noise Reduction Measures); NOI-1e (Construction Noise 
Complaints); NOI-1f (Physical Improvements or Off-site Accommodations for Substantially 
Affected Receptors); and TRANS-4 (Construction Management Plan). The aforementioned 
mitigation measures are applied collectively to this impact as Mitigation Measure PUB-1, 
below. 

In the unlikely event that the replacement fire station is located off-site, it would be subject to 
additional review under CEQA. As the replacement station would likely be developed on an infill 
parcel, any potentially adverse effects from the replacement fire station likely would be similar to 
those anticipated by development of the Project, as discussed above. A temporary fire station, if 
needed due to the retrofit or demolition of Fire Station 2, could be located on- or off-site in 
proximity to the Project site, using temporary structures or a combination of existing structures 
and temporary structures. Since the impacts associated with a temporary fire station would be 
temporary and no permanent structures would be constructed, potential impacts would be no 
more severe than those associated with the Project. Overall, potential impacts associated with the 
construction of the replacement fire station and temporary fire station, would be similar to, and no 
more severe than those associated with the Project if located within the Project’s development 
envelope. As noted above, in the unlikely event that the replacement fire station is located off-
site, it would be subject to additional review under CEQA. 

In summary, while the Project could result in the temporary loss of acceptable fire protection and 
emergency medical response services due to the retrofit or potential demolition of Fire Station 2, 
the Project would construct a replacement fire station and temporary fire facilities, as needed. If 
the replacement station is located within the Project’s development envelope, the physical 
impacts are addressed through other mitigation measures in this Draft EIR. These facilities would 
be provided in coordination with OFD. Accordingly, impacts related to fire protection and 
emergency services during construction would be less than significant. 
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Operation 
An increase in population at the Project site would result in periodic and permanent increases in 
demand for fire protection and emergency medical services compared to existing conditions. The 
increased population includes employees and patrons of games and events at the proposed ballpark, 
as well as daily employment and visitors of the proposed office, retail, and entertainment uses. In 
addition, new permanent residential population associated with the proposed onsite residential uses 
would result in a permanent population increase on the Project site. 

The Project’s increase in population would result in an increased demand for fire protection and 
emergency medical response services, which could impact OFD response times. As discussed in 
Section 4.13.1, Environmental Setting, without an active Fire Station 2 the OFD was meeting its 
response time goal of 7 minutes 90 percent of the time in the Downtown/Lake Merritt area, but 
experienced delayed response times to the Jack London Square waterfront area south of I-880 and 
the UPRR tracks, with a 7-minute response time 67 percent of the time, and an average 9 minute 
and 2 seconds response time 90 percent of the time (Deccan International, 2019). OFD has also 
indicated that they experience delays responding to waterfront incidents due to freight trains 
(OFD, 2019b). The increase in population at the Project site could result in more delays south of 
the UPRR tracks due to an increase in service call volumes. 

OFD has indicated that a retrofit of Fire Station 2 and physical improvements associated with 
game/event day pedestrian management at the proposed ballpark would be necessary to 
incorporate Fire Station 2 in to the Project’s design, given its location within the main pedestrian 
approach to the ballpark along Water Street. With the retrofit and improvements to the existing 
Fire Station 2, as required by Necessary Improvement Measure PUB-1, the proposed Project 
would not result in an increase in demand for fire protection and emergency medical response 
services such that additional fire protection facilities are necessary.  

As discussed above, if demolition of Fire Station 2 is pursued in the future, necessary 
Improvement Measure PUB-1, would require the Project sponsor to construct a replacement fire 
station and potentially a temporary fire station in coordination with OFD. The construction of this 
replacement fire station would enable OFD to maintain acceptable levels of fire protection and 
emergency medical response services to the waterfront area shown in Figure 4.13-3, including the 
Project site during Project operations (OFD, 2019b). Overall, potential impacts associated with 
the construction of the replacement fire station and potential temporary fire station, would be 
similar to, and no more severe than those associated with the Project if located within the 
Project’s development envelope. As noted above, in the unlikely event that the replacement fire 
station is located off-site, it would be subject to additional review under CEQA. Operational 
impacts related to the replacement fire station, such as noise impacts from sirens, would be 
similar to existing conditions at the reopened Fire Station 2. 

Additionally, as part of Project operations for games and large events at the ballpark, the Oakland 
Athletics or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, as they currently do for 
baseball games and other events at the Coliseum, including a first-aid station and on-site medical 
personnel, to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical 
assistance. This would reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers. 

2. 1
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The following Mitigation Measure PUB-1 will address the potential construction-period impacts 
of the necessary public facilities: 

Mitigation Measure PUB-1: For construction of the new and/or retrofitted public 
services facilities, implement Mitigation Measures AIR-1a, Dust Controls; AIR-1b, 
Criteria Air Pollutant Controls; AIR-1c, Diesel Particulate Matter Controls; AIR-1d, 
Super-Compliant VOC Architectural Coatings during Construction; BIO-1a, 
Disturbance of Birds during Nesting Season; BIO-2, Pre-Construction Assessments 
and Protection Measures for Bats; BIO-3, Management of Pile Driving in the Water 
Column for Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals; BIO-4, Compensation for Fill 
of Jurisdictional Waters; CUL-1, Maritime Resources Treatment Plan; CUL-2, 
Vibration Analysis for Historic Structures; CUL-4a, Archaeological Resources and 
Tribal Cultural Resources – Discovery During Construction; CUL-4b, Archaeologically 
Sensitive Areas – Pre-Construction Measures; CUL-5, Human Remains – Discovery 
During Construction; GEO-1, Site-Specific Final Geotechnical Report; GEO-2, 
Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources During Construction; HAZ-1a, 
Preparation and Approval of Consolidated RAW, LUCs and Associated Plans; HAZ-1b, 
Compliance with Approved RAW, LUCs and Associated Plans; HAZ-1c, Health and 
Safety Plan; HAZ-1d, Hazardous Building Materials; HYD-1, Creek Protection Plan; 
NOI-1a, Construction Days/Hours; NOI-1b, Construction Noise Reduction; NOI-1c, 
Extreme Construction Noise Measures; NOI-1d, Project-Specific Construction Noise 
Reduction Measures; NOI-1e, Construction Noise Complaints; NOI-1f, Physical 
Improvements or Off-site Accommodations for Substantially Affected Receptors; and 
TRANS-4, Construction Management Plan. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

 

Police Protection 
Impact PUB-2: The Project could result in an increase in demand for police services that 
would require new or physically altered police facilities in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives, construction of which could 
have significant physical environmental impacts. (Criterion 1) (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation Incorporated) 

Construction 
As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of Phase 1 of the Project would take 
a minimum of 2 years to construct, and then development of the remainder of the site would 
occur over time. Peak construction of Phase 1 and buildout of the remainder of the site would 
require a maximum of 1,300 and 1,000 construction workers, respectively. The presence of 
construction workers on-site could result in an incremental, temporary increase in demand for 
police protection. As discussed in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, construction-related 
jobs generated by the Project would likely be filled by employees within the construction industry 
within the City of Oakland and the greater Bay Area region, many of whom are currently being 
served by OPD police protection services, and therefore would not represent an increase in 
demand for services. Further, this incremental, temporary increase in demand for services during 
construction could be accommodated by existing OPD police protection services and would not 
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operational issues for OPD serving A’s baseball games include insufficient camera coverage for 
certain Coliseum site areas, including stadium concourses, seating areas, and parking lots; and 
OPD radios not working in certain areas of the Coliseum stadium, especially the clubhouse areas 
(OPD, 2019a). As discussed above, these issues would be resolved at the proposed ballpark 
through implementation of OPD recommendations. 

As discussed in Section 4.15, Transportation and Circulation, during games and events at the 
proposed ballpark, the A’s and/or event sponsor would also provide increased private security to 
assist in on-site crowd management and public safety during the events, and would use traffic 
control personnel to assist in implementing the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) 
(Appendix TRA) to facilitate safe movement of, and minimize potential conflicts among, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles, similar to current event operations at the Coliseum. The 
Project also includes a Parking Management Plan (Appendix TRA) that would provide additional 
OakDOT PCTs specific to the Project vicinity to provide parking enforcement. Additionally, as 
discussed in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as required by Major League 
Baseball Best Operating Practices, an Emergency Procedures document will be developed for the 
new ballpark. This document will include evacuation and other plans for a range of emergencies 
that could occur at the new facility. 

In order to adequately serve the proposed ballpark, OPD would require police office space and a 
command post within the ballpark (OPD, 2019a). Necessary Improvement Measure PUB-2, 
Ballpark Law Enforcement Facilities, would require the Project sponsor to provide police 
office space including an area within the development to be utilized for event day briefings, 
report writing space, and holding cells to accommodate arrests, as well as a command post within 
the ballpark that would be utilized by all agencies involved in event and security operations, as 
discussed further under Impact PUB-5, Maritime Emergency Services and Law Enforcement. 
This improvement measure would be required and implemented as a condition of approval for the 
Project. With implementation of Necessary Improvement Measure PUB-2, the Project would 
provide the facilities to adequately provide police services to the ballpark. As these new facilities 

beyond those identified in this EIR for the Project. Mitigation measures are identified to reduce 
construction-related impacts (including to police facilities) to air quality, biological resources, 
cultural resources, geology, soils, and paleontological resources, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology and water quality, noise, and transportation to the extent feasible. As discussed under 
Impact PUB-1 above, these mitigation measures are applied collectively as Mitigation Measure 
PUB-1. Therefore, the Project’s impact related to police protection for the ballpark would be less 
than significant. 

Necessary Improvement Measure PUB-2: Ballpark Law Enforcement Facilities. 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit for the ballpark, the Project sponsor shall 
provide building plans to the Bureau of Planning & Building showing the locations of 
police and other law enforcement office space and a command post within the ballpark. 
The office space shall include an area within the development to be utilized for event day 
briefings, report writing space, and holding cells to accommodate arrests. The command 
post is to be utilized by all agencies involved in event and security operations at the 
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charter schools or private schools. As depicted in Table 4.13-5, OUSD projected a surplus in 
capacity at schools near the Project site in 2023. When the Project’s student generation for Phase 
1 and full buildout is added to these projections, there would be surplus capacity collectively at 
the elementary schools in the Project vicinity (Martin Luther King Jr./Lafayette, Prescott, Hoover, 
and Lincoln Elementary Schools), and individually for West Oakland Middle School and 
McClymonds High School. 

TABLE 4.13-5 
ESTIMATED STUDENT CAPACITY AT OUSD SCHOOLS IN PROJECT VICINITY 

School Number of Seats 
Projected Surplus 
Capacity in 2023a 

Projected Surplus 
Capacity including 

estimated 
Project Students – 

Phase 1b 

Projected Surplus 
Capacity including 

estimated 
Project Students – 

Full Buildoutc 

Elementary Schools 
Elementary Schools 
near the Project sited 2,321 658 581 235 

Middle School     
West Oakland Middle 760 584 551 404 

High School     
McClymonds 780 381 341 162 

NOTES: 
a As projected in OUSD’s Community of Schools Citywide Plan: Toward a Citywide Map (OUSD, 2018b). 
b Per Table 4.13-5, Phase 1 of the Project would generate approximately 77 elementary school students, 33 middle school students, 

and 40 high school students. 
c Per Table 4.13-5, at Full Buildout, the Project would generate approximately 423 elementary school students, 180 middle school 

students, and 219 high school students. 
d Elementary schools near the Project site include Martin Luther King Jr./Lafayette, Prescott, Hoover, and Lincoln. 

SOURCE: OUSD, 2018b. 

It should be noted that in a worst-case scenario, if all Phase 1 generated elementary school-age 
students were assigned to one of the elementary schools in the Project vicinity, there would be 
surplus capacity at all but one elementary school (Lincoln Elementary School). Under full 
buildout, if all Project elementary school-age students were assigned to one of the elementary 
schools in the Project vicinity, there would be a shortage at each individual elementary school. 
However, due to OUSD’s options enrollment program, this scenario would be very unlikely, as 
students would be distributed to other elementary schools with surplus capacity. 

While not under the control of the Project sponsor, the City’s adherence to General Plan 
Policy N.12.2, described above would reduce the potential for effects to school facilities 
associated with increased enrollment. Further, pursuant to Senate Bill 50 (SB 50), the Project 
would be required to pay school impact fees established to offset potential impacts from new 
development on school facilities. Therefore, although the Project would increase resident 
populations and potential student enrollment in the City, payment of fees mandated under SB 50 
is the mitigation measure prescribed by the statute, and payment of such fees is deemed full and 
complete mitigation of Project impacts on school facilities. 
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Page: 31
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:57:48 AM 
Address the physical condition of these school facilities and potential impacts to students at these facilities. Describe project contribution to 
facility upgrades to reduce impacts to schoolchildren in west oakland per ECAP. Quantify the amount of contribution, this is resonabley 
foreseeable.

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:57:57 AM 
Address the physical condition of these school facilities and potential impacts to students at these facilities. Describe project contribution to 
facility upgrades to reduce impacts to schoolchildren in west oakland per ECAP. Quantify the amount of contribution, this is resonabley 
foreseeable.
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The Project would also increase the population in the area, which could lead to increased demand 
for PCCD school facilities, including Laney College and College of Alameda. Despite the 
expanded reach recently achieved through online education, the majority of PCCD students still 
reside locally. However, PCCD enrollment has decreased by approximately 10,000 students from 
2009 to 2017 (The RP Group, 2017). Thus, it is reasonable to assume that existing PCCD 
facilities would be adequate to serve the expected increase in population from the Project. 

Considering the excess capacity at schools in the Project vicinity and the Project’s required 
contribution to school impact fees, the Project would not result in an increase in new students for 
public schools at a level that would require new or physically altered school facilities. Therefore, 
Project impacts to public schools would be less than significant and no mitigation would be 
required. 

Mitigation: None required. 

 

Libraries 
Impact PUB-4: The Project would not result in an increase in demand for libraries at a 
level that would require new or physically altered library facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives, construction of 
which would have significant physical environmental impacts. (Criterion 1) (Less than 
Significant) 

The additional population introduced by the Project would result in an increased demand for 
library services. The Main Library, and West Branch and Asian Branch libraries would likely 
serve the Project site. Both of the branch libraries are diminishing in physical condition and near 
capacity for programming and collections. However, some library services such as e-books could 
serve the Project remotely online, which could reduce the burden on physical facilities. OPL does 
not have any performance standards that are tied to levels of demand (OPL, 2019a). 

Since there are multiple library facilities within one mile of the Project site, and remote online 
library services are available, OPL does not expect that the increase in population resulting from 
the Project would result in the need for new or expanded library facilities (OPL, 2019a). 

For all these reasons, Project impacts to libraries would be less than significant and no mitigation 
would be required. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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4.14 Recreation 
This section identifies the existing setting and evaluates potential impacts related to recreation 
that could result directly or indirectly from development of the Project. Appropriate mitigation 
measures are identified, as necessary to avoid or lessen the severity of potential impacts. This 
section relies in part on information provided by the Oakland Parks, Recreation & Youth 
Development Department. 

This section also analyzes the Maritime Reservation Scenario, focused on environmental 
conditions, regulations, impacts and mitigation measures that are different from those identified 
for the proposed Project. 

4.14.1 Environmental Setting 
Local Setting 
Oakland Parks, Recreation & Youth Development Department 
The Oakland Parks, Recreation & Youth Development Department (OPRYD) administers over 129 
parks, playgrounds, and open spaces throughout the city, as well as recreational facilities including 
recreation centers, swimming pools, golf courses, athletic fields, tennis courts, and stables 
totaling approximately 1,940 acres of parkland (OPRYD, 2019a; Trust for Public Land, 2018). 

The Open Space, Conservation and Recreation (OSCAR) Element of the General Plan contains an 
overall parkland goal of 10 total acres per 1,000 residents and a parkland goal of 4 acres per 1,000 
residents for local-serving parks that meet the active recreational needs of the community as 
opposed to passive recreational open space (City of Oakland, 1996). The City of Oakland did not 
achieve its overall parkland per capita goals as of 2018. The City did not meet the total parkland 
goal, with approximately 9.01 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.1 The greater Downtown area 
has approximately 3.6 acres of open space per 1,000 residents; this is close to the Oakland 
General Plan’s desired goal of 4 acres per 1,000 residents (City of Oakland, 2019a). The City’s 
desired eventual ratio of overall and local-serving parks acreage to resident is not intended to be a 
project-specific performance measure, and is the City’s goal, not a regulatory requirement. 

The OSCAR Element classifies parks in the City using different categories that define general 
characteristics, size ranges, and service areas. Region-serving parks are defined as large 
recreation areas (25 acres or larger) with diverse natural and built features that have a citywide 
service area. Community parks are large natural and/or landscaped areas (5–20 acres) with active 
recreation which usually serve a cluster of neighborhoods within a 0.5-mile radius (1-mile radius 
in the Oakland Hills). Neighborhood parks are a scaled-down version of community parks (2–
10 acres) that are typically located within residential areas within walking distance of their 
primary users. Active mini-parks are small areas (<1 acre) typically located in high density 
neighborhoods and serve a specific group of people, usually play structures for small children, 

                                                      
1 Based on a population of 428,827 within the City of Oakland in 2018 (California Department of Finance, 2018) and 

a total parkland acreage of 3,865 acres, which includes OPRYD, East Bay Regional Park District, and Port of 
Oakland parks and open space acreage within the City of Oakland (Trust for Public Land, 2018). 
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residents, employees, and visitors from the Project would not be expected to substantially 
increase or accelerate the physical deterioration or degradation of existing recreational resources, 
as the Project would provide approximately 18.3 acres of publicly accessible open space on the 
Project site and the expansion of Bay Trail facilities. Additionally, the Project would not 
substantially increase or accelerate the substantial physical deterioration or degradation of 
existing athletic fields due to the limited Project use and the planned renovation and expansion of 
existing facilities, and the general higher standard of maintenance at these facilities. Therefore, 
Project impacts related to the accelerated substantial physical deterioration related to parks and 
recreation resources would be less than significant. 

Finally, the Project would contribute its fair share to the City of Oakland Landscaping and 
Lighting Assessment District, which funds operation and maintenance for park and recreation 
facilities, through payment of parcel taxes that will be assessed based on changes in land use. 

Indirect Impacts 
While the Project does not propose facilities for recreational watercraft, the proposed ballpark and 
waterfront park could indirectly create a new demand for recreational watercraft users using 
existing facilities in the Project vicinity. Recreational water users, especially kayakers, are often 
present in McCovey Cove during baseball games at Oracle Park7 in San Francisco; therefore, it is 
reasonable to assume that the construction of a waterfront ballpark at the Project site would draw 
similar interest in the Estuary. As discussed in Section 4.10, Land Use, Plans, and Policies, while 
the conditions between McCovey Cove and the waters adjacent to the Project site differ, that does 
not necessarily preclude an increase in recreational water users adjacent to the Project site. 
A public boat launch is located at the Jack London Aquatic Center in Estuary Park and public 
docks are located in Jack London Square, which could experience increased demand due to the 
potential increase in recreational watercraft users. 

The Jack London Aquatic Center has indoor and outdoor boat storage for clubs and City 
programs that is exceeding capacity (Water Trail, 2018). However, Estuary Park, including the 
Jack London Aquatic Center, is planned to be renovated and expanded beginning in 2022, 
including a kayak drop-off in the parking lot, a relocated dock, a pebble beach to launch small 
watercraft, and increased boat storage (OPRYD, 2019b). Additionally, since the Jack London 
Aquatic Center does not offer boat rentals outside of OPRYD’s existing youth and adult sailing 
and kayaking courses (SCC, 2018), recreational watercraft users would likely be existing 
recreational watercraft users within the City of Oakland and the greater Bay Area region, many of 
whom are currently being served by OPRYD services, and therefore would not represent a 
significant increase in demand for services. Thus, the potential increase in recreational water 
users would not substantially increase or accelerate the physical deterioration or degradation of 
boating facilities at Estuary Park and the Jack London Aquatic Center. 

Private kayak, canoe, and paddleboard rentals are also available from a local business in Jack 
London Square, which often launch from the public boat docks into the Estuary. While the 
Project may indirectly increase the demand for rentals, the public docks are already being used 

                                                      
7 Previously, AT&T Park. 
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:42:59 AM 
Analyze additional maintenance costs that will occur as a result of implementation, and how this economic burden will be mitigated.   What 
improvements to deteriorated west oakland parks are proposed ? 
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HAZ-1b (Compliance with Approved RAW, LUCs and Associated Plans); HAZ-1c (Health and 
Safety Plan); HAZ-1d (Hazardous Building Materials); HYD-1 (Creek Protection Plan); NOI-
1a (Construction Days/Hours); NOI-1b (Construction Noise Reduction); NOI-1c (Extreme 
Construction Noise Measures); NOI-1d (Project-Specific Construction Noise Reduction Measures); 
NOI-1e (Construction Noise Complaints); NOI-1f (Physical Improvements or Off-site 
Accommodations for Substantially Affected Receptors); and TRANS-4 (Construction Management 
Plan). Mitigation Measure REC-1 would require implementation of these measures to reduce 
construction-related impacts involving recreational facilities on-site to the extent feasible. 

As discussed under Impact REC-1 above, the Project’s proposed open spaces and Bay Trail 
improvements would absorb a substantial part of demand for general recreational facilities of new 
residents, employees, and visitors, as well as that of nearby residents and users. Therefore, the 
new population generated by the Project would not result in the need for additional new or 
expanded park facilities. Additionally, as discussed under Impact REC-1, the Project could 
indirectly create a new demand for recreational watercraft users using existing facilities in the 
Project vicinity, but would not substantially increase or accelerate the substantial physical 
deterioration or degradation of these facilities. Therefore, the Project would not require the 
construction or expansion of additional recreational facilities which might have a substantial 
adverse physical effect on the environment, beyond those proposed as part of the Project and 
analyzed in this EIR. 

Therefore, the impacts regarding the effects of constructing the parks, open space, and 
recreational facilities would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measure REC-1: Implement Mitigation Measures AIR-1a, Dust Controls; 
AIR-1b, Criteria Air Pollutant Controls; AIR-1c, Diesel Particulate Matter Controls; 
AIR-1d, Super-Compliant VOC Architectural Coatings during Construction; BIO-1a, 
Disturbance of Birds during Nesting Season; BIO-2, Pre-Construction Assessments 
and Protection Measures for Bats; BIO-3, Management of Pile Driving in the Water 
Column for Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals; BIO-4, Compensation for Fill 
of Jurisdictional Waters; CUL-1, Maritime Resources Treatment Plan; CUL-2, 
Vibration Analysis for Historic Structures; CUL-4a, Archaeological Resources and 
Tribal Cultural Resources – Discovery During Construction; CUL-4b, 
Archaeologically Sensitive Areas – Pre-Construction Measures; CUL-5, Human 
Remains – Discovery During Construction; GEO-1, Site-Specific Final Geotechnical 
Report; GEO-2, Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources During 
Construction; HAZ-1a, Preparation and Approval of Consolidated RAW, LUCs and 
Associated Plans; HAZ-1b, Compliance with Approved RAW, LUCs and Associated 
Plans; HAZ-1c, Health and Safety Plan; HAZ-1d, Hazardous Building Materials; 
HYD-1, Creek Protection Plan; NOI-1a, Construction Days/Hours; NOI-1b, 
Construction Noise Reduction; NOI-1c, Extreme Construction Noise Measures; NOI-
1d, Project-Specific Construction Noise Reduction Measures; NOI-1e, Construction 
Noise Complaints; NOI-1f, Physical Improvements or Off-site Accommodations for 
Substantially Affected Receptors; and TRANS-4, Construction Management Plan. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
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Compliance with regulatory measures shall not qualify as a mitigation measure. 

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 9:44:24 AM 
Compliance with regulatory measures shall not qualify as a mitigation measure. 
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CHAPTER 8 
Report Preparers 

8.1 Lead Agency 
City of Oakland 
Planning & Building Department 
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315 
Oakland, California 94612 

Director: William Gilchrist 
Interim Deputy Director: Edward Manasse 
Senior Planner: Peterson Vollmann, Planner IV 

Transportation Peer Reviewer 
Sam Schwartz 
1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1450 
Oakland, California 94612 

8.2 Responsible Agency 
Port of Oakland 
Environmental Programs and Planning 
530 Water Street 
Oakland, California 94607 

Andrea Gardner, AICP 

8.3 EIR Consultants 
Environmental Consultant 
Environmental Science Associates (ESA) 
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 1050 
Oakland, California 94612 

Principal-in-Charge: Brian Boxer, AICP 
Project Director: Hillary Gitelman 
Project Manager: Crescentia Brown 
Deputy Project Managers: Jill Feyk-Miney and Paul Mitchell 
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ESA Technical 
Analysis 

Aesthetics, Shadow and Wind: Karl Heisler, Elliott Schwimmer 
Air Quality: Brian Schuster, Jyothi Iyer 
Biological Resources: Brian Pittman, Rachel Haines 
Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources: Amber Grady, Becky 

Urbano, Johanna Kahn (Historic), Matthew Russell, Heidi Koenig 
(Archaeology) 

Geology and Soils: Michael Burns, Brandon Carroll 
Energy: Jeff Caton, Matt Fagundes 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Jeff Caton, Brian Schuster 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Michael Burns 
Hydrology and Water Quality: Cathy McEfee, Erick Cooke, 

Matt Brennan (Sea Level Rise) 
Land Use, Plans, and Policies: Hillary Gitelman, Jill Feyk-Miney, 

Eli Davidian (Public Trust and BCDC) 
Noise and Vibration: Chris Sanchez, Susumu Shiriyama 
Population and Housing: Susan Yogi, Jennifer Ostner, Hillary 

Gitelman 
Public Services: Jill Feyk-Miney 
Recreation: Jill Feyk-Miney 
Transportation and Traffic: Shadde Rosenblum 
Utilities and Service Systems: Cathy McEfee, Erick Cooke 
Effects Found Not to Be Significant: Jill Feyk-Miney 
Variants: Crescentia Brown 
Alternatives: Hillary Gitelman 
Other CEQA Considerations: Hillary Gitelman, Jennifer Ostner 
Senior Quality Assurance/Quality Control: Christina Erwin 

ESA Production 
Services 

Word Processing and Editing: Lisa Bautista, Kristine Olsen, 
Joel Miller 

Graphics and Production: Ron Teitel, Wes McCullough, 
Logan Sakai 

ESA Administrative 
Record 

Administrative Record: Jill Feyk-Miney, Karen Lancelle, Alexandra 
Sung-Jereczek, Bailey Setzler, Jessie O’Dell, Natasha Eulberg 

Transportation 
Fehr & Peers 
2201 Broadway, Suite 602 
Oakland, California 94612 

Robert Rees, PE 
Lee Reis 

Visual Simulations 
Environmental Vision 
2550 Ninth Street, Suite 205 
Berkeley, California 94710 

Light and Glare 
Lighting Design Alliance 
2830 Temple Avenue 
Long Beach, California 90806 
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/20/2021 7:00:12 PM 
Provide the credentials, years of experience and technical expertise of report preparers/peer reviewers, including Energy and Geology. 
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where is the rail analysis?
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describe rail transport of goods on this rail line, not just passenger service.  What is the rail traffic count?
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what are the rail traffic volumes, including rail transport of goods?
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quantify the traffic by freight haulers.
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Include graade separation as a mitigation measure
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which of these improvements are part of the project for west oakland?
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:30:25 PM 
If the TMP and TDM is part of the project, it should be provided as part of the project and included in the analysis, not deferred.  The public has 
the right to know what is proposed, and view documentation that such reduction is ensured.
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Provide analysis of impacts form free parking that will occur on adjacent streets, and provide baseline analysis of free parking that occurs in the 
vicinity of existing As stadium on game days.
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:33:39 PM 
Provide analysis of the benefits and impacts of grade separation at these locations.

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:34:09 PM 
how does this improve bike/ped safety?
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:35:38 PM 
are these part of project as commitments to be implemented by developer as part of project or are they a wish list with no guarantee of 
implementation?

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:37:58 PM 
For all other chapters, the TM<P should not be presented as a mitigation measure since it is a required component of the project. The EIR is 
internally inconsistent.
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Figure 4.15-30
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:41:11 PM 
Provide analysis and recommendations for grade separation at Market and rail line.
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Page: 137
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:46:59 PM 
Describe the efficacy of the TMP for the 49er facility in santa clara.
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Page: 139
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:48:12 PM 
Describe off site parking impacts at adjacent streets and include mitigation.
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Page: 142
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:49:41 PM 
Does the project include construction of off site bay trail improvements to close the gap in the bay trail?  If not why not?
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Page: 143
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:51:00 PM 
TDM is part of project and should be included and analyzed herein. 
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Page: 144
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:51:40 PM 
will the project completely close the gap in the bay trail?

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:52:09 PM 
what off site improvements are proposed in greater west oakland?
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:52:45 PM 
Is grade spearation included?
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:53:58 PM 

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/21/2021 1:53:52 PM 
describe and specify
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 1:54:58 PM 
Where is grade separation of surface streets discussed?
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Page: 157
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/21/2021 2:02:43 PM 
at grade crossing improvements are not consistent with CPUC requirements, especially for ped/bike safety, how is this rationalized or not 
included as a mitigation?
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TABLE 4.15-41 (CONT.) 
 CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

LIST OF PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS TO THE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK WITHIN THE STUDY INFLUENCE AREAS (FIGURE 4.15-1 THROUGH FIGURE 4.15-4) 

Location Description from Applicable Plan 
Project-Related Transportation 
Improvementsa Plan Consistency Analysis 

Lake Merritt Station Area Plan (cont.) 

8th Street, east of Harrison Phase I includes a lane reduction from four 
lanes one-way to three lanes one-way, Class 2 
bike lanes, corner bulbouts, enhanced 
pedestrian crosswalks, and sidewalk amenities 
including pedestrian-oriented lighting and street 
trees. Phase II, Option A: street conversion from 
one-way to two-way. Phase II, Option B: Lane 
reduction and sidewalk widening. 

None N/A 

Oak Street (entire plan area) Phase I includes striping a four to three lane 
reduction one-way with the addition of a Class 2 
bike lane. The street will receive corner 
bulbouts, enhanced pedestrian crosswalks, and 
sidewalk amenities including pedestrian-
oriented lighting, street trees, and wayfinding – 
particularly at the Lake Merritt BART Station. 
Phase II, Option A: street conversion from one-
way to two-way traffic. Phase II, Option B: 
sidewalk widening (building on Phase I) 

None N/A 

West Oakland Specific Plan 

Rail Lines At-grade rail crossings at Market Street and 
Martin Luther King Jr. Way are in poor condition 
and should be repaired. 

Railroad Crossing Improvements: Upgrade 
at-grade railroad crossings at Market Street, 
Martin Luther King Jr. Way, Clay Street, 
Washington Street and Broadway: Provide 
additional motor vehicle gates, pedestrian 
gates, medians, expanded sidewalks, turn 
restrictions, and fencing between crossings. 
Changes are consistent with “Quiet Zone” 
features. 
(Mitigation MeasureTRANS-3a) 

Discussion: The transportation improvement 
(Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a) would 
implement the stated improvements from the 
West Oakland Specific Plan. 
Conclusion: The transportation improvement 
is consistent with West Oakland Specific Plan. 

3rd Street, between Brush 
and Castro Streets 

Reconfigure street to provide continuous 
sidewalk on north side 

3rd Street between Market Street and 
Broadway: Replace angle / perpendicular 
parking with parallel parking to provide effective 
width of 6 feet for pedestrian path of travel 
between parking and buildings where sidewalk 
gaps exist. 
(Mitigation MeasureTRANS-3b)  

Discussion: The transportation improvement 
would implement the stated improvements 
from the West Oakland Specific Plan by 
ensuring there is a continuous pedestrian path 
of travel on 3rd Street. 
Conclusion: The transportation improvement 
is consistent with West Oakland Specific Plan. 

Conc
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Grade separation should be discussed, not just at grade improvements.  Where is the consistency with ECAP?
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TABLE 4.15-41 (CONT.) 
 CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

LIST OF PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS TO THE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK WITHIN THE STUDY INFLUENCE AREAS (FIGURE 4.15-1 THROUGH FIGURE 4.15-4) 

Location Description from Applicable Plan 
Project-Related Transportation 
Improvementsa Plan Consistency Analysis 

Downtown Oakland Specific Plan (Draft, August 2019) (cont.) 

8th Street, between 
Broadway and Fallon Street 

Implement streetscape amenities, lighting, 
street crossing improvements, and other traffic 
calming measures. Establish an active, 
pedestrian-oriented, well-lit connection between 
Chinatown and the Lake Merritt BART 
Station/Laney College. 

BART Wayfinding and I-880 Underpass 
Improvements: Provide pedestrian wayfinding 
between the ballpark and the West Oakland 
BART station (via 7th and Market Streets), 12th 
Street BART station (via Broadway and/or 
Washington Street), and Lake Merritt BART 
Station (via 8th Street and Broadway). 
(Non-CEQA Recommendation) 

Discussion: The transportation improvement 
would include wayfinding treatments to 
enhance the comfort for pedestrians walking 
between Lake Merritt BART and Chinatown 
and the ballpark. 
Conclusion: The transportation improvement 
is consistent with the Downtown Oakland 
Specific Plan.  

9th Street, between 
Broadway and Fallon Street 

Implement streetscape amenities, lighting, 
street crossing improvements, and other traffic 
calming measures. Establish an active, 
pedestrian-oriented, well-lit connection between 
Chinatown and the Lake Merritt BART 
Station/Laney College. 

None N/A 

Brush Street, railroad 
crossing 

Provide pedestrian connectivity across the 
railroad tracks 

None N/A 

Jefferson Street, railroad 
crossing 

Provide pedestrian connectivity across the 
railroad tracks 

Pedestrian and Bike Overcrossing: Provide 
a pedestrian and bike bridge over the railroad 
tracks at Jefferson or Clay Streets or similar 
location. 
(Mitigation MeasureTRANS-3b) 
Railroad Crossing Improvements: Upgrade 
at-grade railroad crossings at Market Street, 
Martin Luther King Jr. Way, Clay Street, 
Washington Street, and Broadway: Provide 
additional motor vehicle gates, pedestrian 
gates, medians, expanded sidewalks, turn 
restrictions, and fencing between crossings. 
Changes consistent with “Quiet Zone” features. 
(Mitigation MeasureTRANS-3a) 

Discussion: The transportation improvement 
(Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a) would 
implement pedestrian safety improvements at 
the at-grade crossings and Mitigation Measure 
TRANS-3b would implement the stated 
pedestrian and bike bridge. 
Conclusion: The transportation improvement 
is consistent with Downtown Oakland Specific 
Plan.  

Washington Street, between 
6th and 7th Streets 

Remove the pedestrian bridge if buildings are 
redeveloped 

None N/A 

A 
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The Market Street crossing would realize the greatest Project demand for motor vehicle crossings 
as this would be the primary access to the Project site with hourly demands expected to peak at 
over 2,200 vehicles with an at-capacity baseball game and buildout development. The 
Washington Street crossing would realize the greatest demand for pedestrians with hourly 
demands expected to peak over 4,300 crossings. These demands are substantially higher than 
day-to-day crossing activities under existing conditions, except during relatively infrequent large 
special events at Jack London Square when thousands of people are attracted to the area and cross 
the railroad tracks as pedestrians. 

As noted in the 4.15-1 Environmental Setting there were almost 300 trains that crossed the 
Market Street and Martin Luther King Jr. Way at-grade crossings over a 7-day period between 
11:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m., representing on average 42 trains per day. There were 13 observed 
instances during the seven-day study period where gate down times at the Market Street crossing 
exceeded 7 minutes and 7 such instances at the Martin Luther King Jr. Way crossing. All these 
observations were associated with freight trains. There were six instances during the week when 
the gates were down at both crossings for freight trains with the longest being about 19 minutes 
and the shortest being about 7 minutes. Site employees, residents, and visitors would not be able 
to exit the site during times when both the Market Street and Martin Luther King Jr. Way at-grade 
crossings are blocked by a train. However, the EVA connecting the site with Middle Harbor Road 
at Adeline Street would provide emergency access when needed. 

According to Federal Railroad Administration Highway-Rail Grade Crossing Accident/Incident 
Reports (n.d.), there was a cluster of collisions (18) at the at-grade crossings and Embarcadero 
West in the 1970s followed by an extended period, 1980 through 1998, where there were only a 
few collisions (5). Between 1999 and 2009 there was another cluster of collisions (13) with few 
collisions (2) occurring since 2009. The historic crash frequency is no guarantee of future trends. 
The lack of crashes for extended periods is not indicative of the heightened safety concerns raised 
by railroad operators and people working in, living in, and visiting Jack London District. The 
railroad segment through Jack London District is unique in California in that passenger and 
freight trains operate within an urban street sharing the rail right-of-way with motor vehicles, 
bicycles, and pedestrians; where railroad crossing controls and protection are minimally provided 
at public street at-grade crossings but no features exist that preclude people from crossing mid-
block or turning left across the railroad tracks even when crossing controls are activated. 

The Project sponsor commissioned a study, Oakland A’s Howard Terminal Project – Railroad 
Corridor and Grade Crossing Improvements (Railroad Study) that is included in Appendix TRA. 
The study identified at-grade railroad crossing improvements based on a review of existing site 
conditions, the forecasted increase in vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle traffic, and potential 
increases in rail service. 

As noted in the Railroad Study there are currently special event activities at Jack London Square 
that attract large crowds including the Art & Wine Event (10,000 attendees), Wine Walks (5,000 
attendees), PedalFest (15,000 to 30,000 attendees), Oakland A’s FanFest (30,000 attendees), 4th 
of July (15,000 attendees), and the Eat Real Festival (90,000 attendees over three days). There is 
currently no formal plan for managing this event traffic, including railroad track crossings and 
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potential conflicts. The transportation experience during these events, particularly larger events, is 
characterized by fully utilized parking garages and on-street parking, at-capacity Broadway 
shuttle and AC Transit buses, people walking from the 12th Street and Lake Merritt BART 
Stations, and biking. The multimodal traffic crossing the railroad tracks under existing conditions 
is unmanaged, with no protections at intersecting streets with the railroad, and the at-grade 
crossing intersections themselves are generally only controlled by a 9A warning device in each 
direction. 

The Railroad Study describes several recommendations to address at-grade railroad crossing 
safety, which are described in the Railroad Crossing subsection starting on page 4.15-96. The 
proposed improvements would substantially improve railroad corridor safety within the limits of 
the improvements but are subject to review and approval by the CPUC and would not eliminate 
the use of at-grade crossings by pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles accessing the proposed 
Project. Mitigation Measures TRANS-3a and TRANS-3b would improve safety at existing at-
grade crossings but would not reduce the impact to less than significant and are subject to review 
and approval by another agency – the CPUC. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a: Implement At-Grade Railroad Crossing 
Improvements. 

Subject to obtaining necessary approvals from CPUC and other responsible agencies, the 
Project sponsor shall install at-grade railroad crossing improvements including fencing 
and railroad crossing features to enhance multimodal safety along and across the railroad 
tracks including elements that would facilitate a Quiet Zone (if pursued by others) 
designation through Jack London District. The mitigation measure would substantially 
improve safety along the railroad corridor and shall include the measures listed below. 

 Install fencing along both sides of the railroad corridor extending along the Project 
site’s frontage starting at the Schnitzer Steel boundary and continuing to Broadway. 
This change would alter Embarcadero West circulation as follows: 

– Between Market Street and Schnitzer Steel Embarcadero West would remain 
two-way with a signalized intersection at Market Street. 

– Between Market Street and Martin Luther King Jr. Way the street would be 
abandoned such that there would no longer be a motor vehicle intersection at 
Martin Luther King Jr. Way. 

– The portion of Embarcadero that is south of the active UPRR tracks and between 
Martin Luther King Jr. Way to Washington Street (and potentially to Broadway) 
would be physically separated from the railroad tracks by a fence to 
accommodate a multi-use path. The multi-use path would replace the vehicle 
street that exists today (emergency vehicles would be accommodated to the 
extent feasible). The fence line separating the railroad tracks and Embarcadero 
would be offset from the active track or third track by approximately 10 feet, or 
the minimum allowable by UPRR. The multi-use path would be up to 30 feet 
wide between the fence and the existing buildings if the fence is offset from the 
active track. The portion of Embarcadero between Washington Street and 
Broadway could also accommodate a multi-use path between the fence and the 
existing buildings, to the extent feasible, if the existing 12-foot wide vehicle lane 
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were combined with the 8-foot wide sidewalk. On the north side of the railroad 
Embarcadero West would remain one-way westbound with forced right turns at 
Jefferson, Clay, and Washington Streets as well as at Broadway. Vehicle access 
to the Vistra Plant could be via an extension of Water Street at Clay Street or 
driveway easement and used infrequently solely for site access. 

 Upgrade the existing at-grade railroad crossings at Market Street, Martin Luther King 
Jr. Way, Clay Street, Washington Street and Broadway with quad gates for motor 
vehicles and separate signals and gates for pedestrians and bicyclists. Provide 
improved pedestrian and bicycle surfaces at each crossing and clearly defined staging 
areas for pedestrians and bicyclists to wait as a train passes by. 

 Install a traffic signal at the Market Street at-grade crossing and its intersection with 
Embarcadero West as well as a traffic signal on Market Street at 3rd Street. These 
signals would be part of the railroad preemption system25 and include queue cutter 
loops26 on Market Street that would be tied to both traffic signals to minimize the 
potential for motor vehicles to queue across the railroad tracks. Also, install blankout 
turn restriction signs for the eastbound right turn and the westbound left turn at 3rd 
Street that are activated during railroad preemption. 

 While there is no motor vehicle intersection at the Martin Luther King Jr. Way at-
grade crossing, install a traffic signal at the at-grade crossing as well as traffic signals 
at 2nd Street where left turns would be prohibited and at 3rd Street where a left-turn 
lane would be provided to separate left turning and through movement traffic. These 
signals would be part of the railroad preemption system and include a queue cutter 
loop on Martin Luther King Jr. Way that would be tied to all three traffic signals to 
minimize the potential for motor vehicles to queue across the railroad tracks. Also, 
install blankout turn restriction signs for the eastbound right turn and the westbound 
left turn at 3rd Street that are activated during railroad preemption. 

The Project sponsor shall be responsible for undertaking the necessary Diagnostic Study 
based on the suite of improvements described above and coordinating with the City, 
CPUC and affected railroads and obtaining all necessary permits/approvals, including a 
GO 88-B Request (Authorization to Alter Highway Rail Crossings). and constructing the 
at-grade improvements prior to opening day of the ballpark. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b: Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing. 

Prior to opening day of the ballpark, Project sponsor shall design and construct a grade-
separated overcrossing for pedestrians and bicyclists seeking to access the Project site. 
The overcrossing, which would require review and approval by CPUC as well as the City 
and the Port, consultation with the Capital Corridor Joint Powers Authority, and 
potentially affected property owners such as the UPRR, shall be located at Jefferson 
Street (Figure 4.15-48) or Clay Street (Figure 4.15-49), or a comparable nearby location 
and shall create a safe and accessible route for pedestrians and bicyclists traveling to the 
Project site on both event and non-event days, connecting 2nd Street, which is north of  

                                                      
25 A railroad preemption system provides an opportunity for vehicles to clear the track area before the train arrives at 

the crossing. 
26 A queue cutter loop signal is a traffic signal installed at a highway-rail grade crossing in a manner similar to a pre-

signal; its function is to provide a means to prevent vehicles from stopping on the tracks or within the railroad 
right-of-way as a result of traffic queuing from a downstream signalized intersection. 
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the railroad tracks, to Athletics’ Way to the south. Pedestrian facilities serving the bridge 
shall be upgraded on Jefferson and Clay Streets to correct tripping hazards and daylight 
intersections and driveways with red curb per City guidance. Along 3rd Street between 
Market Street and Broadway gaps in the pedestrian network would be closed by 
converting diagonal and perpendicular parking to parallel parking to provide a pedestrian 
path of travel between buildings and parking where no sidewalk exists today. 

The overcrossing could include some combination of stair and elevator system potentially 
with ADA-compliant ramping that could also be used by bicycle riders. The tallest point 
at the overcrossing would be about 40 feet above grade taking into consideration 
architecture features of the bridge such as railing and fencing. The overcrossing could 
include a viewing space, providing views of the rail corridor, the ballpark, the Inner 
Harbor of the Estuary, the Oakland Hills, and downtown Oakland, as well as interpretive 
information celebrating the history of the railroad in Oakland. 

If constructed along Jefferson Street, the overcrossing would border the PG&E Station C 
API, a historical resource, and be immediately adjacent to the National Register-eligible 
PG&E Station C contributor located at 601 Embarcadero West. Therefore, to avoid any 
adverse impacts on 601 Embarcadero West and the API, the design of the pedestrian and 
bicycle overcrossing along Jefferson Street shall incorporate transparent materials, small-
dimension structural elements, and/or design features that maintain views from the street 
directly adjacent to the resource. Also, the structural design, including foundations, shall 
be subject to review by the Planning Director or the Director’s designee, prior to the City 
Council’s review and approval of a major encroachment permit. 

Effectiveness of Mitigation 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a would have the potential to improve safety and therefore reduce 
the severity of Impact TRANS-3. However, some travelers to and from the site would continue to 
use at-grade crossings at the numerous crossing locations along Embarcadero West. For this 
reason, and because the improvements are subject to the review and approval of another agency, 
the measure would reduce the severity of the impact, but not to a level that is less than significant. 
For these reasons, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Similarly, Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b, Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing, would offer a 
grade-separated alternative to bicyclists and pedestrians seeking to access the site, potentially 
accommodating an estimated 3,000 to 6,000 people during the peak hour going to and from the 
Project site on event days, depending on the frequency of bus and shuttle service to the 
Transportation Hub on 2nd Street near the overcrossing. However, while the crossing would 
provide a safe and convenient alternative to at-grade crossings of the railroad tracks at Market 
Street, Martin Luther King Jr. Way, Clay Street, Washington Street, and Broadway, some 
travelers to and from the site would continue to use the numerous existing at-grade crossings 
along Embarcadero West and the improvement is subject to the review and approval of another 
agency. For these reasons, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Secondary impacts of Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b would include potential disturbance of 
hazardous materials on the site of the bridge and in the public right of way. Mitigation measuress 
included in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, would address potential exposure to 
hazardous materials during and after construction, and would prevent significant impacts on 
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human health or the environment by ensuring DTSC oversight and compliance with regulatory 
requirements. Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b requires the use of transparent materials, small-
dimension structural elements, and/or design features for the overcrossing, if it is constructed 
along Jefferson Street, which would maintain visibility of the PG&E Station C API, an historical 
resource, from the adjacent street, and require review of foundations and other structural elements 
by the Planning Director or the Director’s designee, thus ensuring a less-than-significant impact 
on the historical resource. 

Overall, the impact of Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a and Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b would 
remain significant and unavoidable since the improvement is subject to the review and approval 
of another agency. 

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. 

 

Impact TRANS-4: The Project would be constructed over several years and include on- and 
off-site construction activities as well as construction along the railroad corridor that could 
expose roadway users (e.g., motorists, pedestrians, bus riders, bicyclists) to a substantial 
transportation hazard. (Criterion 2) (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

While the extent, duration and order of construction activities is not known at this time, broad 
parameters have been identified to guide the City, the Project sponsor, and the contractor to 
successfully construct this Project while minimizing the transportation effects on the surrounding 
communities. 

During the construction period for either the Phase 1 or subsequent buildout, temporary and 
intermittent transportation impacts may result from truck movements as well as construction 
worker vehicles to and from the project site. The construction-related traffic may temporarily 
reduce capacities of roadways in the project vicinity because of the slower movements and larger 
turning radii of construction trucks compared to passenger vehicles. The construction trucks 
would use the local streets depicted in Figure 4.15-20 between the project site and the I-880 
freeway. Considering the proximity of freeway ramps on 5th and 6th Streets, construction trucks 
on local roadways would likely be limited to Market Street as well as 5th and 6th Streets. 

Parking for construction workers’ vehicles would need to be accommodated while maintaining 
adequate parking supply for completed buildings on the site. It is expected that parking for most 
construction workers would be accommodated on-site during construction of the ballpark but if 
additional parking was needed there are existing areas under the freeway between Market Street 
and Martin Luther King Jr. Way that could also be used for construction worker parking. 

Potential construction activity of off-site transportation improvements in the public right-of-way, 
could result in temporary closure of sidewalks, prohibition of on-street parking, and potentially 
vehicle travel lane closures. A set of comprehensive traffic control measures for motor vehicles, 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian access and circulation would minimize the impact of off-site 
transportation improvements on the traveling public. 
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-4: Construction Management Plan. 

The Project sponsor and general contractor shall prepare a Construction Management 
Plan (CMP) and the plan shall be submitted to the City of Oakland for review and 
approval prior to the City issuing the first construction-related permit. The Plan shall be 
reviewed by the City’s Planning and Building Department, Fire Department, Department 
of Transportation, Public Works Department, and others as needed. The CMP shall 
contain measures to minimize potential construction impacts including measures to 
comply with all construction-related Mitigation Measures (and additional conditions of 
approval if applicable) such as dust control, construction emissions, hazardous materials, 
construction days/hours, construction traffic control, waste reduction and recycling, 
stormwater pollution prevention, noise control, complaint management, and cultural 
resource management. 

The CMP shall provide project-specific information including descriptive procedures, 
approval documentation, and drawings (such as a site logistics plan, fire safety plan, 
construction phasing plan, proposed truck routes, traffic control plan, complaint 
management plan, construction worker parking plan, litter/debris clean-up plan, and others 
as needed) that specify how potential construction impacts will be minimized and how each 
construction-related requirement will be satisfied throughout construction of the project. 

The CMP shall also consider construction activities in the public-right-of-way including 
obtaining an obstruction permit from the City prior to placing any temporary 
construction-related obstruction in the public right-of-way, including City streets, 
sidewalks, bicycle facilities, and bus stops. If obstructions impact vehicle or bicycle 
travel lanes, bus stops, or sidewalks, the Project sponsor shall submit a Traffic Control 
Plan to the City for review and approval prior to obtaining an obstruction permit. The 
Project sponsor shall submit evidence of City approval of the Traffic Control Plan with 
the application for an obstruction permit. The Traffic Control Plan shall contain a set of 
comprehensive traffic control measures for auto, truck, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 
accommodations (or detours, if accommodations are not feasible), including detour signs 
if required, lane closure procedures, signs, cones for drivers, and designated construction 
access routes. The Traffic Control Plan shall be in conformance with the City’s 
Supplemental Design Guidance for Accommodating Pedestrians, Bicycles, and Bus 
Facilities in Construction Zones. The Project sponsor shall implement the approved Plan 
during construction and coordinate with the City and the Port to adjust, if necessary, to 
respond to transportation-related issues that arise out of the implementation. In addition, 
the Project sponsor shall repair any damage to the public right-of way, including streets 
and sidewalks caused by Project construction at their expense within one week of the 
occurrence of the damage (or excessive wear), unless further damage/excessive wear may 
continue; in such case, repair shall occur prior to approval of the final inspection of the 
construction-related permit. All damage that is a threat to public health or safety shall be 
repaired immediately. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant. 
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Table 4.15-32 shows the Project’s 2040 VMT for residential and commercial uses. As shown, per 
capita VMT in 2040 for the Project would be 6.6 due to its location in in Jack London District 
(TAZs 966 and 967) compared to the regional average of 13.8. The per worker project VMT 
would be 14.2 due to its location in Jack London District compared to the regional average of 
20.3. Both per capita and per worker Project-generated VMT would be more than 15 percent 
below the regional averages in 2040 and would therefore constitute a less-than-significant impact. 
Table 4.15-33 shows the proposed Project 2040 retail VMT in terms of citywide service 
population. As shown in the table, VMT per citywide service population would remain the same 
without and with the retail component of the proposed Project, and therefore the VMT impact 
would be less-than-significant impact for the retail component of the proposed Project in 2040. 

Table 4.15-35 shows that the TDM Plan would result in VMT reductions (17 percent) for the 
performance venue and would have a less-than-significant impact on VMT with the TDM Plan. 
The ballpark is expected to host only up to 9 concerts per year, compared to a minimum of 81 
baseball games, all of which would have VMT per attendee reductions greater than the 
threshold level. Table 4.15-39 presents the annualized VMT per attendee at the ballpark with the 
implementation of TMP strategies for all baseball games and concerts. The annual VMT per 
attendee with TMP strategies would also be reduced to a level more than 15 percent below similar 
existing uses. The combination of a TMP as well as the Project sponsor’s decision to incorporate 
parking maximums for ballpark parking (up to 2,000 spaces at buildout) would result in VMT 
reductions for the ballpark that would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a 
cumulative impact. Therefore, a less-than-significant cumulative impact on VMT would occur 
provided is the mitigation measures identified for the Project are implemented to ensure that the 
required reduction in VMT standard is met. Specifically, the following mitigation measures are 
identified to ensure the Project complies with the 20 percent VTR requirement and the 
effectiveness of the TDM Plan (for the non-ballpark development) and the TMP (for the ballpark) 
that would reduce the Project’s contribution to cumulative transportation impacts and achieve the 
required reduction in VMT per capita in 2040: 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a: Transportation and Parking Demand Management 
(TDM) Plan. (See Impact TRANS-1A) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b: Transportation Management Plan. (See 
Impact TRANS-1B) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c: Implement a Transportation Hub on 2nd Street. 
(See Impact TRANS-1B) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d: Implement Bus-Only Lanes on Broadway. (See 
Impact TRANS-1B) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e: Implement Pedestrian Improvements. (See 
Impact TRANS-1B) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
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Consistency with Adopted Policies, Plans, or Programs 
The Project and the associated recommended improvement measures presented in this Draft EIR 
were discussed in detail in the previous sections. Implementation of the Project and its associated 
development when considered together with cumulative development results in significant 
cumulative impact related to safety and performance. 

Impact TRANS-2.CU: Project or required transportation improvements could potentially 
conflict with a plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the safety or performance of the 
circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle lanes, and pedestrian paths (except 
for automobile level of service or other measures of vehicle delay). (Criterion 2) 
(Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

As previously noted, implementation of the Project including the Mitigation Measures and the 
Non-CEQA Recommendations described in this chapter is generally consistent with and furthers 
the existing policies in the policy documents resulting in an overall beneficial impact on 
transportation in the area. However, there are limited potential conflicts between the Project and 
individual plan elements and policies as noted in Impact TRANS-2 that are reduced to less than 
significant by Mitigation Measure TRANS-2a and Mitigation Measure TRANS-2b. Although the 
Project and its required transportation improvements would be generally consistent with 
applicable plans and policies, these mitigations would continue under cumulative conditions to 
reduce the Project’s contribution to the cumulative effects of inconsistency with these limited 
individual plan elements. With implementation of these measures, the cumulative impact is 
deemed less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2a: Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on 7th Street from Mandela Parkway to Martin Luther King Jr. Way. (See 
Impact TRANS-2) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2b: Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on Martin Luther King Jr. Way from Embarcadero West to 8th Street. (See 
Impact TRANS-2) 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2c: Implement Bike Lanes Consistent with the Bike 
Plan on Washington Street from Embarcadero West to 10th Street. (See 
Impact TRANS-2) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

 

Impact TRANS-3.CU: The Project would contribute to cumulative volumes of multimodal 
traffic traveling across the at-grade railroad crossings on Embarcadero that would cause or 
expose roadway users (e.g., motorists, pedestrians, bus riders, bicyclists) to a permanent or 
substantial transportation hazard. (Criterion 2) (Significant and Unavoidable with 
Mitigation) 

The Project sponsor commissioned a study, Oakland A’s Howard Terminal Project – Railroad 
Corridor and Grade Crossing Improvements (Railroad Study) that is included in Appendix TRA, 
and the recommendations in that study are included in Mitigation Measure TRANS-3a. The 

With
ant. 
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building includes a common area outdoor roof garden Please revise analysis to address light impacts to these residents.  

 

AR 0009074



Lighting Technical Report  19 November 2020 
HLB Lighting Design Inc.  7 of 532 

2 Thresholds of Significance 

2.1 Prevailing Standards and Codes 

The lighting design for the development must meet the standards set forth by the State of California, the 
City of Oakland, and the Port of Oakland. The California Code of Regulations Title 24, also known as the 
Building Energy Efficiency Standards, sets legal compliance requirements for residential and non-
residential construction, and is updated on a three-year code cycle. The current version of the standard 
is dated 2016 and is in force until January 1, 2020, at which time the applicability of the code will not 
change, though technical updates to Part 6 described below is expected.  

2.1.1 California Code of Regulations Title 24 Article 1  

Title 24 Article 1 includes the framework to establish Lighting Zones for use by the State and by other 
Authorities Having Jurisdiction (AHJ). The lighting zone determination of a property is a functional way 
of categorizing the expected appropriate brightness of a property based on the expected ambient 
brightness. The majority of properties in California fall into Lighting Zone 2 (LZ2) or Lighting Zone 3 (LZ3). 
Based on the 2010 US Census data, the Howard Terminal site is assigned to LZ3. 

 
Figure 2: Lighting Zone Descriptions and Applicability per Title 24 2016 Article 1 

 

2.1.2 California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6 

Part 6 of Title 24 is known as the Efficiency Standards, and includes mandatory requirements for indoor 
and outdoor lighting and lighting controls. Specific to outdoor lighting, the standard provides 
prescriptive maximum limitations on lighting power density (LPD), measured in watts per square foot, 
for various use types as a function of lighting zone. The standard also includes prescriptive lighting 
controls requirements for outdoor applications, including but not limited to the use of occupancy-based 

e 1
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2.2.3 Sensitive Receptor Sites: Glare 

Based on the CIE guide, for environmental zone E4, building façade luminance for both pre- and post-
curfew are considered obtrusive when they are in excess of 25 cd/m2. Sign luminance is considered 
obtrusive when it is in excess of 1,000 cd/m2. Glare results for the proposed project can be found in 
Section 6.1.2 below. Results of the specific glare analysis focused on the specific areas of concern, 
including the Turning Basin, can be found in Section 6.2 below. 

 
Figure 6: CIE 150:2017 Maximum Permitted Values of Average Surface Luminance 

While no standards currently exist in the US pertaining to limiting the glare of sports lighting as viewed 
from neighboring locations, the European Committee for Standardization, in their publication CEN EN 

 Sports 
of sports light fixtures, measured in candela (cd), in the direction of sensitive sites to limit obtrusive 
light, as shown in Figure 7. 
it is necessary to control obtrusive light, which can present physiological and ecological problems to 

quantitative, directional or spectral attributes in a given context give rise to annoyance, discomfort, 
 

 
Figure 7: EN 12193:2007 Maximum Obtrusive Light Permitted for Exterior Lighting Applications 

 

or Si
1
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Figure 10  

3.4 Full Buildout Scenario 

Full Buildout site development. This includes the 
development of buildings on the balance of the property, construction of additional roadways, and 
activation of additional park and green space. Surface parking is anticipated to be eliminated in this 
scenario. 

  
Figure 11 Full Buildout site plan for Baseline Project 

1
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4 Methodology 

4.1 Receptor Site Identification 

Sensitive receptor sites were identified by ESA in their 1 February 2019 memo, included as an appendix 
to that report. The memo identified six key receptor sites, as shown below in Figure 25.  

 

 
Figure 25: Receptor sites identified by ESA in their 1 February 2019 memo indicating receptor site 

locations and numbers in pink. Note that the project boundary (in red) is incorrect; refer to the project 
boundary shown in the plan diagrams in Section 3 above. 

Two receptor sites, Site 5 and Site 6, were identified to be located on the highway. Since full 
measurements were not feasible at those locations due to safety concerns, alternate sites were 
identified and confirmed with ESA. Additionally, subcategories of receptor sites were added to allow the 
assessment to include the potential impacts of the Gondola variant, including its two stations and 
central support tower. Figure 26 indicates the final receptor site locations and orientations used for this 
analysis. 

SA i

mo in
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Figure 26: Expanded receptor site location map showing the locations of the receptor sites and their 

orientations 

4.2 Equipment 

All luminance and illuminance measurements were taken using a Sekonic L-758 light meter, as shown in 
Figure 27.  

 
Figure 27: Light meter used for luminance and illuminance measurements 

All photographs were taken using a Canon EOS Rebel T6i with an 18-55mm IS SM lens kit, as shown in 
Figure 28. A tripod was used to allow photographs to be taken at approximately -  above grade. The 
camera has a 24.2 megapixel CMOS sensor and fully manual modes, including manual focus. 

1

 

AR 0009083



Page: 20
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/22/2021 2:52:58 PM 
provide analysis at nearest residential receptor, 737 2nd street.  What was the methodology for selection of sites?

 

AR 0009084



Lighting Technical Report  19 November 2020 
HLB Lighting Design Inc.  28 of 532 

assigned a 40% light reflectance value. All lighting was modeled assuming initial conditions, and do not 
account for any depreciation due to dirt, age, weather exposure, or other factors. 

AGI renderings showing false-color luminance values were exported from each receptor site to provide a 
direct before-and-after comparison of the anticipated impact of the project. The mesh levels required 
for accurate calculations associated with surface or entity size, for some portions of the model, required 
such tight meshing that the mesh boundaries in the exported renderings somewhat obscure the 
displayed false-color representation of the anticipated luminances. 

4.5.3 Lighting 

Since the project is in early conceptual design, the specifics of the lighting design such as luminaire 
selection and placement have not been developed. As such, the lighting information available via the 
lighting masterplan was at a coarse level of detail, indicating illuminance targets for all major activities 
anticipated within the project. 

To allow the impact of that lighting to be modeled, the various surfaces within the project were assigned 

the effect of the light to be modeled without having to model the luminaires themselves. Based on the 
lighting masterplan and the proposed geometry, Table 1 provides the pre-curfew modeled surface 
luminances and Table 2 provides the post-curfew modeled surface luminances. The luminances were 
derived using the assumed light reflectance values listed previously, assuming a Lambertian distribution. 

 

  
Illuminance, 

[lux] Reflectance 
Luminance, 

[cd/m2] 
Retail Storefronts* 300 50% 47.7 
Mixed-Use Facades 35 50% 5.6 
Roof Gardens 60 40% 7.6 
Intersections 18 10% 0.6 
Streets - Primary 20 10% 0.6 
Streets - Secondary 20 10% 0.6 
Plazas/Parks 6 10% 0.2 
Athletics Way 6 10% 0.2 
Ballpark Façade 100 50% 15.9 
Gondola Loading Platforms 200 10% 6.4 
Surface Parking 10 10% 0.3 

Table 1: Initial luminances pre-curfew (applies to game and non-game nights) 

*Retail storefront luminance pre-curfew is intended to capture the impact of interior lighting emanating 
from within 
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Table 22: Summary of glare results for Signage for the Baseline Project [Note: Threshold of significance is 

1,000 cd/m2 for signage ] 

 

1
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Table 23: Summary of glare results for Signage for the MRA Project [Note: Threshold of significance is 
1,000 cd/m2  

  

1
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IES File  A type of file which contains the photometric data for a luminaire.  Compatible with the light 
calculation software AGI32. 

Illuminance  The density of light incident on a surface typically reported in units of lux (lumens per 
square meter) or footcandles (lumens per square foot). 

- Vertical  The density of light incident on a vertical plane measured at a point. 
- Horizontal  The density of light incident on a horizontal plane measured at a point. 
- Example: One 60W incandescent light bulb will generate 1 lux at a distance of approximately 8 

meters (26 ft) 

Lambertian reflectance  A material property which describes a perfectly diffuse reflecting surface which 
scatters light evenly in all directions. 

LED  A light-emitting diode. A type of light source that emits light by allowing current to flow through a 
small semiconductor. 

Light Loss Factor  A value assigned to represent the depreciation of light from a source at some point in 
time in the future as compared to the initial light output. 

Light Pollution  The negative environmental impacts caused by light at night. 

Light Trespass  The measurable amount of light incident on adjacent or distant locations (spill light). 

Lighting Power Density  The amount of light measured in watts over a single square foot of area. 

Lighting Zone  A lighting designation that categorizes locations based on expected ambient brightness.   

Lumen  A fundamental measurement of light quantity. 

Luminaires  A complete light fixture assembly. 

Luminance  The intensity of light in a given direction typically reported in units of candela per meter 
squared. 

- Example: One 60W incandescent light bulb (frosted) has a luminance of approximately 120,000 
cd/m2 

- Luminance describes the photometric brightness of an object, but the perceptual brightness 
(how bright something seems) is highly dependent on ambient brightness and contrast 

Nadir  A direction pointing directly down from or below a given location. 

Occupancy-Based Controls  A method of controlling light in response to occupancy. 

Overexposure  In photography, the result of extra or excess light entering the camera through the lens 
to produce an image which is brighter or more washed-out but allows for dark details to be seen. 

Parametric  An iterative approach to a process where variables are altered in a regular sequence. 

Radiosity  A method of calculating reflected light through diffuse reflection. 

Sensitive Receptor Sites  Locations determined as potentially being sensitive to a development. 

Sky Glow  The visible brightness of the night sky that obscures view of celestial bodies. 

Spill Light  See Light Trespass. 

es 1
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8.1.1.1.3 Glare 

Figure 86 through Figure 101 illustrate the luminances anticipated to be observed from the identified 
receptor sites for this lighting condition. Note that the scale associated with each receptor site view 
approximately matches the scale used for the 
images. Table 31 summarizes the anticipated glare significance at the receptor sites. Additionally, as 
noted in Section 4.5.3, the modeled retail lighting is included for pre-curfew times to capture the impact 
of interior lighting emanating through windows as a conservative contribution to spill light assessment; 
the modeled luminance, therefore, is an interior luminance and not subject to glare limitations directly. 

 

Receptor Site 
Facades Signage 

Maximum, 
[cd/m2] Significant Maximum, 

[cd/m2] Significant 

Receptor Site 1 - Water Street at Clay (Facing 
Ballpark) 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 

Receptor Site 1A - Water Street at Washington 
(Facing Gondola) 6.4 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 2 - Inner Harbor Turning Basin @ 
190' 15.9 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 2A - Turning Basin Line-of-Sight 15.9 No n/a n/a 
Receptor Site 2B - Inner Harbor Turning Basin @ 
64' 15.9 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 2C - Inner Harbor Turning Basin @ 
25' 15.9 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 3 - Alameda Dock 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 
Receptor Site 4 - MLK at Embarcadero 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 
Receptor Site 5 - I880 Westbound 15.9 No n/a n/a 
Receptor Site 5A - 2nd at Washington (Facing 
Ballpark) 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 

Receptor Site 5B - 2nd at Washington (Facing JLS 
Station) 6.4 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 5C - 2nd at Washington (Facing 
Convention Center Station) 1.6 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 6 - I980 Ramp to Eastbound I880 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 
Receptor Site 6A - 7th at Brush 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 
Receptor Site 7 - 8th at Washington (Facing 
Convention Center Station) 6.4 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 7A - 8th at Washington (Facing 
Tower)  0.0 No n/a n/a 

Table 31: Summary of anticipated glare significance at receptor sites for the Baseline project, Baseline 
ballpark height, Phase 1 . [Note: Threshold of significance is 25 

cd/m2 for façade lighting and 1,000 cd/m2 for digital signage] 
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AR 0009094



Lighting Technical Report  19 November 2020 
HLB Lighting Design Inc.  123 of 532 

8.1.2.1.3 Glare 

Figure 137 through Figure 152 illustrate the luminances anticipated to be observed from the identified 
receptor sites for this lighting condition. Note that the scale associated with each receptor site view 

images. Table 37 summarizes the anticipated glare significance at the receptor sites. Additionally, as 
noted in Section 4.5.3, the modeled retail lighting is included for pre-curfew times to capture the impact 
of interior lighting emanating through windows as a conservative contribution to spill light assessment; 
the modeled luminance, therefore, is an interior luminance and not subject to glare limitations directly. 

 

Receptor Site 
Facades Signage 

Maximum, 
[cd/m2] Significant Maximum, 

[cd/m2] Significant 

Receptor Site 1 - Water Street at Clay (Facing 
Ballpark) 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 

Receptor Site 1A - Water Street at Washington 
(Facing Gondola) 6.4 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 2 - Inner Harbor Turning Basin @ 
190' 15.9 No  n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 2A - Turning Basin Line-of-Sight 15.9 No  n/a n/a 
Receptor Site 2B - Inner Harbor Turning Basin @ 
64' 15.9 No  n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 2C - Inner Harbor Turning Basin @ 
25' 15.9 No  n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 3 - Alameda Dock 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 
Receptor Site 4 - MLK at Embarcadero 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 
Receptor Site 5 - I880 Westbound 15.9 No n/a n/a 
Receptor Site 5A - 2nd at Washington (Facing 
Ballpark) 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 

Receptor Site 5B - 2nd at Washington (Facing JLS 
Station) 6.4 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 5C - 2nd at Washington (Facing 
Convention Center Station) 1.6 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 6 - I980 Ramp to Eastbound I880 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 
Receptor Site 6A - 7th at Brush 15.9 No 3,500 Yes 
Receptor Site 7 - 8th at Washington (Facing 
Convention Center Station) 6.4 No n/a n/a 

Receptor Site 7A - 8th at Washington (Facing 
Tower) 0.0 No n/a n/a 

Table 37: Summary of anticipated glare significance at receptor sites for the Baseline project, Baseline 
ballpark height, Full Buildout . [Note: Threshold of significance 

is 25 cd/m2 for façade lighting and 1,000 cd/m2 for digital signage] 
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INTRODUCTION 

RWDI was retained to conduct a pedestrian wind assessment for the Oakland Athletics’ proposed new ballpark and 

mixed-use project along the Oakland Estuary waterfront in Oakland, CA (Image 1). This report presents the project 

objectives, background and approach, and the results from RWDI’s assessment. 

1.1 Project Description

It is our understanding that the project is adjacent to the Inner Harbor and includes the construction of both the 

ballpark at approximately 120 feet in height and several residential and office towers ranging from 100 to 00 

feet in height. 

1.2 Objectives

The objective of the study was to assess the effect of the proposed development on local conditions in pedestrian 

areas on and around the study site and provide recommendations for minimizing adverse effects, if needed. This 

quantitative assessment was based on wind speed measurements on a scale model of the project and its 

surroundings in one of RWDI’s boundary-layer wind tunnels. These measurements were combined with the local 

wind records and compared to appropriate criteria for gauging wind comfort and safety in pedestrian areas on the 

project site. 

Image 1: Aerial View of Site and Surroundings (Photo Courtesy of Google™ Earth) 

PROJECT SITE 

1
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  Image 2C: Wind Tunnel Study Model - Existing + Stadium + Phase 1 + Maritime Reservation Scenario 
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Image 8: Examples of Walkways Sheltered by a Canopy, Overhang or Street Art 
 

Localized wind screens or landscaping that slows winds along sidewalks and protects places where pedestrians are 

expected to gather or linger can also be effective. These localized measures should be placed to the west of the 

areas of concern.  

Landscaping typically affects winds locally - the larger the tree crown and canopy, the greater the area of influence. 

Tall, slender trees with little foliage have little to no effect on local winds speeds at ground level because of the 

height of the foliage above ground. Shorter street trees with larger canopies help reduce winds around them but 

their influence on conditions farther away is limited.  

Solid windscreens have a greater effect at reducing the wind speeds to immediate leeward side of the screens, 

however, outside of this area of influence, the winds are either unaffected or accelerated. Porous windscreens have 

less of an effect to the immediate leeward side. However, they have an increased area of influence and are less 

likely to cause any accelerations of the winds further downwind. Examples of effective localized wind reduction 

measures are shown in Image 11. 
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Good Neighbor Policies 

• Create generous pedestrian queuing areas at the Ballpark to minimize the number of pedestrians 
potentially impacting neighborhood areas. 

• Promote pre- and post-game routes emphasizing the use of Market Street and Martin Luther 
King Jr. Way for vehicles. 

• Ensure that access to neighborhood buildings, parking, and sidewalks for daily users in the Jack 
London District, Old Oakland, Chinatown and West Oakland will not be unreasonably impeded. 

• Integrate the site seamlessly with the surrounding neighborhoods to create a porous, accessible, 
and welcoming environment.  

• Minimize vehicular congestion from the project and avoid conflict between vehicular, pedestrian, 
and bicycle traffic generated by the project with Seaport operations, including drayage truck 
routes and traffic.  

Media Requirements 

• Locate media to provide for reliable satellite connections as per MLB guidelines while routing 
cables in such a way that prioritizes the safety of pedestrians  

1.2. TMP Document Context 
The TMP is one of three documents related to the Ballpark with a substantial transportation component. 
The other two documents are an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which will be prepared in compliance 
with CEQA, and the technical memorandums supporting the EIR, which are appendices to the EIR and 
include detailed information regarding potential transportation impacts and recommendations outside the 
purview of CEQA.  

1.3. Key Stakeholders 
Overall management of the TMP will be overseen by the A’s, the City of Oakland, and the Port of Oakland. 
The A’s will have responsibility for implementation of the Plan, and the City of Oakland and Port of Oakland 
will provide feedback and direction to the A’s to modify the TMP as needed, based on the results of 
monitoring reports.  Any proposed revisions to the TMP will be subject to the City of Oakland approval.  

In addition, like other sports and entertainment venues, it is expected the A’s will seek approvals and/or 
enter into agreements with various agencies and/or vendors to provide the changes necessary to implement 
this TMP. Because the Oakland Department of Transportation (OakDOT) and the Oakland Police Department 
(OPD) have roles for maintaining and operating the transportation system in the project vicinity, and the 

Good Neighbor Policies

• Create generous pedestrian queuing areas at the Ballpark to minimize the number of pedestrians g p q g
potentially impacting neighborhood areas.

• Promote pre- and post-game routes emphasizing the use of Market Street and Martin Luther p p g
King Jr. Way for vehicles.

• Ensure that access to neighborhood buildings, parking, and sidewalks for daily users in the Jackg g p g y
London District, Old Oakland, Chinatown and West Oakland will not be unreasonably impeded.

• Integrate the site seamlessly with the surrounding neighborhoods to create a porous, accessible,g y
and welcoming environment.

• Minimize vehicular congestion from the project and avoid conflict between vehicular, pedestrian, g p j p
and bicycle traffic generated by the project with Seaport operations, including drayage truck y
routes and traffic.
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This feel good language conflicts with the proposed rail fencing, limited access, grade separation for vehicles only, potential for free parking and 
tailgating on adjacent streets, and traffic lights rather than grade separation that would increase idling (especially when trains are present) fand 
relase of increased toxins to an already impacted frontline community.
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10. At-Grade Rail Crossings 
Railroad tracks serving passenger and freight services lie parallel to the north of Embarcadero West. 
Passenger rail currently runs 42 trains per weekday and 34 trains per weekend day on these tracks. Freight 
rail does not operate on a set schedule, but field observations conducted the week of July 22 through 28 
(2019) at the Market Street and Martin Luther King Jr. Way at-grade crossings found that an average of six 
freight trains passed through the corridor each day between 11:00 AM and 11:00 PM. Several at-grade 
crossings for pedestrians and vehicles exist in the project vicinity and are described below. 

Broadway crosses two tracks and provides two gates. The southbound approach provides a single-arm 
gate and overhead flashing lights, and the northbound approach provides a single-arm gate. Both 
approaches provide pedestrian-level flashing warning lights on both sides of the street. Crosswalks are 
marked across the tracks on both sides of the street, although the crosswalks are outside of the 
crossing arms. 

Washington Street crosses two tracks and provides two gates. Both southbound and northbound 
approaches provide a single-arm gate. Crosswalks are marked across the tracks on both sides of the street. 
Both crosswalks are outside of the crossing arms and do not provide additional warnings to pedestrians 
about oncoming trains.  

Clay Street crosses two tracks and provides two gates. Both southbound and northbound approaches 
provide a single-arm gate. Pedestrians are directed by signage to cross using a marked crosswalk across 
the tracks on the east side of the street. However, this crosswalk is on the outside of the crossing arms and 
does not provide additional warnings to pedestrians about oncoming trains.  

At-Grade Rail Crossingss
1 2
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Page: 3
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/22/2021 1:41:23 PM 

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/22/2021 1:41:20 PM 
Grade separation should be included, and this analysis ignores scoping requests from CPUC, CCJPA, UPRR,  PORT and others.  See comments in 
NOP appendix. Provide documentation why such options were not included in the project.
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This emergency vehicle access would be made available to police, fire, ambulance and other emergency 
service providers only for the purpose of responding to an emergency at Howard Terminal when other 
means of access to and from the area are unavailable or sub-optimal. 

The Oakland Fire Department has requested the following general transportation features to serve events 
at the Ballpark: 

• Designated space for dispatching emergency services personnel within the Ballpark. This could be 
a room for EMT personnel or a similar facility. 

• A grade-separated crossing over the railroad tracks that can serve a light vehicle, such as an ATV. 

• A clear path to the Ballpark through all non-motorized areas. 

• Emergency vehicle access around the entire Ballpark. 

Collaboration with the Oakland Fire Department is ongoing, and this document will be updated to reflect 
the discussions. An incident command staging area may be provided to provide multiple emergency 
vehicles with clear in/out access to reduce response times. The mobility coordinator will communicate with 
the Oakland Fire Department for changes to operational needs.  

 

A grade-separated crossing over the railroad tracks that can serve a light vehicle, such as an ATV.

1

2
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/22/2021 1:51:00 PM 
Please discuss all grade separation options requested by NOP scoping comments.

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/22/2021 1:49:59 PM 
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Summary of Comments on App_02-Appendix-NOP with 
comments.pdf
Page: 1

Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/22/2021 1:20:52 PM 
The NOP scoping letters contain numerous references to analysis of grade separation of streets that provide ingress/egress to the site, including 
CPUC and railroad authorities.  The Rail Vision Plan, not Addressed in the DEIR, states that this section of railroad should be undergrounded.  The
DEIR doe not adequately analyze the topics requested in the scoping process. Please correct the DEIR with the required analyses as shown 
highlinted in yellow on the following pages.
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Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/22/2021 12:43:13 PM 
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Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/22/2021 12:43:51 PM 
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Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/22/2021 12:44:18 PM 

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/22/2021 12:44:13 PM 

Number: 3 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/22/2021 12:44:13 PM 
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From: Vollmann, Peterson
To: Jillian Feyk-Miney; Crescentia Brown
Subject: FW: Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project NOP Comments
Date: Monday, January 14, 2019 3:38:55 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Oakland Waterfront_NOP_comment_ltr_FINAL DRAFT.pdf

 
 
Peterson Z. Vollmann, Planner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa, Suite
2114 |Oakland, CA 94612 | Phone: (510)238-6167 | Fax: (510) 238-4730 | Email:
pvollmann@oaklandca.gov | Website: www.oaklandnet.com/planning 
 

From: Boggiano, Reid@SLC [mailto:Reid.Boggiano@slc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 3:10 PM
To: Vollmann, Peterson <PVollmann@oaklandca.gov>
Subject: Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project NOP Comments
 
Hi Peter,
 
Please see the attached comments on the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark NOP. The link provided in
the NOP but did not work. A hardcopy will be mailed to you this week. Thank you.
 

Reid Boggiano, Granted Lands Program Manager
CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION
External Affairs
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South | Sacramento | CA 95825
Phone: 916.574.0450 | Email: Reid.Boggiano@slc.ca.gov
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1890

January 14, 2019

File Ref: SCH #2018112070

Peterson Vollmann
City of Oakland, Bureau of Planning
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214
Oakland, CA 94612  

VIA REGULAR & ELECTRONIC MAIL (PVollmann@oaklandca.gov)

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project, Alameda
County Case File Number ER18-016

Dear Mr. Vollmann:

The California State Lands Commission staff has reviewed the NOP for an EIR for the 
Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project (Project) at Howard Terminal. The City of 
Oakland (City), as the lead agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.), is preparing the Draft EIR for the Project 
and the Oakland Athletics Investment Group, LLC d/b/a is the Project sponsor. The 
Commission is a trustee agency for projects that could directly or indirectly affect 
sovereign land and their Public Trust resources, values, and uses. The Commission may 
also be a responsible agency because of its jurisdiction related to its consideration of any 
proposed Title Settlement and Exchange Agreement between the Port of Oakland and the 
Commission or for any approvals the Legislature delegates to the Commission.

Commission Jurisdiction, Public Trust Lands, and Regulatory Authority

The Commission has jurisdiction and management authority over all ungranted tidelands, 
submerged lands, and the beds of navigable lakes and waterways. The Commission also 
has residual and review authority for tidelands and submerged lands legislatively granted 
in trust to local jurisdictions (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 6009, subd. (c); 6009.1; 6301; and
6306). All tide and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, as well as navigable 
waterways, are subject to the protections of the common law Public Trust Doctrine.

The Project is located largely on current or historic tide and submerged lands held in trust 
by the City. The most landward portion of Howard Terminal was purchased with Public
Trust funds and is owned by the Port of Oakland as a Public Trust asset. Beginning in 
1852 and through a series of legislative grants from the state, the City of Oakland was 

JENNIFER LUCCHESI, Executive Officer 
(916) 574-1800   Fax (916) 574-1810 

California Relay Service TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929 
from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2922 

 

California State Lands Commission1
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granted, in trust, certain sovereign tide and submerged lands located with its boundaries.  
In 1927, the City delegated to the Port the exclusive authority to hold, manage, and 
administer all tide and submerged lands originally granted to the City within the Port Area. 
The Port has, among other powers and duties, the exclusive power to acquire and hold, in 
the name of the City, lands, real property, property rights, leases and easements, and to 
sell and exchange lands, as necessary and convenient for development and operation of 
the Port; exercise on behalf of the City all the rights, powers and duties with respect to 

iction, that are now may in the future be vested in 
the City; and sue and defend in the name of the City all actions and proceedings involving 

 

Public Trust lands held in trust and the revenues generated from these lands must be 
used for purposes that promote or are consistent with the Public Trust and the applicable 
granting statutes. All uses of Public Trust lands, including those authorized by the granting 
statutes, must consider the overarching principle of the Public Trust Doctrine: that Trust 
lands belong to the statewide public and are to be used for statewide public purposes, not 
purely for local or municipal purposes. (Mallon v. City of Long Beach (1955) 44 Cal.2d 
199). The management of Public Trust lands is a matter of statewide importance. Land-
use decisions must be made by the local trustee 
concerns, or benefits to the inclination of local or municipa  (Pub. Resources 
Code § 6009 subd (d).) 

Public Trust land uses are generally limited to water-dependent or water-related uses that 
promote fisheries, commercial navigation, environmental preservation, water-related 
recreation, enjoyment of the Public Trust lands and resources, and public access to the 
water. There are many types of Trust consistent uses. The most common are ports, 
marinas, docks and wharves, buoys, commercial and sport fishing, bathing, swimming, 
public access amenities, and kayaking or boating. Public Trust lands may also be kept in 
their natural state or restored and enhanced for habitat, wildlife refuges, scientific study, or 
open space. Ancillary or incidental uses that directly promote Trust uses, directly support 
and are necessary for T Trust lands are also 
permitted. Examples include facilities to serve waterfront visitors, such as hotels, 
restaurants, visitor-serving retail and recreation, and restrooms. Other examples are 
commercial facilities that must be located on or adjacent to the water, such as warehouses 
and container-cargo storage. Uses generally not compatible with Public Trust lands are 
those that are not water-related or dependent and that do not serve a statewide public 
purpose. Incompatible uses include residential, general commercial and office uses, and 
municipal uses, like public schools, hospitals, or municipal government buildings. 

Project Description 

The sponsor proposes to develop Howard Terminal with these elements: 

 Demolish existing buildings on the Project Site, except the existing power plant and 
the existing container cranes, which may be retained. 

 Address hazardous materials that may be present on the Project site. 
 Construct the following: 
o A new privately funded, open-air, approximately 35,000 person capacity Major 

League Baseball park. 
o Up to 4,000 residential units of varying affordability and types. 

 

AR 0009127



Peterson Vollmann Page 3 January 14, 2019 

o Approximately 2.27 million square feet of adjacent mixed use development and 
recreational uses including retail, commercial, office, cultural entertainment, flex 
light industrial/manufacturing, and recreational uses. 

o A performance venue with a capacity of up to 3,500 individuals. 
o A 300 to 400-room hotel. 

 Construct/provide improved access from the surrounding neighborhood and 
regional transportation networks. 

 Construct/provide new waterfront public access, enhanced water views, and on-site 
open space. 

 Comply with AB 734 regarding implementation of sustainability measures, 
development of a LEED Gold ballpark, and no net increase of greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

 Phase development, with a target completion date of Spring 2023 for construction 
of Phase 1, including the ballpark, associated infrastructure, and potentially some 
ancillary development. 

General Comment 

Impacts to Current and Future Public Trust Uses: 

economies. The California Legislature has unequivocally expressed the importance of 
onomic 

and coastal resources and an essential element of the national maritime network. It is 
important that the Port and the City analyze whether and to what extent the Project will 
impact existing and potential maritime uses at the Howard Terminal and elsewhere within 
the Port. The potential displacement of Port critical maritime activities is a matter of 
statewide concern and should be fully analyzed.  The Commission, in its role as a fiduciary 
trustee of Public Trust lands and resources, has a long history of supporting 
responsible maritime operations at California Ports, including in 2012 where the 
Commission adopted a resolution supporting California Ports. 

Consistency with the Public Trust: 

All proposed uses for the Project, including the mixed-use development, performance 
venue, and Major League Baseball Park, will need to be carefully and critically analyzed to 
ensure consistency with the Public Trust. Residential units are generally considered to be 
inconsistent with the Public Trust as residential development is not water dependent or 
related and entirely privatize public lands and resources.  

Evaluating the trust consistency of a proposed project that is outside the traditional Public 
Trust uses of commerce, navigation, and fisheries is a complex process that depends on 
the characteristics of the site, the specific project components including design and 
programming, and the Public Trust needs in the area. Determinations are handled on a 
case-by-case basis and are intensely fact-specific. Guidance can be found from previous 
court decisions, opinions of the California Attorney General, and resolutions and advice 
letters from the Commission.  
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A major league baseball park is not a traditional public trust use it typically does not 
involve water related commerce, navigation, or fishing. Recreational uses that have no 
relation to the water and that do not provide a statewide public benefit, are typically not 
trust-consistent. Whether a recreational venue, like a major league baseball park, has a 

Public Trust.

In 1997, the Commission found that an open air, waterfront ballpark of 42,000 seats in San 
Francisco was consistent with the Public Trust because the identity of the ballpark was 
tied to its location on the water and it would, among other things, be an important visitor-
serving facility integrated into and encouraging Public Trust activities. The Commission 
found that the ballpark, together with its public spaces and access, visitor-serving specialty 
shops, and ancillary facilities, complemented the overall use of the waterfront. In addition, 
the use of the area had evolved from maritime industrial toward non-industrial uses 
including public recreation and water-oriented retail. The staff report for this approval
analyzes While the 
San Francisco and Oakland shorelines and scale of port operations are vastly different,
t reviewed when 
considering the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project.

In 2013, legislation was enacted that authorized the Commission to approve a multi-use 
development on Public Trust lands in San Francisco that included a major league 
basketball arena, if the Commission finds that certain conditions are met. The legislation 
found that the mixed-use development would not displace any existing maritime uses at 
the site and would allow the existing maritime uses to continue and expand. The 
legislation also found that the project would not eliminate any opportunities to develop 
future maritime cargo facilities on the Port property. The legislation imposed several 
conditions intended to promote public trust activities. For example, the legislation required 
that the project attract people to the waterfront, increase public enjoyment of the San 
Francisco Bay, encourage public trust activities, and enhance public use of trust assets 
and resources on the waterfront. Another major condition was that the project include a 
significant and appropriate maritime program. The Commission was authorized to approve 
the project if it made certain findings including a determination that the project was 
consistent with the Public Trust. Even though the sites and project elements differ, the
factors considered in the legislative findings and the requirements for a trust consistent
project are analogous to the considerations that will need to be taken into account when 
considering the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project.

Potential Title Settlement and Land Exchange: 

The NOP states that Port and State 
Lands Commission approval of a Trust Settlement and Exchange Agreement addressing 
public trust issues affecting the Project Site (NOP, p. 4). 

Public Resources Code section 6307 sets forth the conditions under which the 
Commission may approve a title settlement and exchange agreement. To approve an 
agreement, the Commission must make all the following findings:

1. The lands or interests in lands to be acquired in the exchange will provide a 
significant benefit to the public trust.

A major league baseball park is not a traditional public trust use it typically does not
involve water related commerce, navigation, or fishing. Recreational uses that have no
relation to the water and that do not provide a statewide public benefit, are typically not
trust-consistent. Whether a recreational venue, like a major league baseball park, has a 

Public Trust.

1
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2. The exchange does not substantially interfere with public rights of navigation and 
fishing. 

3. The monetary value of the lands or interests in lands received by the trust in 
exchange is equal to or greater than that of the lands or interests in lands given by 
the trust in exchange. 

4. The lands or interest in lands given in exchange have been cut off from water 
access and no longer are in fact tidelands or submerged lands or navigable 
waterways, by virtue of having been filled or reclaimed, and are relatively useless 
for public trust purposes. 

5. The exchange is in the best interests of the state. 

The settlement and exchange process may take several years to complete. We look 
forward to working with the Port, the City and the Project sponsor to discuss the potential 
for a title settlement.  

Environmental Review 

Commission staff requests that the City consider the following comments in the 
preparation of EIR. 

Climate Change 

1. Sea-Level Rise: The NOP states that global climate change will be covered in the 
Draft EIR. Commission staff recommends the Draft EIR discuss and evaluate sea-

total water level and total water level combined with storm events, wave action, and 
king tides. These risks and impacts may result in greater amounts of erosion for 
exposed vulnerable adjacent shorelines, Public Trust tidelands, and degradation or 
damage to proposed infrastructure.  
 
While not contained in the NOP itself, staff understands from news reports that the 

1 Commission staff is concerned that this level of protection would 
be insufficient given the currently available information on expected sea-level rise. 
Using the Adapting To Rising Tides Bay Shoreline Flood Explorer and program 
(Bay Conservation and Development Commission, 2018), which the City 
participated in developing, the City can better understand the impacts and 
adaptation strategies that would best protect and increase the resiliency of the 
Project area and the underlying Public Trust tidelands. The life of the Project is 
likely to extend to the end of the century and therefore sea-level rise will influence 
the Project site. For example, using the Flood Explorer at 36 inches of sea-level rise 
(a low projection) plus a 25-year storm surge, total water level would be 66 inches, 
which would flood over half the Project site under existing conditions. Using a 
moderate projection of 52 inches and 25-year storm surge yields a total water level 
of 84 inches, sufficient to inundate the entire Project site.  
 

                                            
1 Athletics President Dave Kaval quoted in https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/11/30/is-the-rising-tide-
moving-against-the-as-ambitious-howard-terminal-ballpark-project/  
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The City should also consider its report Oakland Preliminary Sea-Level Rise Road 
Map,2 published in the Fall of 2017, for guidance in planning for the proposed 
Project. It states (p. 1-3, 1-4):  

Sea levels offshore of Oakland are expected to rise between 11 and 24 
inches by mid-century, and 36 to 66 inches by 2100. The most likely 
SLR projections are based on a moderate level of global greenhouse 
gas emissions and continued accelerating land ice melt patterns.  

 
Given the above information, staff recommends the City follow the step-by-step 
approach in the State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance: 2018 Update (Ocean 
Protection Council, 2018
science laid out in Rising Seas in California: An Update on Sea-Level Rise Science 
(Ocean Protection Council, 2017). By using this approach, the City can describe 
how the Project would be designed to ensure its resiliency and/or adaptability to 
anticipated inundation at both mid-century and end of century projections.  

The likelihood of more flooding increases the potential for contaminants and other 
hazardous and toxic materials to spread that could affect groundwater and Bay 
water quality. Sea-level rise will exacerbate the effects of flooding and increase the 
risks of water-borne contamination that could degrade water quality and nearshore 
coastal habitats, reduce public access to waterways, and impact public health and 
safety. As stated in the NOP, the project site is listed by the Department of Toxic 
Substances on the EnviroStor database of Hazardous Waste and Substance sites. 
According to the EnviroStor database webpage, previous contamination occurred 
due to underground gas storage tanks and gas manufacturing that took place for 
nearly 60 years on the northeast corner of the site. The Chemicals of Potential 
Concern (COPCs) identified at the location include polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), petroleum 
hydrocarbons, metals, and cyanide. Any alteration of the Project site must consider 
the potentially significant impacts from increased exposure of COPCs to the 
environment resulting from flood events. Also, since the proposed infrastructure and 
improvements will be vulnerable to damage and degradation from flood events 
related to climate change and sea-level rise, there may be marine debris, hazards, 
and public safety issues. Commission staff suggests the City include a robust 
analysis of these potential impacts in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials and 
Hydrology and Water Quality sections of the Draft EIR. 

Finally, Commission staff notes the City is required to prepare and submit an 
assessment of how it proposes to address sea-level rise for its granted Public Trust 
lands (AB 691, Chapter, 592, Statutes of 2013). The Draft EIR should include a 
robust discussion of design elements that increase resiliency and protection of vital 
Project components and show a pathway to future adaptability that protects Public 
Trust resources, uses, and values. 

2. Cultural and Historic Resources Tribal Engagement and Consideration of Tribal 
Cultural Resources: The NOP indicates that the Draft EIR will include a discussion 
of Tribal engagement and consideration of Tribal Cultural Resources. To 

                                            
2 http://www2.oaklandnet.com/oakca1/groups/pwa/documents/report/oak068799.pdf  
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demonstrate compliance with AB 52, Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014, which applies 
to all CEQA projects initiated after July 1, 2015,3 the City should ensure the Draft 
EIR provides sufficient information as to how it has complied with  
procedural and substantive requirements for lead agency consultation with 
California Native American Tribes, consideration of effects on Tribal Cultural 
Resources (as defined in Pub. Resources Code, § 21074), and mitigation measures 
to avoid or minimize impacts to these resources. Even if no Tribe has submitted a 
consultation notification request for the Project area, the City should:  

 Contact the Native American Heritage Commission to obtain a general list of 
interested Tribes for the Project area. 

 Include the results of this inquiry within the Draft EIR. 
 Disclose and analyze potentially significant effects to Tribal Cultural 

Resources and avoid impacts when feasible.  

3. Determination of Significance: Regarding significance determinations, CEQA 

adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may 
n feasible, public agencies must 

avoid damaging effects to Tribal Cultural Resources and keep information Tribes 
submit confidential. Commission staff recommends that the City ensure the Draft 
EIR discusses how it determined the appropriate scope and extent of resources 
meeting the definition of Tribal Cultural Resources and whether locally-affiliated 
Tribes (Ohlone/Costanoan) were consulted as part of this determination. Including a 

will assist 

Consultation Policy should the Commission need to act in its responsible agency 
capacity for the proposed Project 

Environmental Justice 

4. The NOP does not state whether the City intends to discuss and analyze potential 
environmental justice related issues, including an assessment of public access and 
equity implications and who would bear the burdens or benefits from the proposed 
Project. Commission staff believes the Draft EIR, as an informational public 
document, is an appropriate vehicle to disclose and discuss how the proposed 

 and statewide 
policy direction. Specifically, Commission staff notes the following: 

a. 

completed a Downtown Oakland Disparity Analysis in January 20184 as part 
of its commitment to perform an equity impact assessment as part of the 
Specific Plan. With this process as a backdrop, staff recommends the City 
increase accountability and transparency by ensuring the Draft EIR 
discusses how the proposed Project fits together with the Specific Plan and 
either enhances or impairs achieving  

                                            
3 Sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2, and 21084.3 were added to 
CEQA pursuant to AB 52. 
4 http://www2.oaklandnet.com/oakca1/groups/ceda/documents/agenda/oak069022.pdf 

Environmental Justice

4. The NOP does not state whether the City intends to discuss and analyze potential 
environmental justice related issues, including an assessment of public access and 
equity implications and who would bear the burdens or benefits from the proposed
Project. Commission staff believes the Draft EIR, as an informational public 
document, is an appropriate vehicle to disclose and discuss how the proposed

and statewide 
policy direction. Specifically, Commission staff notes the following:

a.

completed a Downtown Oakland Disparity Analysis in January 20184 as part 
of its commitment to perform an equity impact assessment as part of the
Specific Plan. With this process as a backdrop, staff recommends the City 
increase accountability and transparency by ensuring the Draft EIR 
discusses how the proposed Project fits together with the Specific Plan and 
either enhances or impairs achieving

1
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b. SB 1000, Chapter 587, Statutes of 2016, sets forth requirements for 
including environmental justice considerations in new general plans or in 
general plan amendments that revise two or more elements. While approval 
of the proposed Project would not trigger the SB 1000 requirement, it would 
require approval of a zoning change. That fact, together with the Specific 

lan 
(1998), argues strongly for inclusion of this topic in the Draft EIR. 

c. In December 2018, the Commission adopted an Environmental Justice 
Policy that establishes equity goals based on guidance from environmental 
justice communities. Equitable public access and equitable sharing of 

new Policy.  Last year, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC) initiated a Bay Plan Amendment to 
address social equity and environmental justice by updating several sections 
of the Bay Plan, including Public Access, Shoreline Protection, and 
Mitigation, and by adding a new environmental justice section with new 
findings and policies. Because both the Commission and BCDC are 
responsible agencies with permitting or approval authority related to the 
proposed Project, staff recommends the City use the Draft EIR to provide 
information and analysis that could assist responsible agency review and 
approval actions related to environmental justice. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the Project. As a trustee, 
Commission staff requests that you continue to coordinate with us and consider our 
comments when preparing the Draft EIR. Please send copies of Project-related 
documents, including electronic copies of the Draft and Final EIR, Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program, and Notice of Determination when they become available.  

For questions concerning , please contact 
Reid Boggiano at (916) 574-0450 or reid.boggiano@slc.ca.gov. Please refer questions 
concerning environmental review to me at (916) 574-1897 or eric.gillies@slc.ca.gov.   
 

     Sincerely, 
 
 
 

Eric Gillies, Acting Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning 
and Management 

 
cc: Office of Planning and Research 

S. Pemberton, Commission 
R. Boggiano, Commission 
A. Kershen, Commission 

SB 1000, Chapter 587, Statutes of 2016, sets forth requirements for 
including environmental justice considerations in new general plans or in
general plan amendments that revise two or more elements. While approval
of the proposed Project would not trigger the SB 1000 requirement, it would 
require approval of a zoning change. That fact, together with the Specific

lan 
(1998), argues strongly for inclusion of this topic in the Draft EIR.

c. In December 2018, the Commission adopted an Environmental Justice 
Policy that establishes equity goals based on guidance from environmental
justice communities. Equitable public access and equitable sharing of 

new Policy. Last year, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC) initiated a Bay Plan Amendment to 
address social equity and environmental justice by updating several sections 
of the Bay Plan, including Public Access, Shoreline Protection, and 
Mitigation, and by adding a new environmental justice section with new 
findings and policies. Because both the Commission and BCDC are
responsible agencies with permitting or approval authority related to the
proposed Project, staff recommends the City use the Draft EIR to provide
information and analysis that could assist responsible agency review and
approval actions related to environmental justice.
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From: Vollmann, Peterson
To: Jillian Feyk-Miney; Crescentia Brown
Subject: FW: CCJPA NOP Comments - Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project at Howard Terminal
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 4:50:22 PM
Attachments: CCJPA NOP Comments final.pdf

 
 
Peterson Z. Vollmann, Planner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa, Suite
2114 |Oakland, CA 94612 | Phone: (510)238-6167 | Fax: (510) 238-4730 | Email:
pvollmann@oaklandca.gov | Website: www.oaklandnet.com/planning 
 

From: Catherine Relucio [mailto:creluci@bart.gov] 
Sent: Monday, January 7, 2019 4:38 PM
To: Vollmann, Peterson <PVollmann@oaklandca.gov>
Cc: James Allison <JimA@capitolcorridor.org>
Subject: FW: CCJPA NOP Comments - Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project at Howard
Terminal
 
 
Please find attached Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority’s (CCJPA) Comment on Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District
Project at Howard Terminal.
 
Please contact Jim Allison if you have any questions, who is copied above.
 
Thank you,
 
 

Catherine Relucio
Senior Administrative Analyst
Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority
300 Lakeside Drive, 14th Floor East
Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: 510-874-7492 Fax: 510-464-6901
CatherineR@capitolcorridor.org
www.capitolcorridor.org

LOGO_H_cmyk
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January 7, 2019 

Mr. Peterson Vollmann 
Planner IV
City of Oakland Bureau of Planning 
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214 
Oakland, California 94612 

Subject: Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) Comment on Notice of   
  Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Oakland   
  Waterfront Ballpark District Project at Howard Terminal

The CCJPA is sending this correspondence with regards to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark 
District Project at Howard Terminal. The CCJPA is the managing entity for the Capitol 
Corridor Intercity Passenger Rail service, the third busiest intercity passenger rail route in the 
national Amtrak system.

As an existing transportation partner to the Oakland Athletics, we are excited to see the 
prospect of a potential new ballpark within the City of Oakland and look forward to serving 
the future facility planned within a comfortable, safe and secure, walking distance from our 
Oakland Jack London Square (OKJ) station. The Capitol Corridor route extends from 
Auburn, CA, through Sacramento to San Jose serving several rail stations along the Highway 
80, 680, and 880 corridors, including the Oakland Jack London and Oakland Coliseum 
stations. A series of connecting motor coach services, including to San Francisco, enhance 
the reach of this State supported service. Adjacent to the proposed ballpark, the Capitol 
Corridor operates thirty (30) weekday trains and twenty-two (22) weekend trains on Union 
Pacific Railroad owned tracks. The OKJ station is the 5th busiest station along the Capitol 
Corridor route. 

The CCJPA requests that the Draft EIR analyze and disclose the changes to area travel 
patterns and anticipated patronage changes on area transit and rail services because of a new 
ballpark at the proposed waterfront location. In 2005, the City of Oakland and the CCJPA 
partnered with Union Pacific Railroad and Amtrak to open the Oakland Coliseum (OAC) 
station, intended to serve the Oakland Coliseum sports complex. The reduced level of activity 
at the OAC location that would result from the relocation of the Oakland A’s ballpark to the 
proposed Howard Terminal would potentially require the closure of the Coliseum station. 
CCJPA maintains ridership requirements under its station policy and anticipates the OAC 
would no longer meet these standards. In contrast, the patronage loss at OAC may be offset 
by an increase in patronage at OKJ. These patronage and ridership shifts should be 
considered in the transportation and circulation, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and 
climate change impact analyses in the Draft EIR.

We also request a comprehensive evaluation of the proposed ballpark's impacts to pedestrian 
safety. CCJPA is particularly concerned with the safety of ballpark patrons accessing the 
facility given the location of two mainline rail tracks immediately adjacent to the proposed 
ballpark. These active mainline tracks are used for freight and passenger rail services with an 

      estimated fifty (50) trains of various types operating on this corridor over a typical twenty-

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) 

We also request a comprehensive evaluation of the proposed ballpark's impacts to pedestrian
safety. CCJPA is particularly concerned with the safety of ballpark patrons accessing the
facility given the location of two mainline rail tracks immediately adjacent to the proposed 
ballpark. These active mainline tracks are used for freight and passenger rail services with an 
 estimated fifty (50) trains of various types operating on this corridor over a typical twenty-

1

2

 

AR 0009139



Page: 58
Number: 1 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/22/2021 12:47:20 PM 

Number: 2 Author: HENDERSON Subject: Highlight Date: 4/22/2021 12:47:42 PM 

 

AR 0009140



four (24) hour period. A stadium with capacity for 35,000 persons that requires many to cross active rail 
tracks is of great concern. The presence of thousands of pedestrians able to cross these active mainline 
tracks at-grade would create significant safety concerns and potentially disrupt passenger train and 
freight services. Freight service, considered interstate commerce, is provided by Union Pacific Railroad, 
who owns and dispatches all trains in this portion of the corridor.  Burlington Northern Santa Fe also 
provides freight services on these tracks. We anticipate that the California Public Utility Commission 
will actively participate in the review of this proposed project as they will have regulatory and safety 
review authority in this instance.

Due to this concern, the CCJPA recommends that project design alternatives be established and 
analyzed to separate at-grade train and pedestrian traffic to and from the ballpark and the surrounding 
land uses.  Detailed and comprehensive access analyses must be pursued in the development of 
alternatives that avoid these transportation related health and safety concerns. The Draft EIR must set 
forth project design and area programming alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. 
Conceptually, alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant pedestrian 
health and safety and transportation/circulation impacts of the project are feasible, but they would 
require solutions where design is used to ensure that the Embarcadero corridor rail services are grade 
separated from patrons to the ballpark area and facilities. We strongly encourage a project design that 
provides access corridors related to the ballpark and associated developments that avoid pedestrian and 
vehicle crossings of live mainline tracks.

Rail activity in the Embacadero Street corridor is expected to increase over the next decade. The State 
Rail Plan, and the CCJPA adopted Vision Implementation Plan, portend a strong growth trajectory of 
passenger rail activity while also preserving availability for increases in freight activity based around the 
Port of Oakland. While the State Rail Plan is at a higher conceptual level, the CCJPA’s adopted Vision 
Implementation Plan does suggest in the longer term to eliminate the operation of the freight and 
passenger rail traffic through the Embarcadero in Jack London Square via a subterranean section. If 
studied more from the initial concepts in the CCJPA Vision Implementation Plan (reference date and 
weblink) there would be the means to eliminate the at-grade conflict to the benefit of not only the 
ballpark area patrons but to the businesses and activities associated with Jack London Square. The 
Vision Implementation Plan concepts are expansive and would be significant projects on their own but 
they could become a means of addressing the concerns of ballpark area patrons crossing the live 
mainline rail tracks.

We look forward to working with the City of Oakland and the A’s organization to develop the Draft 
EIR.

Sincerely,

David Kutrosky 
Managing Director

four (24) hour period. A stadium with capacity for 35,000 persons that requires many to cross active rail
tracks is of great concern. The presence of thousands of pedestrians able to cross these active mainline
tracks at-grade would create significant safety concerns and potentially disrupt passenger train and 
freight services. Freight service, considered interstate commerce, is provided by Union Pacific Railroad,
who owns and dispatches all trains in this portion of the corridor.  Burlington Northern Santa Fe also 
provides freight services on these tracks. We anticipate that the California Public Utility Commission
will actively participate in the review of this proposed project as they will have regulatory and safety 
review authority in this instance.

Due to this concern, the CCJPA recommends that project design alternatives be established and 
analyzed to separate at-grade train and pedestrian traffic to and from the ballpark and the surrounding
land uses.  Detailed and comprehensive access analyses must be pursued in the development of 
alternatives that avoid these transportation related health and safety concerns. The Draft EIR must set 
forth project design and area programming alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.
Conceptually, alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant pedestrian 
health and safety and transportation/circulation impacts of the project are feasible, but they would 
require solutions where design is used to ensure that the Embarcadero corridor rail services are grade 
separated from patrons to the ballpark area and facilities. We strongly encourage a project design that 
provides access corridors related to the ballpark and associated developments that avoid pedestrian and 
vehicle crossings of live mainline tracks.

Rail activity in the Embacadero Street corridor is expected to increase 

While the State Rail Plan is at a higher conceptual level, the CCJPA’s adopted Vision
Implementation Plan does suggest in the longer term to eliminate the operation of the freight and 
passenger rail traffic through the Embarcadero in Jack London Square via a subterranean section. If 
studied more from the initial concepts in the CCJPA Vision Implementation Plan (reference date and 
weblink) there would be the means to eliminate the at-grade conflict to the benefit of not only the f
ballpark area patrons but to the businesses and activities associated with Jack London Square. 
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From: Vollmann, Peterson
To: Jillian Feyk-Miney; Crescentia Brown
Subject: FW: Port of Oakland comments on Case File Number ER18-016
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 4:48:54 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Peterson Z. Vollmann, Planner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa, Suite
2114 |Oakland, CA 94612 | Phone: (510)238-6167 | Fax: (510) 238-4730 | Email:
pvollmann@oaklandca.gov | Website: www.oaklandnet.com/planning 
 

From: Catherine Mukai [mailto:cmukai@portoakland.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 7, 2019 4:35 PM
To: Vollmann, Peterson <PVollmann@oaklandca.gov>
Cc: Chris Chan <cchan@portoakland.com>; Danny Wan <dwan@portoakland.com>; Michele Heffes
<mheffes@portoakland.com>; Richard Sinkoff <rsinkoff@portoakland.com>
Subject: Port of Oakland comments on Case File Number ER18-016
 
Mr. Vollmann,

I have attached comments from the Port of Oakland regarding Case File Number ER18-016, Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project.
This file was also submitted via the online comment portal this afternoon.

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks,

Catherine

Catherine Mukai, PE
Environmental Programs and Planning
Port of Oakland
530 Water Street
Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 627-1174
cmukai@portoakland.com

PortLogoSm
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any residential housing development shall be approved by the Port with the 
consent of the City Council

purpose in conformity with the 
General Plan of the City
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Howard Terminal 
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Water Navigation 

Seaport Operations on Land 
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West Oakland Truck Management Plan
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
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Land Use and Planning 
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Public Services 

Aesthetics

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
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Recreation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Noise
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Utilities and Service Systems 

Cultural Resources 
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From: Vollmann, Peterson
To: Jillian Feyk-Miney; Crescentia Brown
Subject: FW: Final BCDC Comment letter for the NOP of Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District
Date: Monday, January 14, 2019 4:30:52 PM
Attachments: NOPOaklandWaterfrontBallpark_BCDCcomments_14January2019.pdf

 
 
Peterson Z. Vollmann, Planner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa, Suite
2114 |Oakland, CA 94612 | Phone: (510)238-6167 | Fax: (510) 238-4730 | Email:
pvollmann@oaklandca.gov | Website: www.oaklandnet.com/planning 
 

From: Aichele, Cody@BCDC [mailto:cody.aichele@bcdc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 4:27 PM
To: Vollmann, Peterson <PVollmann@oaklandca.gov>
Cc: Scourtis, Linda@BCDC <linda.scourtis@bcdc.ca.gov>; Fain, Jessica@BCDC <jessica.fain@bcdc.ca.gov>
Subject: Final BCDC Comment letter for the NOP of Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District
 
Salutations, Peterson Vollmann!
 
Here is the final BCDC comment letter for the NOP of the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District.  This
letter is coming to you both email and certified mail, please be on the lookout for it.  Also, please note
that the earlier version you may have received last week was sent in error, so please disregard it and
accept this one in its place.  I have been trying to contact you the past few days to let you know, in case
you have any questions, but I was unable to get through to speak with you directly.
 
The staff here at BCDC looks forward to working with you more on this dynamic and exciting project. 
 
Have a wonderful day!
Sincerely,
Cody Aichele- Rothman
 
 
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
Cody Aichele-Rothman
Coastal Planning Analyst
(415)352-3641
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
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Submitted Electronically http://comment-tracker.esassoc.com/tracker/oaklandsportseir/ 
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The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project

A statement of objectives sought by the proposed project

County of Inyo v. City of 
Los Angeles

Id.
predicate

 

AR 0009191



Planning and 
Conservation League v. Dept. of Water Resources

If the project will be carried out by a public agency, that agency shall be the 
lead agency even if the project would be located within the jurisdiction of another 
public agency.

If the project is to be carried out by a nongovernmental person or entity, the 
lead agency shall be the public agency with the greatest responsibility for 
supervising or approving the project as a whole

The lead agency will normally be the agency with general governmental 
powers,
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Where more than one public agency equally meet the criteria in subdivision 
(b), the agency which will act first on the project in question shall be the lead 
agency
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Hall v. City of Taft 

Id.,

Id.

Abbott v. City of Los Angeles 
Baggett v. Gates 
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Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood 
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From: Vollmann, Peterson
To: Jillian Feyk-Miney; Crescentia Brown
Subject: FW: PMSA Comments on NOP DEIR
Date: Monday, January 14, 2019 4:30:09 PM
Attachments: PMSA NOP DEIR letter 011419 .pdf

 
 
Peterson Z. Vollmann, Planner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa, Suite
2114 |Oakland, CA 94612 | Phone: (510)238-6167 | Fax: (510) 238-4730 | Email:
pvollmann@oaklandca.gov | Website: www.oaklandnet.com/planning 
 

From: John McLaurin [mailto:jmclaurin@pmsaship.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 4:14 PM
To: Vollmann, Peterson <PVollmann@oaklandca.gov>
Subject: PMSA Comments on NOP DEIR
 
Attached you will find comments submitted by the Pacific Merchant Shipping Association on the
proposed development project at Howard Terminal.  Please let us know if you have any questions. 
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January 14, 2019 
 
 
City of Oakland 
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Attn:  Peterson Vollmann, Bureau of Planning 
Submitted via http://comment-tracker.esassoc.com/tracer/oaklandsportseir 
 
Comments Re:  NOP DEIR for the Housing/Commercial/Stadium Project at the Port of Oakland  

[Case File No. ER-18-016][Howard Terminal, One Market Street] 
[Oakland Athletics Investment Group LLC] 

 
Dear Mr. Vollmann, 
 
On behalf of the members of the Pacific Merchant Shipping Association (PMSA), we respectfully offer 
these comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

 
 
PMSA represents ocean carriers, marine terminal operators, and various other maritime interests which 

current Marine Terminal Operator tenants, as well as the overwhelming majority of the ocean carriers 
calling at these terminals, are members of and represented by PMSA.  As an association, PMSA is 
headquartered in Oakland and proud to call the Port of Oakland our home. 
 
PMSA has reviewed the NOP for the Project and offers these substantive comments with respect to the 
possible significant environmental impacts subject to analysis in this process.  These supplemental 
comments should be considered as supplemental to our positions and concerns regarding the 
procedural aspects of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process as expressed in 
the coalition letter to which we are signatory also being submitted on Case # ER-18-016.  
 
EIR SCOPE NECESSARILY INCLUDES ALL POSSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
 
The Applicant is proposing a project which would create an entirely new neighborhood of intense uses 
within the current working industrial Port area in which our members conduct business.  The project 
would construct a Housing/Commercial complex of 4,000 new units of housing, 2.3 million square feet 
of new office and retail space, and a 400 room hotel, as well as an Entertainment complex featuring a 
35,000 seat ballpark and 3,500 capacity performance venue.  All of this would be located next to the 
navigational channels, terminals, roads, railroads, and industrial warehouses of our working waterfront.   
 
Given the intensity, scale, and location of the project, PMSA agrees with the NOP that a full EIR will be 
required for this project.  PMSA also agrees with the NOP th
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1 
resources.  As noted in comments below, given the large concentration of California agricultural commodities in 
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PMSA Comments Re: NOP DEIR, ER-18-016 [Howard Terminal]  
January 14, 2019 
Page 2 
 
 
 
While the NOP, and therefore the public in providing comments as to the adequacy of the NOP, suffer 
for the lack of an Initial Study, the lack of this step may not lawfully impact the final EIR associated with 
this project.  In a typical NOP, a discussion of the Initial Study would provide the basis upon which the 
Lead Agency, Responsible Agencies and the public could rely in order to make an evaluation of the scope 
that a DEIR will take.  The Initial Study can also provide the basis upon which a Lead Agency might 
conclude that certain types of analyses of environmental impacts could be limited.  Since there is no 
Initial Study upon which one could rely for comments and for any limitations on the review of project 

every conceivable environmental impact of this project must be 
evaluated in the DEIR process is indisputably correct.  
 
This means that the EIR for this Housing/Commercial/Stadium complex located within a Seaport will 
need to address ALL of the traditional range of environmental issues that face any large housing project, 
plus those of any large commercial and retail complex, plus those of any large hotel,  plus those of any 
stadium venue AND, in addition to those numerous and varied considerations, ALL of the numerous 
comprehensive analyses of the litany of industrial environmental impacts that will likely result from the 
project as well.  These include the potential environmental impacts resulting from such issues as 
Navigational Impacts, Vessel Delays, Turning Basin Impacts, Ingress and Egress of Trucking Impacts, 
Truck Parking Impacts, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions increases. 
 
PMSA supports the conclusion in the NOP that there are no bases for limitations on the issues to be 
reviewed in this EIR process and that the entire panoply of possible environmental issues must be 
reviewed given the lack of Initial Study.  PMSA offers its comments in this letter to ensure that these 
reviews include all of the many significant impacts to the maritime industry associated with the project. 
 
EIR TIMELINE MUST REFLECT SUBSTANTIVE INCLUSION OF ALL POSSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
 
As the DEIR must necessarily address all of the large and varied retinue of environmental issues to be 
explored with any large and ambitious Housing/Commercial/Stadium project in addition to all of the 
issues implicated when a project of significant magnitude is undertaken on the waterfront, there is 
absolutely no objective basis for the initial evaluation in the Staff Report for the City of Oakland Planning 
Commission accompanying the NOP that the completion of a DEIR could be reasonably expected by 

 
 
To the contrary, without an Initial Study to rely upon, the Applicant and the Planning staff have little 
basis for making assumptions about a timeline for the DEIR evaluation process other than looking 

 
 
In this context, it is important to note that the environmental review process for this project will be 
almost necessarily longer than the average timeline typically experienced by most projects.  Indeed, 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
the flow, mix, and nature of the export cargoes shipped through the Port of Oakland, agricultural exports which 
are currently utilizing the Port of Oakland would be significantly and negatively impacted by the proposed project 
at Howard Terminal. PMSA respectfully requests that the NOP include an evaluation of the environmental impacts 
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PMSA Comments Re: NOP DEIR, ER-18-016 [Howard Terminal]  
January 14, 2019 
Page 3 
 
 

construction entitlements from Port authorities in California under CEQA can be overwhelmingly time-
consuming.  And these are the experiences from constructing, managing, and operating marine 
terminals which are consistent with existing land use designations and developed after long, detailed, 
and engaged planning processes to produce the exact project to be developed.  The project here does 
not benefit from these advantages, remains extremely expensive, complex, and risky, and has 
demonstrated no basis for reaching even a timeline as speedy as a simpler waterfront project, let alone 
an accelerated calendar for its CEQA process.  
 

environmentally benign regarding potential significant impacts from this project,2 then the NOP cannot 
rely on th -for accelerated and abbreviated schedule of FEIR completion by October 
2019 as a basis for its own calendar.  PMSA notes for the record here that the NOP has already facially 

icipated significant impacts in multiple 

to be addressed.  And, the NOP has already rejected specific claims of non-environmental impact by the 
application; for instance, with respect to hazardous materials, the project Applicant asserted that 
questions of the disposal of hazardous materials would not even be applicable to this project, but the 
NOP noted that this is a DTSC listed location with serious hazardous materials constraints.   
 

CEQA and the C
the planning staff memo which accompanied the NOP. 
 
Careful and Complete Studies are Needed to Determine the Baseline for CEQA Analysis 
 
The adequacy of the CEQA analysis contained in the DEIR will hinge on the accuracy of baselines used for 

environmental impacts are neither exaggerated nor obscured. Mere projections of baseline information 
are insufficient for baseline analysis. Fairview Neighbors v. County of Ventura (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 238; 
Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey Bd. of Supervisors 
that the preparers of the EIR conduct the investigation and obtain documentation to support a 

County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water 
Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931 states that recitation of raw data without explanation of how such 
le

Citizens for East Shore Parks v. State Lands Commission (2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 549 held 

might happen or should be happening.   
 

proper CEQA baseline is not just 
particularly important for evaluating transportation and air quality impacts in the general sense that 

                                                           
2 For instance, with respect to air quality issues, the Applicant asserts that they anticipate there will actually be a 
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Page 4 
 
 
they are required under CEQA, but for this project, the creation of the proper and most robust baselines 
possible will be necessary in order to evaluate whether or not the project is even eligible to take 
advantage of the potential benefits of AB 734.  For example, the project may not result in net additional 
emissions of greenhouse gases and must achieve a 20 percent reduction in vehicle trips or else it will not 
meet the threshold criteria to meet AB 734 streamlining criteria. 
 
Reasonably Foreseeable Port Business Impacts and their Associated Significant Environmental 
Consequences Must be Analyzed  
An environmental documen Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1998) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 393. Moreover, CEQA 

 
 
The range of reasonably foreseeable impacts to be analyzed regarding waterfront business activities are 
expansive and include, but are not limited to, all of the following: 
 

 Impacts to Landside Traffic and Transportation for Ingress/Egress to Marine 
Terminals/Railyards: 
Construction activity on-site transportation impacts on existing and future traffic congestion and 
air quality. 
Stadium and entertainment venue operations transportation impacts on existing and future 
traffic congestion and air quality. 
Housing and commercial development operations transportation impacts on existing and future 
traffic congestion and air quality. 
Railroad transportation impacts on existing and future traffic congestion and air quality. 
Displacement of existing port trucks and equipment from Howard Terminal and transportation 
impacts on existing on exisitng and future traffic congestion and air quality. 
Access to and congestion of cross-Estuary transportation resources. 
 

 Impacts to Waterside Traffic and Transportation for Ingress/Egress to Marine Terminals: 
Stadium operational impacts on navigational safety and Turning Basin operations. 
Housing and commercial development operational impacts on navigational safety and Turning 
Basin operations. 
Recreational and passenger vessels and small craft congregation, interactions, and safety limits 
on Navigational Channel and turning basin operations. 
 

 Housing, Commercial, Stadium and Non-industrial Development Encroachment on Port 
Operations:  
Loss of Industrial Buffer Zone and introduction of new housing and other development into the 
Port area may reasonably be foreseen to introduces new air quality, noise, light and other 
limitations on near future operational developments  and construction approvals at Port 
facilities and marine terminals. 
Air quality impacts on non-industrial land uses are subject to the Port-adopted MAQIP and 
potentially subject to the draft Post-2020 Vision Plan, presently under development by the Port. 
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Inducement of ancillary, new growth in the current industrial buffer zone, consistent with the 
stated intention and v
downtown to the stadium site. 
 

 Project-specific Hazardous Materials Infrastructure Mitigation: 
Howard Terminal site clean-up was estimated to cost $100m by state DTSC in 2003, prior to the 
enactment of non-industrial development Deed Restrictions between the DTSC and Port on 
Howard Terminal 
 

 Trust Considerations: 
Housing and non-maritime development prohibitions exist on the granted lands administered by 
the Port under the state tidelands trust.  The Port and City owe superseding trustee duties to 
the State independent of specific requirements based on any one parcel or facility.  CEQA 
documents prepared for these properties and under these circumstances require the inclusion 
of specific trust findings. 
 

 
If the Project will require or induce any other road local road improvements, these must be disclosed, 
analyzed, and mitigated in the environmental document.  PMSA is particularly concerned about any 
increases in traffic that would increase pressure on roads surrounding the Port.  
 

Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 783-4, 32 Cal.Rptr.3d 
177; see also, County of El Dorado v. Dept. of Transp. (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 1376 (fact that a project 
may be consistent with a plan, such as an air plan, does not necessarily mean that it does not have 
significant impacts). These inconsistencies must be discussed in an EIR. (14 CCR § 15125(d); City of Long 
Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal. App. 4th 889, 918; Friends of the Eel River v. 
Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal. App. 4th 859, 874 (EIR inadequate when Lead Agency 
failed to identify relationship of project to relevant local plans).) Any deviation from any currently 
applicable Air Plan to Howard Terminal must be disclosed, analyzed, and properly mitigated in the DEIR. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Must Be Analyzed 

significance and thoroughly mitigated. GHG emissions, including those generated by the new trips to 
and from 4,000 new dwelling units and 2.2 million square feet of new commercial and retail space, need 
to be evaluated for significance, in addition to the Stadium.  GHG emissions from construction need to 
be evaluated for significance as well as the direct and indirect GHG emissions which would be generated 
and contribute to cumulative increases in sources of GHGs.  
 
The project will also generate substantial GHG emissions increases off-site from various displacements 
of cargo and supply chain activity both directly, from Howard Terminal itself, and indirectly, from cargo 
diversions which occur due to incursions on Port business.  In evaluation of these potential impacts, we 
would direct the Lead Agency to the study commissioned by PMSA regarding the potential increase in 
GHGs which can result from vessel diversions.  For more information, please review: 
http://www.pmsaship.com/pdfs/GHG%20Press%20Release%20final.pdf  
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Mitigation and Alternatives to the Project Must Be Evaluated in the EIR 
CEQA prohibits approval of projects with adverse environmental impacts if there are feasible 

the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency 

though the project would cause a significant effect on the environment only if the agency makes a fully 
informed and publicly disclosed decision that: (a) There is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the 

evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives in the DEIR as currently proposed. (Laurel Heights I, supra, 

approval of the proposed project followed meaningful consideration of alternatives and mitigation 
Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish and Game Commission (1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 134, 

emphasis added; accord Village Laguna of Laguna Beach v. Board of Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 
 an EIR is the 

Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. Of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 
564. Preparation of an adequate EIR with analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives is crucial to 

 of potentially 

[for an EIR] shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and 

alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any 
significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the 

 
 
Additionally, the environmental review document prepared for CEQA compliance must evaluate the 
efficacy of the mitigation measures proposed, as well as any significant environmental impacts that the 
mitigation measures may cause. San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 
Cal.App.4th 645. 
 
 
PMSA appreciates the commitment to fully investigate all potentially significant adverse environmental 
impacts in the DEIR. Please contact us if you have any questions about these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Mike Jacob 
Vice President & General Counsel 
 
cc: Danny Wan, Acting Executive Director, Port of Oakland 
 Dave Kaval, President, Oakland Athletics 
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From: Vollmann, Peterson
To: Jillian Feyk-Miney; Crescentia Brown
Subject: FW: BALLPARK - HOWARD"S
Date: Monday, January 14, 2019 3:01:19 PM
Attachments: Ballpark LTR - City of Oakland.pdf

Peterson Z. Vollmann, Planner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa, Suite 2114 |Oakland, CA 94612 | Phone: (510)238-6167 | Fax: (510) 238-4730 | Email: pvollmann@oaklandca.gov | Website: www.oaklandnet.com/planning

-----Original Message-----
From: Fran Black [mailto:fblack@sfbarpilots.com]
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 2:55 PM
To: Vollmann, Peterson <PVollmann@oaklandca.gov>
Cc: jdriscoll@portoakland.com; John McLaurin <jmclaurin@pmsaship.com>; Port Agent <portagent@sfbarpilots.com>; Raymond Paetzold <r.paetzold@sfbarpilots.com>
Subject: BALLPARK - HOWARD'S

Please find attached letter from the San Francisco Bar Pilots' Port Agent and President regarding the proposed ballpark at Howard's Terminal.

Fran Black
San Francisco Bar Pilots
Pier 9 East End
San Francisco, CA 94111
415-362-0941
franblack@sfbarpilots.com

-----Original Message-----
From: nscan@sfbarpilots.com <nscan@sfbarpilots.com> On Behalf Of nscan@
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 3:36 PM
To: Fran Black <fblack@sfbarpilots.com>
Subject: Scanned image from MX-5141N

Reply to: nscan@sfbarpilots.com <nscan@sfbarpilots.com> Device Name: Not Set Device Model: MX-5141N
Location: Not Set

File Format: PDF (Medium)
Resolution: 200dpi x 200dpi

Attached file is scanned image in PDF format.
Use Acrobat(R)Reader(R) or Adobe(R)Reader(R) of Adobe Systems Incorporated to view the document.
Adobe(R)Reader(R) can be downloaded from the following URL:
Adobe, the Adobe logo, Acrobat, the Adobe PDF logo, and Reader are registered trademarks or trademarks of Adobe Systems Incorporated in the United States and other countries.

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-
3A__www.adobe.com_&d=DwIFAg&c=6ZboKdJzR8nZOqwBjhPnCw&r=LIDwqOnQ58Rik3BauvQ7JM_0kO7woQ5YtkwIs7dIjFw&m=3FmnyYtGCIMWE9pnSEszicbSvpfPq1MwFjlTZAs7mCU&s=DXF_J6bOnWmATcqknjKoZl1zXhHeq32rxtcl6qghEQs&e=
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From: Vollmann, Peterson
To: Crescentia Brown; Jillian Feyk-Miney; Hillary Gitelman
Subject: FW: Comments on NOP for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project DEIR
Date: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 9:28:41 AM
Attachments: Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project NOP.PDF

NOP comment received. Not sure if this was also added into the comment tracker or not.
 
Peterson Z. Vollmann, Planner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa, Suite
2114 |Oakland, CA 94612 | Phone: (510)238-6167 | Fax: (510) 238-4730 | Email:
pvollmann@oaklandca.gov | Website: www.oaklandnet.com/planning 
 

From: Lee Huo [mailto:lhuo@bayareametro.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:44 PM
To: Vollmann, Peterson <PVollmann@oaklandca.gov>
Cc: Estes, Lesley <LEstes@oaklandca.gov>; Tannenwald, Diane <DTannenwald@oaklandca.gov>;
Patton, Jason <JPatton@oaklandca.gov>; Ethan Lavine <ethan.lavine@bcdc.ca.gov>; McCrea,
Brad@BCDC <brad.mccrea@bcdc.ca.gov>; Gaffney, Andrea@BCDC <andrea.gaffney@bcdc.ca.gov>;
Dave Campbell <dave@bikeeastbay.org>
Subject: Comments on NOP for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project DEIR
 
Peterson,
 
Attached are the comments from the Bay Trail Project on the Notice of Preparation for the Oakland
Waterfront Ballpark District Project DEIR.
 
We are looking to forward to working with the City of Oakland and the development team on this
project.  Please let me know if you have any questions regarding these comments or the Bay Trail.
 
Best Regards,
 
Lee
 
Lee Chien Huo
Bay Trail Planner
San Francisco Bay Trail Project
375 Beale Street, Suite 700
San Francisco, CA 94105-2066

Tel: (415) 820-7915
lhuo@bayareametro.gov
www.baytrail.org
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December 18, 2018

Peterson Vollmann 
City of Oakland, Bureau of Planning 
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Subject:  Comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Oakland Waterfront 
Ballpark District Project DEIR

Dear Mr. Vollmann: 

On behalf of the San Francisco Bay Trail Project, I am writing to submit comments on the NOP 
for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project (Ballpark Project) DEIR. The Bay Trail 
Project is a nonprofit organization administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG) that plans, promotes, and advocates for the implementation of the Bay Trail.  The Bay 
Trail is a planned 500-mile continuous network of multi-use bicycling and walking paths that, 
when complete, will encircle San Francisco and San Pablo Bays in their entirety.  It will link the 
shoreline of all nine Bay Area counties, as well as 47 cities.  To date, over 350 miles of the 
proposed Bay Trail system has been developed. 

The Ballpark Project is located at a major gap in the Bay Trail from Brush Street to Clay Street. 
The existing Bay Trail runs east through Jack London Square to Estuary Park and towards the 
west and north to West Oakland BART, Berkeley, and Yerba Buena Island. With the soon to be
completed section of Bay Trail at Golden Gate Fields in Albany, the trail will continue north of 
Berkeley to Point Pinole in Richmond. In addition, the planned Lake Merritt Bay Trail 
Connector will link all of the communities around Lake Merritt to the Bay Trail, Jack London 
Square, and the proposed Ballpark Project. As such, closing this Bay Trail gap between Brush 
and Clay is critical not only for the region, but for Oakland and the success of the Ballpark 
Project as well since it will serve as an important active transportation corridor. The Bay Trail
has been identified as a regionally significant transportation facility under the City of Oakland’s
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans, Alameda Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans, and 
MTC’s Regional Bicycle Plan.

The proposed residential units, hotel, commercial properties, entertainment facilities, and 
baseball park proposed with this project will bring a significant increase of people, traffic, and 
demand for shoreline access and trails in the area. As a result, the project and DEIR should 
incorporate completing the Bay Trail between Linden and Clay Streets as a shoreline promenade 
trail for bicyclists and pedestrians as well as contributing funds for the completion of the Lake

The proposed residential units, hotel, commercial properties, entertainment facilities, and 
baseball park proposed with this project will bring a significant increase of people, traffic, and ff
demand for shoreline access and trails in the area. As a result, the project and DEIR should 
incorporate completing the Bay Trail between Linden and Clay Streets as a shoreline promenade
trail for bicyclists and pedestrians as well as contributing funds for the completion of the Lake
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Mr. Peterson Vollmann
December 18, 2018

2

Merritt Connector Bridge that will link the Lake Merritt neighborhoods to the Ballpark Project 
via the Bay Trail. Completing these two trail segments will create a significant alternative way to 
travel to the businesses, residences, and entertainment venues at the Ballpark Project through
bicycling or walking while relieving the demand to travel by car and for parking created by this 
development. The completion of the Bay Trail in this area will also provide a connection to West 
Oakland BART allowing people to travel to the Ballpark Project from a third BART station 
relieving the pressure on the Lake Merritt and 12th Street BART stations.

The Bay Trail Project appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the Ballpark
Project and looks forward to our continued partnership with the City of Oakland to improve the 
Bay Trail and bicycle/pedestrian access in Oakland.  Please do not hesitate to call me at (415) 
820-7915 if you have any questions regarding the above comments or the Bay Trail.

Sincerely,

Lee Chien Huo
Bay Trail Planner

Merritt Connector Bridge that will link the Lake Merritt neighborhoods to the Ballpark Project 
via the Bay Trail. Completing these two trail segments will create a significant alternative way to 
travel to the businesses, residences, and entertainment venues at the Ballpark Project through
bicycling or walking while relieving the demand to travel by car and for parking created by this
development. The completion of the Bay Trail in this area will also provide a connection to West 
Oakland BART allowing people to travel to the Ballpark Project from a third BART station 

12threlieving the pressure on the Lake Merritt and Street BART stations.
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Association of Bay Area Governments 
375 Beale Street, Suite 700, San Francisco, CA 94105 

Phone 415-820-7900 
www.baytrail.org 

www.sfbaywatertrail.org 

December 18, 2018 

Oakland City Hall 
1 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
Re: Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Notice of Preparation of Environmental 
Impact Report 

Dear Sir/Maddam: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District 
project (Project). The Project would consist of redevelopment of the 55 acre Howard 
Terminal at the Port of Oakland. Redevelopment would include construction of a new 
ballpark, performance venue, hotel, commercial, and residential uses as well as 
associated utility and transportation improvements. Additionally, the proposed Project 
would construct/provide new waterfront public access, enhanced water views, and on-
site open space. 
 
Background 
 
The San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail is a multi-agency program being implemented by 
the California Coastal Conservancy with project partners at the Association of Bay Area 
Governments / Metropolitan Transportation Commission (ABAG/MTC), the San 
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and the State Division 
of Boating and Waterways, as well as an advisory committee representing a broad range 
of interests and expertise. The focus of the program is to enhance public access to the 
Bay for non-motorized small boats (such as kayaks, sailboards, outriggers, and stand up 
paddleboards), and encourage and enable people to explore the Bay in different boat 
types and in a variety of settings.  
 
Construction of the Project offers an opportunity to create one of the most iconic 
boating destinations in the Bay Area. Renderings prepared of the Project show 
numerous kayakers floating just outside the stadium – we want to help make that a 
reality. Accommodation of water access facilities and/or concessions would enhance 
boating opportunities should be considered in Project design.  
 
Recreation 
 
Please ensure that the recreation analysis include an assessment of existing and 
potential water access on the Oakland Estuary for non-motorized small boats. Various 
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Association of Bay Area Governments 
375 Beale Street, Suite 700, San Francisco, CA 94105 

Phone 415-820-7900 
www.baytrail.org 

www.sfbaywatertrail.org 

non-motorized small boat types regularly launch from Jack London Square and the Jack 
London Aquatic Center. As redevelopment of Alameda Point progresses, additional 
opportunities for boaters to paddle between Alameda Island and Oakland will be 
enhanced. In particular, we would like the DEIR to: 

Clearly describe potential impacts to non-motorized small boat access to the 
Oakland Estuary during project construction, and how any impacts will be 
mitigated.  
Clearly describe how the hydrology of the Oakland Estuary may affect the long-
term use of boating facilities, with regards to siltation and mud as well as sea 
level rise, and how any impacts will be mitigated. 
Clearly describe any increase in passenger ferry service associated with the 
Project that may impact non-motorized small boater safety, and how any 
impacts will be mitigated. 
Please ensure that water access is designed consistent with ADA and universal 
design standards 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document. If you 
have any questions regarding San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail, please do not hesitate 
to contact me at (415) 820-7936 or by email at bbotkin@bayareametro.gov. We also 
recently published Design Guidelines to provide detailed information about designing 
high-quality water access facilities, which can be provided upon request.  

Sincerely, 

Ben Botkin 
San Francisco Bay/Water Trail Planner 
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January 14, 2019

Mr. Peterson Vollmann
Planner IV
City of Oakland Bureau of Planning
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214
Oakland, CA 94612

Re: Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District 
Project (Case File # ER18-01)  

Dear Mr. Vollmann:

The American Waterways Operators, the national trade association for the tugboat, towboat, 
and barge industry, appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the City of Oakland’s 
Environmental Impact Report for the potential Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District Project 
that would replace the Charles P. Howard Terminal within the Port of Oakland. With seven
members headquartered in California, and five of those within the San Francisco Bay Area, 
AWO and its members care deeply about the viability of the Port of Oakland and the positive 
economic impact its operation has on the City of Oakland. 

AWO is concerned that the Proposed Project will have substantial physical impacts on the 
Port of Oakland and the vibrant maritime economy of the entire Bay Area. The Port of 
Oakland is growing significantly in terms of both cargo and vessel volume. In 2018, cargo 
volume increased 3.3%, and the Port’s “Growth with Care” strategic plan for 2018-2022
“anticipates a 5-year run of record cargo volume” that will see continuing growth of 2-3% 
each year. Considerable efforts have been made to promote and manage the increased flow of 
cargo through the Port of Oakland, including:

Seaport Logistics Complex: Once completed, this 180-acre cargo logistics hub that 
will include warehouse and distribution center space, rail access and transload 
capability to efficiently move cargo between ships and trains.
Cool Port Oakland: Opened in November, this 280,000-square-foot temperature-
controlled distribution facility can handle more than 50,000 refrigerated containers.
Oakland International Container Terminal: Four ship-to-shore cranes were raised 27 
feet to accommodate larger container ships.
TraPac Terminal: A project to double the terminal’s capacity from two vessel berths 
and 66 acres to four berths and 123 acres is nearly complete. The terminal is also the 
second at the Port of Oakland to add “night gates” to accommodate increased cargo.
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With increased physical capacity needed at the Port of Oakland, it is incongruous and 
disruptive to consider reallocating existing industrial port facilities for a 55-acre mixed use 
project. The location of the Howard Terminal provides key access to rail and highway 
connections for future port growth. Additionally, the Turning Basin required for ships 
accessing the Harbor Channel, Middle Harbor, and Inner Harbor lies directly adjacent to 
Howard Terminal. Development that obstructs access to the Turning Basin or impedes it 
through increased recreational use will negatively impact physical port access.

While hampering future growth and ongoing operations at the Port of Oakland might not 
presently seem like a significant impact to the City of Oakland, the long-term economic and 
physical impacts of ceding maritime freight transportation resources to retail and residential 
development will harm the City and its citizens. In response to the City’s request that 
comments address potential physical impacts of the Proposed Project, the following physical 
constraints and impacts from ceding industrial port land for the Proposed Project should be 
considered:

Access to and safe use of the Turning Basin and the navigational channel.
Future needs to expand the Turning Basin and widen/deepen the navigational channel 
to accommodate larger ocean vessels.
Existing truck and rail access to port facilities.
Future land-based transportation needs, particularly as reduced maritime capacity will 
cause a modal shift of more cargo to roadways by truck.
Environmental impacts of modal shift from efficient ocean and rail transportation 
networks to trucks.
Safety concerns for truck/rail operators, drivers and pedestrians if land resources 
around existing highways, railways and roads are transformed from industrial use to 
retail and residential use.
Traffic congestion to existing roadways (including commercial truck routes) inherent 
to a 35,000-person sports park and retail, residential and recreational use, particularly 
in light of the lack of public transit options to the site.

Thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns about the Proposed Project. We would 
be pleased to answer any questions or provide further information to assist the City of 
Oakland in assessing the impacts that this significant change in existing land-use would have 
on physical operations at the Port of Oakland and wider impacts on the economy and 
transportation network of the City of Oakland.

Sincerely,

Charles P. Costanzo
Vice President – Pacific Region
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From: Vollmann, Peterson
To: Crescentia Brown; Jillian Feyk-Miney; Hillary Gitelman
Subject: FW: Oak A’s ballpark
Date: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 8:49:24 AM

Peterson Z. Vollmann, Planner IV | City of Oakland | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa, Suite 2114
|Oakland, CA 94612 | Phone: (510)238-6167 | Fax: (510) 238-4730 | Email: pvollmann@oaklandca.gov | Website:
www.oaklandnet.com/planning

-----Original Message-----
From: allison bliss [mailto:allisonbliss@icloud.com]
Sent: Sunday, December 23, 2018 11:45 PM
To: Vollmann, Peterson <PVollmann@oaklandca.gov>
Subject: Oak A’s ballpark

Regarding ER18-016 the website enabling comments doesn’t allow one to actually comment, only provide contact
info.

My comment-

With the very dangerous existing  level of air quality in the Jack London Waterfront area - coupled with additional
large housing projects near opening date - the air and traffic will already worsen by a large measure. That needs to
be calculated in the EIR.

The noise level from trucks screeching air brakes coming off the freeway to stop and drive through a highly
residential area is already nearly intolerable, but when they park under our windows leaving their motors running,
the carbon dioxide fumes awaken me (and others in my building) with headaches. No doubt the attendees at a
ballpark, queued up to get on the freeway entrance ramps will increase that same air quality filtering into our
residences and businesses.

Adding a ballpark which will further tie up trAffic exiting the Jackson St. Or Broadway exits will delay residents
freeway access, especially problematic during working hours when people need to be on time.

My worst fear is the inevitable rent increases when the ballpark is nearing completion. Some of these buildings, like
mine, are exempt from rent control and my own landlord gouged me with an $800/month rent increase on my
birthday last year. I fully expect this same treatment if the ballpark is built here. I will at that point become
homeless.

Sent from my iPhone

With the very dangerous existing  level of air quality in the Jack London Waterfront area - coupled with additional
large housing projects near opening date - the air and traffic will already worsen by a large measure. That needs to
be calculated in the EIR.

The noise level from trucks screeching air brakes coming off the freeway to stop and drive through a highly
residential area is already nearly intolerable, but when they park under our windows leaving their motors running,
the carbon dioxide fumes awaken me (and others in my building) with headaches. No doubt the attendees at a
ballpark, queued up to get on the freeway entrance ramps will increase that same air quality filtering into our
residences and businesses.

Adding a ballpark which will further tie up trAffic exiting the Jackson St. Or Broadway exits will delay residents
freeway access, especially problematic during working hours when people need to be on time.

My worst fear is the inevitable rent increases when the ballpark is nearing completion. Some of these buildings, like
mine, are exempt from rent control and my own landlord gouged me with an $800/month rent increase on my
birthday last year. I fully expect this same treatment if the ballpark is built here. I will at that point become
homeless.
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