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April 26, 2021 
 
Peterson Vollmann, Planner IV 
City of Oakland Bureau of Planning  
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2214 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
RE:      Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Oakland Ballpark Waterfront District Project 
 (Case File No. ER18-016; State Clearinghouse No. 2018112070) 
 
Dear Mr. Vollman: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) on the Oakland Ballpark Waterfront District Project (Howard Terminal ballpark 

development), the “Project.” 

 

For 60 years Save The Bay has been the voice of the Bay, the largest regional organization 

working to protect and restore San Francisco Bay for people and wildlife. We work to improve 

the health and safety of the Bay against threats from climate change and pollution, restore 

crucial wetlands, and connect people of all ages to the Bay shoreline. We also advocate for Bay 

Smart Communities where nature grows and people thrive, and resilient cities where greater 

equity and environmental justice create a sustainable future in a time of rapid climate change. 

 

For the last two years, we have communicated clearly and consistently to the Oakland A’s 

leadership, Oakland city officials and the public regarding our concerns about the proposed 

ballpark and mixed-use development at Howard Terminal. We have urged the A’s to play by the 

rules, follow the applicable laws and regulations, and respect the public process by producing a 

full impacts and alternatives analysis that enables everyone to judge the Project’s true costs, 

benefits, risks and implications for the Bay, the City of Oakland, and the Bay Area.   

 

We appreciate the cost and effort invested to produce a voluminous Draft Environmental Impact 

Report. However, the DEIR falls short in several crucial areas that require significant additional 

information to meet the legal standard of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

before any final approval. Most egregious is the attempt to defer crucial analysis in several 

areas until after Project approval and certification of the Final DEIR, which would violate the 

core purpose of providing the public and decision-makers with essential information needed to 

approve a project.  

 

The DEIR also fails to fully evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives to the Howard Terminal 

location by inadequately assessing benefits of the Oakland Coliseum site that already hosts a 

similar ballpark facility, offers compatible land use designations, and features already 

constructed public transit and road access. Per CEQA’s own guidelines, the Coliseum site 

“would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(a).  The DEIR 

misinforms and misleads the public by not accurately presenting the significant environmental 
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benefits, lesser impacts, lower costs, and greater feasibility of developing the Project at the 

Coliseum site, rather than Howard Terminal.  

 

These omissions must be corrected and the DEIR must be recirculated for public comment and 

review. Without significant additional analysis and information, the DEIR fails to provide a 

sufficient basis for public evaluation and agency consideration of the project at Howard 

Terminal. 

 

Among the many deficiencies in the DEIR, our comments here focus on two areas where the 

document’s inadequacies create particular threats to the San Francisco Bay and conflict with 

the laws and regulations that protect it.  

 

 

Toxic Contamination Hazards 

 

The DEIR fails to provide adequate information about how the Project would overcome the toxic 

contamination hazards on the Howard Terminal site that currently prohibit the Project’s 

proposed uses, including human habitation and residential uses, under existing Land Use 

Covenants in force there. The DEIR improperly defers that analysis.  

 

Toxics present may include polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, 

petroleum hydrocarbons, heavy metals, cyanide and other hazardous substances. Disturbance 

of the capped contamination on site presents significant risks and challenges as groundwater 

levels there may already be near the surface, likely fluctuating daily with the tides, and subject 

to rising sea levels in the near future due to climate change.  

 

However, the DEIR does not disclose whether the Project would leave contamination in place 

and cover it, remove contamination entirely, or some other alternative or combination. The risks 

to the public and the environment of the toxic contamination itself, and potential impacts and 

costs of its removal or remediation, are not evaluated in the DEIR but deferred to some future 

process by other agencies at an unknown time. This leaves the city and the public in the dark 

about impacts, alternatives and costs of toxic mitigation, and future risks of exposure or 

migration of toxics through groundwater and sea level rise. By deferring disclosure and 

decisions about toxic remediation to the state’s Department of Toxic Substances Control 

(DTSC), after certification of a final EIR, the document fails to meet CEQA’s basic requirement 

to provide public information for informed choices by the City of Oakland.  

 

A legally sufficient EIR must not only include thorough analysis of the toxic contamination but 

also disclose how that contamination would be remediated, the impacts to human health and 

the environment of that remediation activity, and proposed mitigation of unavoidable significant 

impacts from all of that activity.  

 

The City of Oakland and the Bay Area public deserve and require an EIR that meets the A’s 

environmental commitment to a full cleanup of toxic contamination on the Howard Terminal site 

to make it safe for the proposed uses, privately financed so as not to burden city or state 
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taxpayers. Deferring full disclosure of the analysis, impacts and costs of that activity suggests 

that the A’s may intend to avoid remediation of contamination necessary to meet the legal 

standards for the proposed Project. 

 

 

Seaport Priority Use  

  

The DEIR acknowledges that the Howard Terminal site lies within the Port of Oakland and is 

currently designated as a seaport priority use area within the San Francisco Bay Conservation 

and Development Commission’s (BCDC) jurisdiction. Although BCDC could determine to 

remove the Howard Terminal project site from the port priority use designation in its Seaport 

Plan and adopt Bay Plan amendments that would facilitate the Project at Howard Terminal, the 

DEIR should not presume BCDC will do so. 

 

To consider removing a port priority use area designation, the Seaport Plan requires that BCDC 

evaluate the impacts of a proposed removal on the region’s capacity to handle the amount of 

ocean-going cargo projected to pass through the Bay Area ports. In essence, to justify removing 

Howard Terminal from port priority use designation, BCDC would need to find that the Howard 

Terminal site is not likely to be needed for shipping or associated activities including truck 

staging, equipment storage, and cargo handling, based on cargo forecasts and evaluation of 

alternative regional capacity. Ballparks and housing may be established in numerous locations 

throughout the Bay Area; shipping and associated activities cannot. Prior development of the 

San Francisco Bay shoreline, protection of significant shoreline areas for fish and wildlife habitat 

and public access, transportation infrastructure for movement of goods and cargo, and natural 

geographic and bathymetric features all limit the feasibility of creating port capacity in shoreline 

areas not already designated for port priority use. BCDC therefore faces a very high standard 

for removing Howard Terminal or any other existing site from port priority use.  

 

Information presented to date to BCDC’s Seaport Plan Advisory Committee indicates clearly 

that Howard Terminal is and will be needed as a maritime facility to meet regional shipping 

capacity needs for decades into the future. The A’s may have recognized this hurdle as 

significant, even though the DEIR does not acknowledge it, because the team previously floated 

state legislation to override some agencies oversight of activities at Howard Terminal to facilitate 

placing housing in an industrial seaport area.  

 

While the DEIR briefly notes “In the absence of such [BCDC] amendments, the Project could 

not proceed,” the document should underscore this as a significant deficiency of the Howard 

Terminal site and should disclose that the absence of such regulatory barriers at the Coliseum 

site is another advantage of the Coliseum site alternative. 

 

The DEIR also fails to accurately and fully characterize all current uses at Howard Terminal and 

the impacts of displacing those uses. Removing truck parking from Howard Terminal, for 

example, would worsen the existing truck parking problems in Oakland, and would likely 

increase pollution, traffic and other impacts in the adjacent West Oakland neighborhood and 

other areas of the city. The DEIR does not indicate where trucking, container storage and other 
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current activities would be relocated, nor what air quality, transportation, safety, economic and 

other impacts would be imposed on surrounding communities or other areas of the Port by such 

relocation. Complete analysis of these impacts should be added to the document and factored 

into the analysis of alternatives. This would illuminate a benefit of locating the Project at the 

Coliseum site – avoiding displacement of port activity and the significant negative impacts of 

that displacement.   

 

We also share concerns about the inadequacy of this DEIR that have been articulated in detail 

in other comments, in the following areas: 

 

 

Conflicting Land Uses; Impacts on Port Operations and Jobs   

 

The DEIR does not adequately analyze and disclose the significance of the numerous conflicts 

that the Project’s ballpark, new residential and office/commercial uses pose to adjacent Port 

activities, including: increased car, pedestrian, and bike traffic sharing access routes with 

seaport traffic; additional traffic at rail crossings at-grade; noise and diesel exhaust emissions, 

and other impacts. These impacts pose a significant environmental justice issue in West 

Oakland, which has suffered disproportionate negative impacts from historic decisions over 

many years. The DEIR also ignores the potential effects of gentrification on the surrounding 

communities. The DEIR notes but does not adequately characterize or address the impact of 

conflicting uses on Port operations, or the economic and jobs impact of those conflicts, including 

transportation delays on surface streets and railroads during events and non-event operations 

of new residential and commercial facilities.  

 

 

Transportation and Public Safety 

 

The Howard Terminal site is not served by public transit or easily accessible freeway off-ramps 

and is separated from downtown Oakland by Interstate 880 and busy railroad tracks. The DEIR 

does not adequately address the impacts on access to the Project site of trains blocking at-

grade rail crossings, which create limitations on the Project’s use-as-designed, and risks to 

emergency services and first responders to the much larger concentrations of people the 

Project would draw to the site. The DEIR should address how the Project will overcome train 

blockages and the significant impacts to walkability, site access, and emergency services, 

including the costs and regulatory challenges to create sufficient additional grade-separated 

access to the site and the feasibility of such measures. The DEIR’s alternatives analysis should 

also underscore that the Coliseum site currently has superior transit and road access. 

 

 

Climate Change 

 

The DEIR suggests that Project emissions would not achieve the “net zero increase in 

greenhouse gas emissions” required by AB 734, especially compared to baseline conditions at 

Howard Terminal, primarily because of inadequate transportation planning and infrastructure. 
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The severity of Project impacts to local and regional air quality should be disclosed in greater 

detail, and actions to avoid or mitigate those impacts must be identified. This information should 

also be integrated into the comparative analysis with the Coliseum site and other alternatives. 

 

 

Affordable Housing 

 

The DEIR fails to specify how many affordable units the Project would provide on-site or off-site, 

or whether the A’s propose instead to pay an affordable housing fee that would not guarantee 

affordable housing benefits to the West Oakland community. These alternatives and their 

potential impacts on transit and other environmental issues must be presented and analyzed 

thoroughly, including for the public and city officials to evaluate whether the Project would 

improve or worsen historic environmental injustices in neighborhoods surrounding the Howard 

Terminal and Oakland Coliseum sites. This analysis is improperly deferred. 

 

 

Public Funding 

 

The A’s. the Mayor of Oakland and others have insisted that this project will be fully privately 

funded. The DEIR fails to provide a complete accounting of the costs of the Project, how it will 

be financed and what costs would be borne by the City of Oakland or other public entities. The 

DEIR is also unclear what funding for Howard Terminal project implementation would be 

dependent on redevelopment at the Coliseum site and thereby a Project component that should 

be analyzed in the DEIR. Significant environmental effects could result from features of the 

Project or proposed mitigation measures that do not have a reliable source of funding, yet the 

DEIR does not address these potential impacts. 

 

For all of these reasons, the DEIR should be revised and recirculated for additional public 

comment before certification. 

 

Thank you for consideration of these comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
David Lewis 

Executive Director 
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