
From: Ener Chiu
To: pvollmann@oaklandca.gov
Cc: Cheuk Li (cheuk@apen4ej.org)
Subject: FW: Howard Terminal Draft EIR - Oakland Chinatown Coalition comment letter
Date: Wednesday, April 28, 2021 9:23:12 AM
Attachments: Final Comments_ Draft EIR A"s Stadium at Howard Terminal.pdf

[EXTERNAL] This email originated outside of the City of Oakland. Please do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and expect the message.

Hi Pete,
 
Attached and below is the response letter we sent to Planning Commission in response to the DEIR. 
The letter was emailed just before the 4/27 at 4pm deadline.  However, I realized later that you
should have been cc’d on the letter.
 
Please let me know if you have any problems accepting it into the record now.  Thanks,
Ener
 
 

From: Ener Chiu 
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2021 3:59 PM
To: Tom Limon <tlimon.opc@gmail.com>; 'cmanusopc@gmail.com' <cmanusopc@gmail.com>;
'amandamonchamp@gmail.com' <amandamonchamp@gmail.com>; Jonathan Fearn
<jfearnopc@gmail.com>; nhegdeOPC@gmail.com; sshiraziOPC@gmail.com; lraylynch@yahoo.com
Cc: officeofthemayor@oaklandca.gov; Fortunato Bas, Nikki (NFortunatoBas@oaklandca.gov)
<NFortunatoBas@oaklandca.gov>; cfife@oaklandca.gov; 'atlarge@oaklandnet.com'
<atlarge@oaklandnet.com>; Cummings, Veronica (VCummings@oaklandca.gov)
<VCummings@oaklandca.gov>; Cheuk Li (cheuk@apen4ej.org) <cheuk@apen4ej.org>;
mlok@ahschc.org; Alvina Wong (alvina@apen4ej.org) <alvina@apen4ej.org>
Subject: Howard Terminal Draft EIR - Oakland Chinatown Coalition comment letter
 
Hello Oakland Planning Commission,
 
On behalf of the Oakland Chinatown Coalition, we are pleased to submit this letter in response to
the Draft EIR for the Howard Terminal Stadium project.  We note that it has been difficult to fully
comment on the DEIR due to the sheer amount of content (over 6,000 pages).  We requested
several extensions but received no affirmative or negative responses from staff.  Nevertheless,
thanks to an active community of concerned people who have shown love and care for Oakland
Chinatown, we have managed to review the majority of the report and document this response.
 
If you have any questions about the enclosed letter, please direct them to  Cheuk-Ning Li at
cheuk@apen4ej.org, Ener Chiu at echiu@ebaldc.org, Mike Lok at mlok@ahschc.org, and Alvina
Wong at alvina@apen4ej.org.
 
Sincerely,

 

AR 0011135
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OAKLAND CHINATOWN COALITION
April 27, 2021


TO: City of Oakland Planning Commissioners and Planning Staff


CC: Mayor Libby Schaff; Council President Fortunato Bas; Councilmembers Fife and Kaplan; Veronica Cummings


FROM: Oakland Chinatown Coalition and Co-Writers


SUBJECT:     Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal, Draft EIR Comments


Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff:


The organizational and individual members of the Oakland Chinatown Coalition have participated in many public meetings leading up
to the release of the Draft EIR, only one of which was located within Chinatown pre-Covid. We have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), and have the following comments. The purpose of this letter is to collect and catalogue as
many Coalition and Chinatown community comments as possible on the DEIR for response by City and Planning staff. We note that
it is difficult to fully comment on the DEIR due to the sheer amount of content (over 6,000 pages), and were frustrated to receive no
further extension to the commenting period to the full, legally allowable time per CEQA, even after the DEIR itself was delayed by
over a year. Overall, the Project excludes Chinatown from its analyses despite its location within one mile of the Project Site. It is not
lost on us the inevitable situation Chinatown would find ourselves in in becoming the Ballpark’s de facto parking lot. The congestion
caused by this Project, lowered air quality, and other inequities must be addressed, and significant, unmitigatable impacts need
action as well beyond simply stating that these impacts will occur.


The Oakland Chinatown Coalition consists of AHS, AIWA, APILO, APEN, AYPAL, Buddhist Church of Oakland, Chinese American
Citizens Alliance - Oakland Lodge, Chinese Community United Methodist Church, EBALDC, Family Bridges Inc, FAJ, Friends of
Lincoln Square Park, Lincoln Elementary School, New Hope Chinese Cancer Foundation, OACC, Oakland Chinatown Lions
Foundation, Wa Sung Community Service Club, Alan Yee, Evelyn Lee, Gilbert Gong, Heidi Kong, Hiroko Kurihara, Karolyn Wong,
and Lailan Huen. Additionally, the following volunteers contributed sections and are co-writers of this comment letter: Annie Liu,
George Foster, Guneet Anand, Kirby Ung, Linda Liu Flores, Mu-Ping Cheng, and Sarah Estephan. If you have any questions about
the comments below, please direct them to Cheuk-Ning Li at cheuk@apen4ej.org, Ener Chiu at echiu@ebaldc.org, Mike Lok at
mlok@ahschc.org, and Alvina Wong at alvina@apen4ej.org.


Sincerely,
Oakland Chinatown Coalition
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A’s Ballpark DEIR Chapter (reference) Oakland Chinatown Coalition Comments


General Overall, the intent of these comments on the Draft EIR is to be neither in favor of the Howard Terminal
Ballpark nor against it.  We are simply attempting to respond to the Draft EIR, and to name areas in
which it has not adequately named likely impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods (with a strong focus
on Oakland Chinatown), or where we have disagreements with whether the impacts have been
categorized as not significant, or where the named mitigations are not adequate.  Where we have been
able to, we have also named where we support the drafted mitigations.


1. Introduction


1. Project Overview


2. Environmental review
process


The geographic scope of the DEIR should have included Chinatown when evaluating the project
impacts on the Traffic and Cultural Resources.


Section 1.2.2, “Scope of the EIR and Level of Analysis” states that, “The geographic scope of the Draft
EIR’s analysis varies by topic, depending on the nature of potential impacts and where physical
changes would occur. The appropriate projects and cumulative scope of analysis are described in the
introduction to Chapter 4 and identified within the discussion of each topic in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.”
We appreciate that using this approach, the City can better focus its analysis and proposed actions on
the geographic areas in which protected environmental factors are located.   The CEQA Guidelines,
Appendix G, lists “Environmental Factors Potentially Affected.” However, the DEIR’s analysis
improperly excludes the Oakland Chinatown from the geographic scope of study for a number of
factors, including Transportation, Recreation, and Cultural Resources.  As a result, the DEIR overlooks
the  significant negative effects of the project on the transportation and cultural resources within
Chinatown, and fails to recommend mitigation measures for the City Council to adopt to protect the
community.  The extent of this oversight is discussed under the appropriate topics, below.


Request for Mediation.


Assembly Bill 734 enacted Public Resources Code Section 21168.6.7 (Pg. 1-5 to 1-7) as part of CEQA.
(All citations are to the California Public Resources Code, unless stated otherwise.)  Section 21168.6.7
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provides for nonbinding mediation with commentators if commentators submit a written request for
nonbinding mediation to the City within 5 days following the close of the public comment period of the
Draft EIR.  No procedure has been outlined. Please consider this written comment as a formal
written request for nonbinding mediation by the Oakland Chinatown Coalition. The areas of
dispute to be mediated are each of the disputed items raised and listed in this comment letter.


The Project is not entitled to fast-track CEQA appeal because the Governor could not, and did
not, make the required findings prior to issuing his certification.


The Project was certified by the Governor on February 11, 2021 but the Certification fails to comply with
the requirements of AB 734 and the Draft EIR should not be subject to the expedited procedures of AB
734. The determination of the Governor appears to have been done in error since a review of the Draft
EIR shows the Project does not appear to have complied with conditions (3) and (4), and neither the
City or Port have approved a CBA as required by condition (9) of Section 21168.6.7(d).  The conditions
for the Governor’s certification were not met and the certification is therefore invalid and subject to
judicial review.  Section 21168.6.7 subdiv, (e) states, “(1) Prior to certifying the project, the Governor
shall make a determination that each of the conditions specified in subdivision (d) has been met. These
findings are not subject to judicial review.” Note that while the findings are not subject to judicial review,
the statute does not state that the certification is not subject to judicial review.


Section 21168.6.7. states:
(d) The Governor may certify the project for streamlining pursuant to this section if it complies with all of
the following conditions: (emphasis added – conditions are paraphrased for brevity, except for condition
9, which is stated in its entirety)


(1) The project creates highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages, etc.; (2)  All
construction workers will be paid at least prevailing rate, subject to enforcement; (3)  The
project complies with energy efficiency, greenhouse gas abatement, and transportation
management requirements; (4) The applicant complies with solid waste recycling
requirements; (5) The applicant has agreed that environmental mitigation requirements
will become enforceable conditions of City approval, (6) The applicant agrees to pay the
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costs of judicial review under CEQA (7) The applicant agrees to bear the cost of
preparing the judicial record; (8) Project design will comply with the City’s Bird Safety
Measures; and (9) The project meets the requirements of clauses (iv) and (v) of
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (3) of subdivision (a).


Subdivision (a), provides definitions for the purposes of Section 21168.6.7. Paragraph 3,
subparagraph (A) defines “A baseball park that will become the new home to the Oakland
Athletics … that meets all of the following:”  Clauses (iv) and (v) state:


(iv) The project is located within a priority development area…
(v)  The project is subject to a comprehensive package of community benefits
approved by the Port of Oakland or City Council of the City of Oakland, as
applicable, which may include local employment and job training programs,local
business and small business policies, public access and open space, affordable
housing, transportation infrastructure, increased frequency of pubic transit, and
transit accessibility and sustainable and healthy development measures for the
surrounding community.


It is a matter of public record that neither the Port or the City Council have approved a package
of community benefits as described by AB 734.


Section 21168.6.7. subdivision (e) (1) states in relevant part: “Prior to certifying the project, the
Governor shall make a determination that each of the conditions specified in subdivision (d) has
been met.” Instead of finding that there is an existing approved package of community benefits, his
certification letter avoids the issue by stating: “The project … will:... e. Provide a comprehensive
package of community benefits (emphasis added, citations omitted.)


Neither the Port nor City had approved a package of community benefits as of February 11,
2021, the date of the Governor’s letter, and indeed, the Governor makes no such finding.  Since
all of the nine conditions provided by Section 21168.6.7 subdivision (d) are required for
certification, the Governor’s certification is invalid.
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Some may claim that the certification would withstand judicial review, and is therefore valid,
based on the provision that the Governor’s findings that conditions have been met are not
subject to judicial review.  This cannot be argued because the Governor did not find that either
the Port or the City have approved a package of community benefits.


The Governor’s certification is void because it could not, and did not, make all of the nine
findings required by Section 21168.6.7.(d)  The certification was premature because it preceded
the approval of the Port or City of a CBA agreement as well as the conclusion of this
environmental review, when the existence of agreements and conditions necessary to meet AB
734's requirements will be clear.  Accordingly, the expedited CEQA review process provided by
Section 21168.6.7.(g) is unavailable.


To remedy this problem, the Governor may undertake a new certification review when the CBA has
been approved, the City has concluded on the basis of its CEQA process that the environmental
conditions have been met, and the City has incorporated the development-related conditions in its
approval of the A’s development and use permit.


3. Organization of this
Draft EIR


2. Summary


1. Project Summary This Draft EIR will essentially cover environmental impacts associated with a Project that is still not
clearly defined.  Among other issues, we are concerned about two variants described as the Parker
Power Plant and the Aerial Gondola, which would seem to be able to move forward without further
environmental review, even though they are not fully described in the Project Summary reviewed for
this EIR.


2. Environmental Impacts
and Mitigation
Measures


Section 2.2.1, page 2-5: In particular, the Aerial Gondola Variant is described as having significant and
unavoidable impacts on a historic resource.  However, it would have real life impacts on existing
neighborhood businesses and residents because it would take resources (approximately $140M is our
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understanding) to construct a fixed system that would essentially take people off the street level and fly
them over the neighborhood to the ballpark.  This would negate their presence on the street, creating
less safety and vibrancy at the street level, fewer opportunities to patronize the businesses along the
way, and move patrons via an unsightly, inflexible, expensive and essentially non-public transportation
system to the park.  This single purpose system would mimic the waste of resources that the Oakland
Airport monorail has become, transporting very few passengers at a high cost in a manner that does
not have spillover benefits to the surrounding neighborhoods.


Section 2.2.1, page 2-6: Regarding Traffic Safety Hazard and Consistency with Transportation Plans,
this DEIR labels these as Significant and Unavoidable Impacts in part because there are no
implementation strategies mandated that could make these impacts less significant.  For instance, the
goal to mitigate air quality impacts by implementing TDM or TMP measures that go beyond the 20
percent vehicle trip reduction (necessary because only 2,000 parking spaces will be created for a use
that will generate many more thousands of vehicle trips to the area) is supported only by the
requirement to create a TDM plan, as opposed to putting real resources into making our existing public
transit systems more effective at solving the last mile problem to the stadium, and doing so in a way
that can flexibly benefit non-ballpark users, as well as increasing pedestrians and vibrancy at the street
level.


3. Summary of
Alternatives


Sec. 2.3.1, Pg. 2-7: The most environmentally superior alternative named in the DEIR is Alternative 1.
The Project as proposed has many MAJOR and SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS (Wind, Air
Quality, Cultural Resources, Noise and Vibration, Traffic Safety Hazards, and impact on regional
roadways), as documented by the DEIR, even with implementation of allegedly feasible mitigation
measures ( 2.2.1, page 2-5 to 2-6). These significant impacts need to be addressed and mitigated, or
they risk negatively impacting the existing communities of residents and workers in the West Oakland,
Jack London, and Chinatown neighborhoods.  We should accept nothing less, when the DEIR so
clearly identifies the No Project Alternative as the environmentally superior one.  Does the report need
to document why an Environmentally Inferior Alternative is preferable if that is the one that moves
forward?


4. Areas of Controversy
Raised in Scoping


Section 2.4, page 2-7: There were many other areas of controversy that have been raised in public
meetings and in public comment that are not adequately summarized in this section.  For example,
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Comments many economic issues around gentrification, financing of the stadium, the fiscal impacts of the
mitigation measures, community benefits, the dislocation of Port jobs, and other very important issues
were raised.  They were not listed in this section. If they do not fall within the scope that should be
covered by an EIR, then it would be appropriate to simply note that perspective, so that future
reviewers can see that and concur with that legal determination of the exclusion from this document.


5. Issues to Be Resolved Sec. 2.5, Pg. 2-8: This DEIR does not adequately describe the environmental impacts of the Project.
The DEIR fails to address the environmental compatibility of the existing industrial use and the
proposed residential and non-industrial uses being proposed.  There are significant impacts on the
continued viability of the existing adjacent Commercial/Industrial use of the Port of Oakland Operations
by building 3,000 residential units, 35,000 persons capacity ballpark, and 1.5 million square feet of
commercial use and 270,000 square feet of retail uses (hotels, restaurants, conference facilities, etc.).
There are no effective proposals to address the conflicts that will arise created by the Project. For
example, conflicts with Port of Oakland Truck access cannot be addressed simply by “monitoring”
driving delays through a TMP.  “Monitoring” is not an appropriate migration measure. There is no
demonstration that acceptable results can be achieved by any of the suggestions in the TMP. There is
no reasonable basis to conclude that the impacts will be adequately mitigated by “monitoring” or any of
the TMP suggestions or future programs.  This is an impermissible deferral and inadequate.


The traffic gridlock that will result on the regional roadways on Highways 880 and 980 and on the local
roadways of Chinatown, West Oakland, Jack London, Old Oakland, Downtown and Port of Oakland
neighborhoods and commercial areas, is not addressed by the EIR. Access to these areas is not
addressed and overlooked.  For example, Truck Access to the Port will simply be “monitored” by a TMP
to maintain acceptable drive time levels (see e.g. Appendix TRA, page 102.)


The Draft EIR does not address the gridlock on local roadways created by the traffic plan that provides
only 2,000 parking spaces for a 35,000 person capacity ballpark and the expected 32,000 vehicle trips
created by the ballpark. The gridlock and traffic created by the dependence on street parking and
off-street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods and areas such as Chinatown is not addressed.
Traffic Access to these neighborhoods and areas is not addressed. These neighborhoods and areas
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will be overwhelmed.


The Draft EIR does not address the effect on Chinatown of gridlocked commuter traffic attempting to
use the Webster and Posey Tubes at peak hours because it wrongly excluded Chinatown from the
geographic scope of the study.  Section 2.2.1 “Significant and Unavoidable Impacts” notes that the
project would increase congestion on certain regional roadways included in the Alameda County
Congestion Management Plan, exceeding the County’s standard on two roadway segments (Impact
TRANS-6) and contributing to exceedances at six segments (Impact TRANS-6, CU).  This “would be a
Significant and Unavoidable Impact, even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures.” (DEIR
pp. 2-5 and 2-6).  The two roadway segments are the eastbound (towards Oakland) Posey Tube and
the westbound (towards Alameda) Webster tube. (DEIR Table 2-1, Section 4-15, p. 2-93).


The traffic access to and from both Tubes runs through the heart of the Chinatown neighborhood and
commercial area, raising further health and safety concerns in a neighborhood already suffering from
unaddressed and disproportionate inequities in traffic and pedestrian injuries and deaths in Oakland.
The DEIR is incomplete because it failed to study how access to Chinatown would be choked off by the
project traffic, what existing resources and institutions in Chinatown would be affected, and how
attempts to mitigate the impact of increased traffic will not succeed.  This lack of community-level
analysis could enable decision makers to condone the significant traffic impacts of the project and
approve it without understanding, appreciating, and weighing the impacts on Chinatown.


The Draft EIR also fails to address the problem of cut-through traffic (especially truck traffic to the Port
of Oakland) to the local streets of Chinatown, West Oakland, Jack London and Downtown when
Highway 880 is congested as it often is.


Table 2.1, Pg.. 2-9. 2-10: Impact AES-3- Lighting – adverse effect on Port Operations and other harbor
operations is not addressed.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-10, 2-11: Impact AES-5- Wind Impact – “Wind: Project-level and cumulative conditions
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would create or contribute to winds that would exceed 36 miles per hour for more than one hour during
daylight hours during the year.” This vague finding is inadequate to provide the public with notice of the
potential negative impacts of the wind -- there is no estimate of the amount of time each year that winds
would exceed 36 mph, nor is there an estimate of the maximum wind speed. Moreover, the buildings,
with heights of 200, 400, and 600 ft., max, are expected to cast long shadows and deprive the adjacent
West Oakland neighborhood of sunlight. The combination of shade and powerful winds would make the
streets inhospitable, discourage pedestrians, and stifle economic growth. The net effect could be to
depress property values in West Oakland. These are social and economic impacts so directly
connected to the environmental impacts of the project that they must be considered under CEQA.  See,
Pub. Res. Code Section 21082.2 “Significant Effect on Environment…” subdivision (c), “evidence of
social or economic impacts which contribute to or are caused by physical impacts on the environment,”
may contribute to substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment.


More information is needed to gauge the potential wind impact of the project on the viability of the
adjacent residential neighborhood and to seek alternatives, such as shorter buildings, less building
surface area, reconfiguration, etc. to avoid permanent and devastating damage to the character of the
neighborhood. Adverse effects on Port and surrounding communities must be addressed.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-11 to 2-15: First, we do not agree that the impacts should be accepted as
“unavoidable”.  The impacts can be significantly mitigated if all of the mitigation practices are
implemented and followed.  The dust, diesel, and air pollutant mitigations listed are fine, but who/what
agency will monitor?  We have seen projects in West Oakland flout these dust control mitigations
because the contractors believe no one is monitoring. Shortcuts are taken, and complaints are not
addressed, but the significant generation of dust will impact neighbors.  Harder penalties should be
enforced.  Residents can be trained (and paid through WOEIP) to monitor and report violations.  The
training is relatively simple if the criteria are simple (e.g. “no visible dust”).


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-19:  Item VI on this page mandates that the project must incorporate additional TDM
measures that go beyond the 20% vehicle trip reduction standard.  But it references the plan as if
writing a plan will solve this, which it will not. The only way to accomplish that reduction is to
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significantly increase funding and programming to local transit agencies, specifically AC Transit in this
case.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-20: Item c.i., we are glad to see this specific language around directly funding a
specific offset project.  We recommend that this specific project be support for AC Transit for bus
service from either West Oakland BART or Lake Merritt BART stations to the Howard Terminal site.
Bus service is more flexible than a fixed system, and it can serve non-ballpark goers as well, making it
more than just an offset.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-22: Mitigation Measure Trans-1c. We want to understand what this transportation hub
might be, it sounds like it will be defined further in Section 4.15.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-24: Mitigation Measure AIR-4b, Item 6.  Please specify who will be responsible for
irrigation and long term care of the trees.  If they are street trees, will the City be budgeting for long
term maintenance?


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-27: Impact AIR-2.CU. We are supportive of Action 29, providing incentives to future
tenants to retrofit their fleets to zero emission.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-35 to 2-39: The Draft EIR fails to identify Oakland’s Chinatown District as a historical
significant area and cultural resource under CEQA that will be directly and indirectly impacted by the
Project. The Draft EIR fails to identify mitigation measures that, if feasible, may be considered to avoid
or minimize the significant adverse impacts to Chinatown.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-43 to 2-52: Greenhouse Gas Emissions “net additional” cannot be mitigated with an
unspecified Plan that may cause other significant and unavoidable impacts. The finding of “Less Than
Significant” is unjustified and appears to be based on a TMP that fails to reasonably demonstrate
vehicle trip reductions by 20%.  The weakness of this analysis is further proof that the Governor’s
fast-track certification was not founded on any factual findings.
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Table 2.1, Pg. 2-47: Under item ii. on this page (On-site measures) or further down on the next page
(Off-site measures), we recommend once again that the Project Sponsor provide direct resources AC
Transit for increased bus service to the ballpark on game and event days from both West Oakland and
Lake Merritt (Chinatown) BART stations.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-49: Under item ii.(c), one program that the Project Sponsor could fund to promote
walking from communities neighboring the site would be a game or event day community safety
ambassador program.  Rather than paying expensive police overtime rates, the Project sponsor could
pay local nonprofits that have a community safety ambassador program to have their staff walking and
watching the main pedestrian corridor to the ballpark from the surrounding neighborhoods.  This would
be a positive and material employment program for local residents as well.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-52: item 3, Annual Report Required. In theory, these reports are fine in documenting
accountability, but in our experience, no one actually reads these reports. We recommend spending
more money on implementation programs, and less money on generating paperwork. Reports should
be very brief and simply be check boxes confirming that the Project Sponsor has implemented an
agreed to program.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-83 to 2-89: Trans-1B Ballpark VMT (Vehicle Miles Travelled) – The Report incorrectly
concludes that the Project VMT per attendee would be more than 15 percent below similar uses. The
conclusion is based on a future draft TMP to be submitted to the City for review and approval. There is
no reasonable basis to conclude that any of the items listed as priorities in the TMP (which have not
been defined with specificity –see page 4.15-193) will accomplish the 20 percent reduction in vehicle
trips required by AB 734. The analysis shows that the trip reduction estimate can be as low as 6%
(See Table 15, page 37-38 of 46, Peter Vellmann and Nichole Ferrera Memorandum, December 1,
2020, appendix TRA.2.) The strategies are also based on forcing traffic and vehicle trips to the
surrounding areas (e.g. by limiting parking at the ballpark and forcing attendees to park in Chinatown,
West Oakland, and the surrounding neighborhoods; by making creating bus-only lanes on Broadway,
forcing traffic to Webster Street and Franklin Street and Chinatown.)
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The finding of Less Than Significant after Mitigation is nothing more than wishful thinking and failure to
address (or intentional disregard for) the impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods and areas.


Table 2.1, Pg. 2-19: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c is the transportation hub described earlier.
However it’s not clear what this is other than some sidewalk improvements.  Is this an AC Transit stop?
If so, Project Sponsor should provide funding to AC Transit for increased service to this location from
West Oakland and Lake Merritt (Chinatown) BART station.


Table 2.1, Pg. 95-95: Impact TRANS-6 Posey Tube and Webster Tube – Mitigation required of the
Project should include financial contribution to the Oakland-Alameda Access project.


The Draft EIR fails to address the significant congestion and gridlock created by the Project on
Chinatown and other adjacent neighborhoods and areas.


The seriousness of the significant impacts on I-880 in the northbound direction between 23rd Avenue
and Embarcadero, the Posey Tube, the Webster Tube, are not fully addressed. There will be serious
impacts on the I-880 Jackson Street and Oak Street on-ramps, and the I-880 Oak Street and Broadway
off-ramps. The significant impacts and gridlock created by the Project are not addressed.


Appendix TRA pages 101-104: The Draft EIR fails to address effects on Port and Truck Access.


There are no overriding considerations for creating gridlock congestion in the adjacent neighborhoods
and the destruction of the viability of the Port of Oakland and its future expansion.


The Draft EIR does not consider the 20.59 acres of the “Rancho Uplands” portion of the land “grant”
and the highly likely dispute that will be mounted towards reparations for return of ownership to
Indigenous Peoples groups. The Cultural Tribal ‘history’ does not include outreach or communications
with current day Indigenous Peoples groups.
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The Draft EIR does not consider the impact of converting highly valuable manufacturing zoning for
General Industrial uses. Advanced technology and traditional manufacturing jobs are one of the most
stable and sustainable jobs compared to almost any other sector. Oakland has reduced it’s non-port
industrial zoning to 3-4% by converting to residential zoning. This project further exacerbates the loss of
this vital economic sector.


The Draft EIR states that there are no conflicts with the City’s Planning Code and Zoning map because
the lands that the proposed project are in ‘trust’ to the Port.  (4.10-63)


3. Project Description


1. Project Location and
Setting


Sec. 3.1, Pg. 3-2 - 3-3: “Project site is bounded by Estuary on south; Jack London to east; Union Pacific
Railroad tracks and Embarcadero West roadway on north; and heavy metal recycling center, Schnitzer
Steel, and Oakland Seaport on west.” The Project Site is about 1 mile from Chinatown. There is no
mention of Chinatown in project description even though Project Site is in close vicinity of
Chinatown. The DEIR states that the study area varies, based upon the environmental factor
under consideration. The transportation and traffic study area should be expanded to include
Chinatown because traffic “hot spots” in and around Chinatown will foreseeably be impacted by
the Project and the resultant congestion will block access to Chinatown.  These include the 980
and 880 freeway on-ramps, access between Oakland and Alameda on Broadway, Webster, and
Harrison, all of which experience congestion that discourage traffic into Chinatown. The
Project’s impact on businesses, establishments, and residents within the Chinatown geographic
area should not be ignored. The DEIR relies upon the Lake Merrit BART station to transport
patrons to Howard Terminal, which will increase rideshare traffic, and Chinatown lies in the way.
The Project’s limited parking will force visitors to park further away from the stadium, and the
competition for parking in Chinatown will discourage people from patronizing Chinatown
establishments. Clearly, the potential transportation and traffic impact of the project on
Chinatown must be identified and mitigated.


2. Project Site Existing
Conditions


Sec. 3.2.1, Pg. 3-3: Existing uses include 1) truck parking/ container depot (23 acres); 2)
Longshoreperson training facilities (5 acres); 3) Drayage truck yards (4 yds); 4) Vessel berthing (7


Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District Project Draft EIR Comments, 04/27/2021







acres); 5) Roadways, unused areas, truck repair, offices (11 acres). Are there toxic elements in this
area? Will current parking usage impact surrounding neighborhoods?


Sec.3.2.1, Pg. 3-5: “Project site includes approx 2.5-acre historic PG&E Station C facility located on the
south side of Embarcadero West (aka ‘Peaker Power Plan’) that supply power to electric grid at times of
peak demand...also includes round fuel storage tank adjacent to Peaker Power Plan...” Would the
power plant be eliminated? What will be done to take care of negative impacts from toxic
elements?


Sec.3.2.3, Pg. 3-7: “Project site has regional freeway access via both I-880 and I-980, with on-ramps to
each within 1 mile of Project site.” Traffic will increase in Chinatown and surrounding
neighborhoods. How will impact on traffic be addressed? Transportation routes should direct
traffic toward Chinatown only if Chinatown is part of the destination, and there are economic
benefits to Chinatown.  We do not want traffic only coming through our neighborhood, or to be
treated as a satellite parking lot for the ballpark. The ballpark should encourage foot traffic and
shopping in Chinatown before and after ballpark events.


Sec. 3.2.3, Pg. 3-7: “3 BART stations including West Oakland (0.9 mi), 12th St. Oakland City Center
(0.8 mi), and Lake Merritt (1.1 mi) exist within approx. 1 mile of Project site.” We encourage
developers and the A’s to work with Chinatown merchants and CBOs to encourage pedestrians
and tourists to direct food traffic to Chinatown.


Sec. 3.2.3, Pg. 3-7 Existing Project Site Access: “Existing support facilities for pedestrian, bicycle and
scooter uses are limited…” This provides good opportunities to design additional pedestrian
ways, bike paths to direct foot traffic to Chinatown. Although the DEIR relies on existing traffic
studies to provide solutions for congestion and specifically recommends the implementation of
strategies in the West Oakland and Downtown areas, it fails to adopt that same strategy for
Chinatown.


Sec. 3.2.4, Pg.3-8 Site Conditions: “Project site has a history of handling hazardous and potentially
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hazardous materials as part of industrial uses for decades, as do sites in the surrounding area...”
Which groups or city entities will monitor how haz mat will be handled?


Sec. 4.10, Pg. 11: Community Access room/space provided for in the legs concerned about 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 (CA State Lands Commission) 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..." There is hardly a discussion of the Pre-Rancho Uplands
stewardship/ownership.


3. General Plan


4. Project Objectives Sec 3.4, Pg. 3-14 Project Objectives: There is no objective that speaks to building upon and
respecting the history/maritime industry of the project site. This is a critical consideration if the
project intends to transform the waterfront from its original use to a new mixed-use
neighborhood. Indicate how the proposed project intends to accomplish this (strong
recommendation to maintain existing cranes, express through materiality and character of
architectural spaces, etc.).


Sec 3.4, Pg. 3-14 Project Objectives #2: “Provide sufficiently dense, complementary mixed-use
development with a range of flexible uses, including residential, office/commercial, retail, and
entertainment, to create a vibrant local and regional visitor-serving waterfront destination that is active
year round...” Project Objectives seem to amplify the proposed project as a regional/visitor
serving destination; there is a lack of specific language around creating a local neighborhood
that will serve existing surrounding neighborhoods.


Sec. 3.4, Pg.3-14 Project Objectives #6: “Construct high-quality housing…” Plan needs detail about
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new housing affordability requirements to accommodate current Oakland residents, and avoid
gentrification.


5. Site Plan and Project
Characteristics


Sec 3.5.2, Pg 3-26 Major Project Components, Parks and Open Space Amenities: “The proposed
Project would include a network of approximately 18.3 acres of accessible open spaces…” Distinguish
the amount of truly publicly accessible open space (open at all times of day) from public space
that would have controlled access during specific hours of the day.


Sec 3.5.2, Pg 3-26 Major Project Components, Parks and Open Space Amenities: “The parks and open
spaces are envisioned to be flexible, and accommodate a range of outdoor programming, including, but
not limited to, concerts, markets, festivals and activities…” Public open space programming should
be in synergy with and complement nearby neighborhoods such as Chinatown and Jack
London Square. Public open space should also aim to restore wetlands and riparian life to
increase open spaces, adhere to OSCAR, Pedestrian, Bicycle and Energy and Climate Change
Plans. Any use for “park amenities” space here should not just mimic an extension of
consumerist destinations like Jack London Square.


Sec 3.5.2, Pg 3-29, Figure 3-14 View Approach to Ballpark from Jack London Square - Water Street:
All rendering views are either located within project site or an aerial view, and do not give a
sense of how buildings will relate with surrounding context or impact key view corridors.
Requesting additional views to understand how Proposed Project, Maritime Reservation
Scenario, and Alternatives would look and feel, as well as impact views from surrounding
neighborhoods (Chinatown, Jack London, Downtown Oakland, Alameda) and key view corridors
(880 and 980 Freeways, Market St, MLK Jr Way, Adeline St, Embarcadero West).


Sec 3.5.2, Pg 3-30, Figure 3-15 Bay Trail Connection: Regarding Bay Trail path within Athletics’
Way - What happens when Athletics Way is partially closed for events? Ensure the entire path is
maintained publicly accessible at all times.


Sec 3.5.2, Major Project Components, Ship to Shore Container Cranes: “The Project sponsor intends to
retain these cranes on site as non-operational elements in the waterfront parks and open space areas.
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However, it may not be feasible to maintain the cranes in the long term and therefore this EIR assumes
their removal and analyzes associated impacts. Also, if the Port chooses to exercise its option to take
back all or a portion of the Maritime Reservation Area (see Section 3.7), one or two of the cranes in the
affected area would be demolished.” If existing cranes are not maintained, how will the legacy and
history of the place be integrated into the project design? Highly encourage a stronger strategy
for retention of existing cranes and/or alternative solutions to pay homage to the history and
culture of the place. Losing the existing cranes completely would be considered a significant
loss for the community and cultural retention.


6. Development Phasing and Intensity Sec 3.6.1 Phasing, Pg 3-32: Which aspects of transportation and connectivity improvements will
be included as part of Phase 1? Prioritize build out of the entire Bay Trail including off-site links
in order to promote walkability and bikeability in an earlier stage of the project.


7. Maritime Reservation Scenario Sec 3.7 Maritime Reservation Scenario, Page 3-37 – If the Port exercises this option, the Project site
plan would be modified, and the proposed development would be more dense as a result of fitting the
same development program (i.e., the same ballpark and mix of other uses proposed) onto the smaller
site with less open space area: In the event that either the Project or the Maritime Reservation
Scenario is implemented, the Coalition supports prioritizing improvements to existing parks and
cultural assets, rather than the development of new public space.


Sec 3.7 Maritime Reservation Scenario, Pg 3-39, Figure 3-18 Illustrated Buildout Site Plan - Maritime
Reservation Scenario: Concern for the taller building heights (250’-400’ max heights) abutting
waterfront edge with minimum setbacks in the Maritime Reservation Scenario, compared to 100’
and even 60’ in the proposed project. How will these high rises impact the experience along the
waterfront park/promenade? Additionally, it is unclear how this scenario contemplates sea level
rise and its impacts on the waterfront park and promenade given its minimal setback.


8. Transportation and Circulation Sec 3.8.1 Transportation Management Plan, Pg 3-42: “Supplemental shuttle service (provided by AC
Transit or a private operator) to 12th Street BART station.” Include shuttle or AC Transit service to
and from Lake Merritt Station. Currently many A’s fans travel from East Oakland and areas even
further east and south, which is mostly served by the Dublin/Pleasanton BART line and directly
connected only up to Lake Merritt station without requiring a train transfer. By only serving 12th


Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District Project Draft EIR Comments, 04/27/2021







Street BART station, the project promotes accessible transit from San Francisco, but in turn
creates a disadvantage for current existing fans residing in East Bay.


Sec 3.8.1 Transportation Management Plan, Pg 3-42: “Wayfinding between the West Oakland BART
station and the ballpark via 7th Street, between the 12th Street BART station and the ballpark via
Broadway and Washington Street, and between the Lake Merritt BART station and the ballpark via 8th
Street.” Include wayfinding elements along key areas in Chinatown (e.g. Pacific Renaissance
Plaza, Lincoln Square Park, Madison Square Park). Include these key Chinatown plazas and
parks destinations as part of wayfinding/signage plan, in multiple languages.


11. Sustainability and Resilience Sec 3.11.1 Sea Level Rise – The current elevation of the wharf is lower than the proposed ground
surface in the site’s interior and would not be elevated during buildout of the proposed Project. This
would be consistent with the wharf’s intended use as shoreline public open space and access, and
could change in the future as sea levels rise, and flooding occurs more often. Confirm if the intention
is to rebuild or provide equivalent shoreline public open space and access in the future, when
wharf elevation no longer meets the sea level rise threshold.  In general there is a lack of
information regarding the proposed open space strategy as it relates to sea level rise and
resiliency. Check with the Energy and Climate Action Plan.


12. Utility Infrastructure and Service Sec 3.12.2 Stormwater, Pg 3-53 New Piles for Crane Stabilization: If needed, such support work is
anticipated to require approximately 0.01 acre (500 square feet) of new in-water piles. Consider
textural and other treatments of new in-water piles for ecological benefits.


13. Construction Sec. 3.13.1:
Pg. 54-55 – DEIR conservatively assumes that construction activities would occur over seven years
total, likely over two phases. Language is very careful/vague about timeline and only briefly
addresses where equipment will be staged, implications of increased activity of construction
vehicles over multi-year, multi-phase buildout (emissions, primary routes and wear and tear on
roads, where vehicles will be parked), etc.


Pg. 56 – The level of site remediation that has been completed as of today at the Project Site does not
allow for the types of uses planned, therefore further remediation will need to be undertaken according
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to a work plan approved by the DTSC (Department of Toxic Substances Control). Many details are
missing - what hazardous materials were at the site/what was the extent of contamination
(possibly addressed in 4.8)? Who will lead further remediation/next steps? What does the DTSC
approval process look like?


Sec. 3.13.3:
Pg. 58 – DEIR estimates peak employment of approx. 1,200 to 1,300 construction workers. Will these
workers be hired locally, in living wage union jobs, using affirmative action hiring, etc.?


14. Proposed General Plan and
Planning Code Amendments


15. Other Plan and Jurisdictional
Amendments and Compliance


How does this interface with the stalled Downtown plan?  How does this project produce
resources to implement the desired benefits in the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan and the
Downtown Plan?


16. Seaport Compatibility Measures


17. Existing Howard Terminal Tenants Pg. 61 – Based on growth scenarios, an anticipated 30.5 acres of overnight parking will be needed by
2050. What is the current capacity? Where would 30.5 acres be accommodated? Would be
useful to see this diagrammed on site plans.


Pg. 62-63 – Outside of the Seaport or the former OAB (Oakland Army Base), trucking related uses are
only allowed in the “T-overlay” zone, most of which is currently occupied. Existing truck parking inside
this zone either is illegal or cannot be expanded. There are also references to the West Oakland Truck
Management Plan, intended to “reduce the effects of transport trucks on local streets.” As described, it
sounds like this area is already at capacity for truck parking. What strategies from the Truck
Management Plan (TMP) have been implemented already? How does this plan cover anticipated
growth? Is there any scenario where parking is reduced?


18. Project Variants Sec 3.18.2 Aerial Gondola Variant: “The aerial gondola would travel overhead and along Washington
Street, extending from 10th Street in downtown Oakland to Jack London Square.” Significant concern
for gondola concept and its impacts to the economy/business growth and vitality in
surrounding neighborhoods including Old Oakland and Chinatown. The location of the gondola
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would impact residents and operations in nearby , and literally fly visitors over Chinatown rather
than encouraging foot traffic through Chinatown. We have written comments on the gondola
variant above in Section 2.2 of this letter.


19. Discretionary Actions and Other
Planning Considerations


20. Maritime Reservation Scenario
Exhibits for Comparison with the
Proposed Project


Sec 3.20, Pg 3-72, Figure 3-13.MRS – Parks, Plazas and Open Space Program and Design – Maritime
Reservation Scenario: Significantly less open space in the southwestern portion of the site in the
Maritime Reservation Scenario. The design of open space in this area reads more as a buffer
than a public-serving open space, failing to satisfy the project objective #9 which boasts the
project’s welcoming and inviting waterfront park and promenade for the public. Request to
revisit the parcel layout in this scenario, particularly on the west side of the site, in order to
maintain quality open space and unique conditions along the waterfront.


Sec 3.20, Pg 3-75, Figure 3-16.MRS – 3D Maximum Massing Program – Maritime Reservation
Scenario: Concern for the taller building heights (250’-400’ max heights) abutting waterfront
edge with minimum setbacks in the Maritime Reservation Scenario, compared to 100’ and even
60’ in the proposed project. How will these high rises impact the experience along the
waterfront park/promenade? Request for renderings at pedestrian/ground level along the
waterfront to convey the experience.


4. Introduction to Analysis


1. Aesthetics, Shadow,
and Wind


Pg. 4-1.1: Under CEQA Section 21099(d), “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be
considered significant impacts on the environment.”


1 Accordingly, aesthetics is no longer considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in
significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three of the following criteria:  The project is in
a transit priority area.
2  The project is on an infill site.
3  The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.
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“Thus, this section does not consider aesthetics, including the aesthetic impacts of light and glare in
determining the significance of Project impacts under CEQA.” Design is accepted as a matter of
course due to the criteria and not subject to required mitigation measures for aesthetics
including light.


Pg. 4.1-9: San Francisco Bay Trail will turn toward downtown Oakland. Opportunity to call for
signage indicating Chinatown proximity/location.


Pg. 4.1-12: Based on wind statistics measured at the Oakland International Airport, located
approximately six miles southeast of the Project site, wind speeds greater than 15 miles per hour (mph)
occur 11.5 percent of the time annually, and 63.3 percent of winds are between 6 and 15 mph. Of the
16 primary wind directions, four occur most frequently: west, west-northwest, west-southwest, and
northwest.
Pg. 4.1-12: Winds from 8 to 12 mph will disturb hair, cause clothing to flap, and extend a light flag
mounted on a pole. Winds from 13 to 18 mph will raise loose paper, dust, and dry soil, and will
disarrange hair. For winds from 19 to 24 mph, the force of the wind will be felt on the body. With 25 to
31 mph winds, umbrellas are used with difficulty, hair is blown straight, there is difficulty in walking
steadily, and wind noise is unpleasant. Winds over 31 mph cause noticeable inconvenience due to the
effort expended during walking.
Localized wind conditions on the site will be a factor in comfort. As buildings are constructed
mitigation measures on the wind for specific buildings will be designed according to the report.


Pg. 4.1-19: “Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would substantially and adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area (informational discussion; not subject to CEQA).” The ballpark
will create light, the extent of which and whether it might be a nuisance for Chinatown and other
nearby neighborhoods is difficult to determine and not discussed. Light is discussed as to how
it might appear at the property line and a handful of locations off-site. Generally, the effect of
light is downplayed, i.e. light fixtures are pointed down or shielded.
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Pg. 4.1-42 Impact AES-3: The Project would create a new source of substantial light or glare which
could substantially and adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. (Criterion 4) (Significant and
Unavoidable, but not a CEQA Consideration) – Mitigation measures pg. 4.1-51, impact is still
significant according to the report pg. 4.1-52.


Pg. 4.1-50 – Fireworks: 7 shows a year. Highly unlikely that there would be merely 7 shows a year
given how many fireworks happen at the Coliseum currently, during games, concerts, and other
shows. Will there be outreach and notification to Chinatown that these are occurring for each
occasion? Noise would be jarring to the elder population if unexpected.


2. Air Quality (General) While air quality and transportation planning are intrinsically connected for this
project, transportation and TOD-specific comments from the Oakland Chinatown Coalition are
noted in 4.15.


(General) High estimates for pollutant modeling explained well, but countered with high
estimates for reduction efficacy, which places populations subjected to air quality issues in
situations of even higher vulnerability if emissions and pollutants exceed estimates.


(General) Demolition, construction, and operation of the project would result in Significant and
Unavoidable with Mitigation average daily emissions for ROG, NOX, PM2.5, or PM10 for nearly a
decade of construction. While there are efforts to mitigate these emissions, the project needs
clear efforts for localized offsetting to neutralize the effects for the project’s immediate
neighbors.


Pg. 4.2-45 Operational Emissions: “The Project is not expected to require additional ferry or excursion
vessel service for ballgames...” The project should anticipate increased ferry needs given the
waterfront location and distance from other modes of public transportation. Project commitment
to parking reduction is a start towards TOD, but this has to be paired with increasing access
through other means, and realistically estimating the effects of those efforts.
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Pg. 4.2-64 Mitigation Measure AIR-1a – Dust Controls: Basic Controls #1, 3, & 6 and Enhanced
Control #5 require significant municipal water use in a water-constrained locality subject to
drought adjacent to an estuary ecosystem. These controls would be difficult to implement and
enforce, and their inclusion in modeled calculations is problematic.


Pg. 4.2-79 Mitigation Measure AIR-2e: Criteria Pollutant Mitigation Plan>>2. Criteria Pollutant Emission
Reduction Measures>>a. Recommended On-Site Emission Reduction Measures>>ii. Electrify all
residential development AND iii. Electrify all nonresidential development ) “Residential AND
Nonresidential buildings shall be 100 percent electric and not include any natural gas appliances,
including water heaters, clothes washers, HVAC systems, and stoves.” This recommended
commitment of 100% electrification does not align with earlier commitment of only 50% electric
buildings (4.2-38), nor the City of Oakland’s Municipal Code prohibition of the use of fossil fuel
gas in all newly constructed buildings (4.2-26).


Pg. 4.2-94 to 4.2-95 Context of Results AND Conclusion – “It is also worth noting that the City of
Oakland itself has some of the highest health incidence rates [asthma-related emergency room visit
rates] in both the County and the State...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.” As an environmental justice, public
health, and racial equity issue, a project of this scale in Oakland must have an air quality plan
that not only mitigates, but actively reverses exacerbated poor air quality levels. Although the
increase in health incidence rates is small relative to current rates, the current rates are
extremely high and that issue needs redress. It is therefore imperative that any offsetting is
localized, and not purchased outside of the immediate neighborhoods most affected including
but not limited to Chinatown, West Oakland, Jack London, and Old Oakland.


3. Biological Resources


4. Cultural and Tribal
Resources


Section 4.4.4 Impacts of the Project, Pg. 4.4-22 to 4-31: The Draft EIR is deficient because Oakland’s
Chinatown District should have been included in the scope of the EIR for the purpose of evaluating the
Project’s impact on Cultural Resources. It fails to identify Oakland’s Chinatown District as a historical
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significant area and cultural resource under CEQA that will be both directly and indirectly impacted by
the Project. The Draft EIR fails to identify mitigation measures that, if feasible, may be considered to
avoid or minimize the significant adverse impacts of the project on Chinatown.


Section 4.4: Section 4.4 describes the existing environmental setting as it relates to cultural resources
and then evaluates potential significant impacts of the project on cultural resources, identifies feasible
mitigation measures to ensure potentially significant impacts associated with these resources would be
avoided or minimized “to the greatest extent feasible.”


The Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 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 Study area generally includes parcels within a  ½ block of the Project site. This narrow
perspective was wrong because Oakland Chinatown is a historic resource. The appropriate inquiry
under Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, “V. Cultural Resources” is, “Would the project cause
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15054.5?” (Guidelines,
p. 316). The process for determining the significance of impacts to historical resources is laid out in
Section 15064.5.


The term “historical resources” includes “Any…place…which a lead agency determines to be
historically significant or significant in the … social, political,... or cultural annals of California may be
considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by
substantial evidence in light of the whole record” (Section 15064.5 (a)(3).) The CEQA Guidelines set
out the criteria by which a lead agency shall determine the resource to be historically significant. They
also provide that a lead agency may determine that the resource may be a historical resource under the
above-quoted qualification. (Section 15064.5(a)(4).) The City of Oakland should recognize that
Oakland Chinatown has existed for decades as a portal between America and China through which
generations of Chinese and other people from Asia have immigrated to begin a new life and contribute
to the multicultural fabric of Oakland. Oakland Chinatown retains cultural authenticity as it has enabled
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Chinese Americans to retain cultural ties with newcomers, to build a unique Asian-American culture,
and to fight racial injustice.  The City should formally confirm that Oakland Chinatown is a historical
resource, and the Developers have a responsibility to take leadership and acknowledge Oakland
Chinatown’s historicity as well.


If Chinatown incurs a substantial adverse change in its significance as a historical resource due to the
Howard Terminal Project, the project will be deemed to have a significant effect on the environment,
and appropriate mitigation measures will be needed to protect Chinatown to avoid degrading its value
as a historical resource (Section 15064.5(b).)  Section 4.4.3 of the Draft EIR relies on the Oakland
Cultural Heritage Survey to identify historical resources. However, its application is limited to
“Architectural Resources.” The Final EIR should include Chinatown as an identified historical resource
and include mitigation from the impacts of the project on Chinatown in Section 4.4.4. “Impacts of the
Project.”


One impact of the proposed project on Chinatown is the reduction in visits to Chinatown caused by
increased traffic on the streets that border and transect Chinatown, especially on game days. Traffic
delays and less parking for Chinatown residents and visitors will mean that Chinatown will experience a
drop in patronage, and businesses will suffer. If the lead agency wishes to approve the project despite
the Draft EIR’s findings that significant unmitigated impacts will occur, the following mitigation measures
should be adopted:


1. To protect access to Chinatown, traffic should be reconfigured as recommended in
section 15, “Transportation and Circulation”, below.


2. Effective wayfinding signs should indicate the routes to Chinatown destinations, such
as grocery stores, restaurants, Asian Health Services, Lincoln Recreation Center,
Madison Square Park, the Pacific Renaissance Plaza, the Asian Library, Oakland Asian
Cultural Center etc.


3. The project developers should agree as a condition of certification of the Final EIR that
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food purchased from outside the 55 acre project site may be brought in and consumed
anywhere in the project, including in the sports complex.


4. To avoid the isolation of Chinese and Asian culture from the project, a community room
should be available for free or low cost to organizations and individuals from Chinatown
to use for the benefit of the community.  This request is based on Assembly Bill 1191,
Bonta (Ch. 752, States. 2019), Section 7(a)(10), which states, “A public community room
will be made available within the ballpark project for free or low cost to the statewide
public, without preference to local residents or organizations, if the commission or BCDC
finds that there is a demand or need for those facilities.” Although the community room
would be required by the State Lands Commission as a condition of approving the
exchange of lands for the Ballpark and Public Lands Development, the Chinatown
Coalition hereby requests that a community room be made available on the public
record, or that alternatively, the Project resource existing cultural/recreational space in
the Chinatown neighborhood, for instance at either Oakland Asian Cultural Center or
Lincoln Rec Center.


Finally, protecting Chinatown from negative impacts of the project should not be contingent on
the City’s designation of the neighborhood as a historical resource. For example, we previously
explained how the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts will harm Chinatown. The City should
address the negative impacts of the project on the social and economic character of Chinatown,
regardless of official City determination of Chinatown as a historical resource or not.


5. Energy


6. Geology, Soils, and
Paleontological
Resources


7. Greenhouse Gas
Emissions


General - AB 734 SEC. 2.A.ii: “The project does not result in any net additional emissions of
greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation...” It is of the


Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District Project Draft EIR Comments, 04/27/2021







utmost priority that the project strives to allocate 100% of the reductions towards net zero GHG
for the project in the neighborhoods adjacent to the project in Oakland, and not only 50% of said
reductions locally, as defined in AB 734. It is not enough to not contribute net additional GHG
emissions.


Pg. 4.7-61 Menu of Additional Emission Reduction Measures: Off-Site – We appreciate the “menu” of
off-site emission reduction measures, but it is unclear what the threshold of significance will be
for investment. To what extent would these community-based projects be funded and
implemented in order to be considered accomplished?


Pg. 4.7-62 Standards for Carbon Offset Credits: “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)...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.” None of the offsetting opportunities on any of the three registries listed
are even in Alameda County, let alone West Oakland, undermining efforts to mitigate the effects
of GHG on vulnerable local community members. This standard is lip-service without any
possibility of execution.


(See notes below from the Bicycle Master Plan (2019) and Energy and Climate Change Plan
(2020) and GHG requirements.)


8. Hazards and Hazardous
Materials


9. Hydrology and Water
Quality How will this Project anticipate and build for predicted flood zones at the waterfront?


10. Land Use, Plans, and
PUBLIC LANDS:
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Policies
Pg. 4.10- pg. 11: 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 (CA State Lands Commission) 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..."


Indigenous Peoples’ groups are underrepresented in this review process (another reason for
extension).


WATERFRONT POLICIES:


Policy W2.1: Linking Neighborhoods with the Waterfront.


Policy W2.6: Providing Maritime and Aviation Viewing Access. Safe access to areas for viewing
maritime and aviation activities without interfering with seaport and airport activities should be
encouraged.


Policy W2.10: Making Public Improvements as a Part of Projects. Physical improvements to improve
the aesthetic quality of the waterfront, and increase visitor comfort safety, and enjoyment should be
incorporated in the development of projects in the waterfront area. The Amenities may include
landscaping, lighting, public art, comfort stations, street furniture, picnic facilities, bicycle racks,
signage, etc. These facilities should be accessible to all persons and designed to accommodate
the elderly and physically disabled persons.
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Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE), pg. 4.10 – pg. 18-19:


Policy I/C.4.1, pg. 4.10 – pg. 17: 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." The City of Oakland has
reduced its (non-port) industrially zoned lands to 3-4% decimating the manufacturing sector
which holds the best opportunity for advanced technology and traditional manufacturing jobs.
The creative economy and industrial fabrication sector must also be protected, and prevent
further displacement of these industries.


Retain as much of the industrial zoned lands designations as possible. Develop mitigation
measures such as incorporating or replacing industrial uses in ground floor "retail" spaces.
Eliminate the word/concept/land use designation of “retail” for ground floor and decrease the
dependency of “retail” and use instead “flexible” (and neighborhood, not just destination)
ground floor designations. Ensure that all commercial products generated (including food) are
manufactured by local artisans and fabricators.


DOWNTOWN POLICIES:


Oakland’s 2019 Master Bike Plan, pg. 4.10-pg. 21 – Access Goal, Objective A: Increase access to jobs,
education, retail, park and libraries, schools, recreational centers, transit, and other neighborhood
destinations.


Action A2: Increase the supply of bicycle parking at neighborhood destinations like schools, medical
centers, grocery stores, and government offices.


Action A3: Evaluate the potential to combine transportation-impact fees for new developments
within the same neighborhood to provide continuous, high-quality bicycle facilities.
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Access Goal, Objective C: Support public transit service.


Action C1: Design bikeways that provide first and last mile connections to transit


Health & Safety Goal, Objective C: Reduce air pollution, asthma rates and greenhouse gas Emissions.


Meet the City’s 2018 Energy and Climate Action Plan and reduce GHG by reducing vehicle miles
traveled by 20%.


Action C1: Build a bicycle network that encourages Oaklanders to choose modes of
transportation.


Reduction of GHG is imperative in this project because the traffic and congestion impact has
not been fully calculated. Implementing the city’s bike plan is vital. Community benefit could be
an economic development project where the A’s sponsor youth operated and owned bicycle
based businesses (delivery of people and goods) with living wages.


OSCAR, pg. 4.10 - pg. 22:
Policy OS-7.2, Dedication of Shoreline Public Access: Support the BCDC requirements which mandate
that all new shoreline development designate the water’s edge as publicly accessible open space
where safety and security are not compromised, and where access can be achieved without interfering
with waterfront maritime and industrial uses.


We must consider shoreline preservation that doesn’t just mimic Jack London Square’s
concretized consumerism. The lack of open green space in Chinatown and Downtown is lower
per capita than many other cities our size, and even just in neighboring districts. Educative
restoration of wetlands would be more appropriate.


A Public Fishing Pier Is Needed to Provide True Public Access:


Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District Project Draft EIR Comments, 04/27/2021







The Draft EIR correctly acknowledges that the BCDC has jurisdiction to determine whether the
conversion of the project site from Priority Port Use to a Sports Stadium mixed-use facility would be
consistent with the public trust. BCDC’s decision must consider whether public access to trust lands will
continue under the new use.  Although BCDC’s policies accept the provision of bay views as a form of
access, BCDC and the City have discretion to require a more engaging form of public access.


Fourteen members of the Oakland Chinatown Coalition and community members and representatives
of West Oakland have submitted a letter to BCDC’s Design Review Board requesting that the project
proponent construct and maintain a public fishing pier at the project as a suitable form of public access.
A copy of that letter is attached to these comments. A fishing pier would provide interactive public
access with the bay’s natural resources. This improvement in public access is needed to serve the local
communities of West Oakland and Chinatown, which historically have been denied access to the water.


Despite the project description, which includes walks and landscaped spaces, one look at the site plan
reveals that the project is designed to turn its back on the community. Along West Embarcadero, at
buildout there will be buildings that are 200’, 400’, and 600’ in elevation (the 600’ buildings are not in
the “center” of the site creating a “pyramid” effect as the project proponent represented to the BCDC
Design Review Board at its April 5, 2021 meeting). This wall of concrete, steel and glass is a barrier
against entry by those who do not have a specific reason to go to the shoreline. The uses deemed to
be consistent with the public trust are generally a form of paid entertainment, such as restaurants,
meeting/exhibit spaces, etc. While there is an access walkway and open areas planned, those are
amenities that are likely to be occupied by the occupants of the site, rather than local neighbors. This
Project should add to truly open and public land access for all visitors, and not just those who can afford
to pay for entrance to its amenities and entertainment.


The City is well aware that West Oakland and Chinatown residents are among the most economically
impacted in the City and could benefit greatly from additional outdoor recreational opportunities. A
fishing pier would be a gathering spot for the free enjoyment of fishing as an intergenerational, cultural
activity for the people of West Oakland and Chinatown. Fishing is extremely popular for families at Lake
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Temescal – a spot inside one of Oakland’s more affluent neighborhoods. Equity demonstrates that the
City should provide a focal point, to draw local neighbors to the bay waters so that they will derive some
measure of benefit from this project, which if it proceeds, will impose unavoidable impacts on their
neighborhoods.


Policy OS-9.2, Use of Natural Features to Define Communities: Use open space and natural features to
define city and neighborhood edges and give communities within Oakland a stronger sense of identity.
Maintain and enhance city edges, including the greenbelt on the eastern edge of the city, the shoreline,
and San Leandro Creek. Use creeks, parks, and topographical features to help define neighborhood
edges and create neighborhood focal points.


Pg. 4.10-27: Oakland Planning Code and Zoning Ordinance – “The Planning Code serves to implement
General Plan policies and is found in the Oakland Municipal Code, Title 17. The Planning Code governs
land uses and development standards, such as building height, bulk and setback, for specific zoning
districts within Oakland. 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 to the Project site. Under this anticipated shared regulatory framework, permits to construct new
buildings or to alter or demolish existing ones may not be issued unless the proposed Project conforms
to the Planning Code or an exception is granted pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code.” What
are the terms of this “shared regulatory framework”? Is the Planning Commission the oversight
entity?


The majority of the Project site, located between Jefferson and Linden Streets south of Embarcadero
West, is located within the (IG), General Industrial Zone as shown in Figure 4.10-6 (City of Oakland,
2013). The IG Zone is intended to create, preserve and enhance areas of the City that are appropriate
for a wide variety of businesses and related commercial and industrial establishments that may have
the potential to generate offsite impacts such as noise, light/glare, odor, and traffic. The IG zone allows
heavy industrial and manufacturing uses, transportation facilities, warehousing and distribution, and
similar and related supporting uses. Uses that may inhibit such uses, or the expansion thereof, are
prohibited. The IG district is applied to areas with good freeway, rail, seaport, and/or airport access. A
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small portion of the Project site is located within the M-40 Heavy Industrial Zone. The M-40 Zone is
intended to create, preserve, and enhance areas containing manufacturing, industrial, or related
establishments that are potentially incompatible with most other establishments, and is typically
appropriate to areas which are distant from residential areas and which have extensive rail or shipping
facilities.


Pg. 4.10-p27: "To date, City’s zoning regulations have not been enforced, nor has the Port developed
any zoning regulations, for the approximately 50-acre portion of the Project site located with the Port
Area." Where is the accountability on this lack of enforcement? How will communities be
assured of any future accountability?


Pg. 4.10-30, 4.10.4 Impacts of the Project – Physical Division of an Established Community: The Draft
EIR does not consider the established community of the original peoples prior to the Rancho Uplands
Land “grant” as a community that was indeed disrupted. Therefore, the project does indeed
“constitute a typical example of a physical division of an established community.” (4.10-31)


“The Project would involve the conversion of Howard Terminal from maritime service use to mixed-use
commercial and residential.” (4.10-31) This project needs to retain and expand as much industrial
and light industrial spaces in commercial ground floor spaces, and not confine activities to
retail and commercial uses.


Pg. 4.10-32, Land Use Compatibility – Impact LUP-2: “The Project could result in a fundamental conflict
with adjacent or nearby land or water-based uses. . .The Project, with its proposed ballpark and
residential and office/commercial uses, could result in a fundamental conflict with adjacent Seaport
uses if the Project substantially affects the functioning or viability of the uses.” The Analysis does not
offer a relative comparison between the $60B Seaport economy with 27,000 jobs with the
proposed economic impact and number of jobs that the new stadium and development would
provide.


Consistency with Land Use Plans and Policies, Impact LUP-3: The Project would not conflict with
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public trust restrictions. (Criterion 3) (Less than Significant). “However, to the extent the 1852 Tidelands
and Rancho Uplands were acquired or improved with trust funds, the Port holds and operates these
lands as assets of the trust and the Port has a duty to manage them accordingly.” (4.10-52)
Acquisition or improvement could be challenged by Indigenous Peoples groups and may have
deliberately been left out of the original Public Trust Doctrine to accommodate such action.


Current land deal (Original lands, Rancho Uplands, is 20.59 acres):
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Proposed land deal:
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Pg. 4.10-30 to 32 – 4.10.4 Physical Division of an Established Community: Buildings with heights up to
200', 300' and 600' are not appropriate for the waterfront. It will create a barricade on the Embarcadero
side of the complex. The Project will create a physical and visual barrier dividing the public and
established communities (such as West Oakland and Downtown) from access to the Bay and
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waterfront, both visually and physically. This is a significant and major impact that must be mitigated
with the heights reduced appropriately for waterfront developments. A reduction in density is needed to
reduce the traffic, air quality, and noise impacts of the project.


11. Noise and Vibration To characterize the noise environment within the Project site and surrounding area, both long term (48
hours or more) and short-term (20 minute) noise monitoring was conducted and resulting data are
presented in Appendix NOI. Long-term noise monitoring was conducted at three locations on the
Project site that were selected on the basis of their proximity to existing receptors and one location at
the nearest sensitive receptor (which also borders the existing UPRR tracks), while short-term noise
monitoring was conducted at multiple off-site locations near sensitive land uses and primary roadways
that would be used to access the Project site. The surrounding area of 0.5 miles is inadequate when
considering the noise generated from the ballpark, concert events, and fireworks. Neither
long-term noise monitoring or short-term noise monitoring was conducted in residential areas
and other sensitive land uses within 1 mile of the Project Site. This excludes significant portions
of West Oakland and Chinatown. Chinatown, in particular, would be significantly negatively
impacted as its residential and schools are particularly sensitive to ambient noise and they are
located adjacent to primary roadways, such as the 880 freeway, that would be used to access
the Project Site.


Pg. 4.11-26: The study area for evaluation of noise and vibration impacts from construction
encompasses the Project site and the nearest potentially affected sensitive receptors to the proposed
facilities. Applying a worst case daytime noise level (pile driving at 101 dBA at 50 feet) and the most
restrictive daytime noise threshold (65 dBA, Leq) and accounting for 5 dBA of shielding for intervening
structures at distances beyond 1,500 feet results in a maximum potential impact distance of 1,500 feet
without mitigation. Beyond this distance, all daytime construction noise impacts would be less than
significant. This approach to analysis is inadequate. Nearby Oakland estuary sites have required
pile driving to 75 feet, thus extending the maximum potential impact distance.


Appendix NOI – NOI.3 Traffic Noise Calculations: Clarify when these calculations were conducted.
Calculations prior to March 2020 would be more appropriate as the pandemic’s shelter-in-place
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orders significantly reduced traffic and vehicle trips post-March 2020.


Appendix NOI – NOI.4 Field Noise Measurement: These measurements were conducted based on a
single game held mid-day on a weekend in 2019. Justify that this game represents the historical
average attendance of weekday and weekend games and of mid-day and night games and
concerts. Sound travels differently based on weather conditions, including air temperature and
wind. Factor in the additional attendees and better sound systems that a new ballpark would
draw in and utilize.


(General) Comment: this section does not include noise and vibration studies on the project
variants. The Aerial Gondola project variant would be particularly impactful to the Old Oakland
and Chinatown communities and the Project Variant section does not include short-term and
long-term noise monitoring. Without this data, the Draft EIR is incomplete as it does not
adequately address the environmental impact that noise and vibration would have on the Aerial
Gondola’s project site and surrounding areas.  This Environmental document should not cover
the project variants named (Gondola and Power Plant).


12. Population and Housing 4.12.4, Pg. 4.12-15: Project proposes up to 3000 new residential units. Unknown how Project
sponsor intends to meet affordable housing obligations, on-site inclusionary, off-site, and/or
in-lieu fees. There are valid concerns that Project sponsor will try to meet affordable housing
obligations by developing most of the affordable units at Coliseum site rather than have
mixed-income units on the new stadium site. Additionally, this mixed-use development may
create housing that would put further upward pressure on housing prices in nearby Oakland
Chinatown’s naturally occurring affordable housing stock as those seeking housing
geographically closer to the new stadium site. As a note, over 96% of the newly built housing in
the Downtown and Chinatown areas are market rate. The vacancy rates in those new buildings
are significantly higher than in older buildings, and although demand for the units has been soft
in Covid, landlords have not been lowering rents far enough to fill their vacancies.  EBALDC is
happy to provide corroborating market analyses that show these trends in late 2020, early 2021.


4.12.4, Pg. 4.12.-18: Draft EIR contemplates that socio economic impacts, i.e. gentrification and
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displacement, are out of scope, and that the new stadium site does not constitute a significant change
as a neighborhood development, displacement is too widespread to be attributed to one site, and
gentrification are not physical changes to the environment.


4.12.5, Pg. 4.12-21: Additionally, the Draft EIR states that, ”Since there are no existing housing units
and limited employees located on the Project site, the Project would not have a considerable
contribution to a cumulative impact related to the displacement of existing people or housing units
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere”. All these assumptions diminishes
and overlooks tangible spillover impacts to low-income and working class Chinatown, West
Oakland, and Downtown residents. The new stadium development is site specific and direct
impacts would be minimized in terms of no displacement will occur, but this does not fully
acknowledge that the project would have a ripple effect and impact on housing in neighboring
communities.


4.12.5, Pg. 4.12-20: Draft EIR states that the new stadium as a mixed use development would not
contribute to cumulative substantial unplanned population growth in the City or the region. However,
this does not address the resulting development growth pressure to the immediate surrounding
neighborhoods of Chinatown, West Oakland, Old Oakland, Jack London, Downtown, and
Uptown. These tangible physical impacts would be what another EIR would have to address.


13. Public Services


14. Recreation 4.14.1, Pg. 4.14-1: We appreciate the explanation of the OSCAR classifications, but we note that
some parks (like Lincoln Square Park in Chinatown) may be classified as a Neighborhood Park
based on their size when in reality, more accurately function as a Region-serving park, in the
number and geographic origin of actual park-goers. The residents who use Lincoln come from
all over the City of Oakland and beyond, and we have consistently advocated CEQA and other
analyses should focus not only on the detrimental impacts of new development, but how new
development can bring new resources that should be prioritized to improve existing well-used
community assets. The ideal urban park is not an empty space that is not full of people. The
ideal urban park is a bustling place of activity where many different people can find space to do
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their preferred recreational activity with other people who have a similar interest.  We should be
using this opportunity to strengthen those places with proven active use by a diversity of
Oaklanders.


4.14.1, Pg. 4.14-2 to 4.14-4: The descriptions of the parks should be expanded to identify which
parks are used by many different groups of Oakland residents and visitors.


4.14.1, Pg. 4.14-5: Table 4.14-1 could include the Service Level designation for each park, so that
readers can understand which parks can be prioritized for a higher level of service that might
result in more usage of the park. Please also consider how playing fields in these areas might
be altered in order to avoid becoming repositories of goose feces, which also discourages
human use. Birds should have riparian habitats as part of our park system, but birds should be
actively discouraged from congregating on fields intended for sports, play, etc. This can be
done by using turf for most play fields.


4.14.2, Pg. 4.14-8: Please be more specific about how the Quimby Act applies to this project. Is
Quimby applicable here, and is the project sponsor obligated to provide a dedication of land or
in-lieu fees?


4.14.2, Pg. 4.14-9: Policy OS-4.1 should be amended to encourage less private outdoor space for
the building residents, and instead encourage contribution and maintenance of outdoor public
space that can be shared by building residents and community members. This is an issue that
we will raise in the next General Plan amendment.


4.14.2, Pg. 4.14-9: Policy REC-3.1 appears to mandate new park space as part of this project.
That is fine, but we would prefer that this new open space be more modest, emphasize
connection to other nearby existing parks and projects such as the West Oakland Walk (WOW),
and prioritize resources to improve those existing parks for the community members who live in
Oakland now. This is an issue that we will raise in the next General Plan amendment.
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4.14.2, Pg. 4.14-10: City of Oakland LLAD is a fine policy and tax assessment as long as it is on
top of the City’s normal resourcing of parks and rec and lighting programming. This additional
assessment should not give the City flexibility to reduce or replace its general fund obligation
towards these programs.


4.14.3, Pg. 4.14-11: As stated earlier, the Significance Criteria are understandable, but
inadequately framed by CEQA. An increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks is not necessarily undesirable, as long as those parks are prioritized for expansion or
improvement to accommodate the new people, in which case improvements can be shared and
enjoyed by long-time residents and newcomers, which is important to social cohesion and
connection. The framing by CEQA implies that if existing parks see more usage, the response
should be to build new parks. That may be appropriate in some cases, but in general we prefer
prioritization of resources towards modernization, improvement, upkeep, and expansion of
existing recreational resources, rather than adding new responsibilities and liabilities to our
OPRYD in the form of new open space that further stretches their limited resources.


4.14.4, Pg. 4.14-12 to 4.14-13: As stated in the paragraph above, the operational impacts are
generally not honestly considered or accounted for because OPRYD’s budget does not expand
proportionally to handle new responsibilities, and the public is burdened by long term
obligations that are often not fiscally supported in the budget. Therefore, we recommend a
smaller dedication than the 18.3 acres described in this section, and a higher allocation of fiscal
support that can be prioritized for existing parks within our existing neighborhoods. Otherwise,
contrary to the assertion in this section, the Project will substantially accelerate the degradation
of existing general recreational resources by pulling away resources from maintenance of those
facilities to maintenance of a shiny new park that serves a new neighborhood with new
residents, but not our pre-existing residents and community members.


4.14.4, Pg. 4.14-15: We recommend expansion of existing recreational facilities, in particular, of
Lincoln Square Recreation Center, which has the highest daily usage in the City of Oakland
pre-Covid. That mitigation measure would improve Downtown Oakland’s only public recreation
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center for all, and adequately resource the staff to manage the site and maintain it as a safe
place for many different types of uses and activities. Existing parks in West Oakland (in
particular Lowell Park) should also be prioritized for improvements and staffing, in order to be a
safe place for all ages to mingle and play.


4.14.5, Pg. 4.14-18: We continue to advocate against spending City resources on new “Green
Loops” at the expense of improving actual nodes of existing recreational activity (specifically,
existing parks and rec centers). Do not expand the Downtown Oakland Specific Plan proposal
for a Green Loop with an additional new Green Loop. See this linked article for an analysis of the
disparity between who wants and uses loops, versus who wants and uses urban parks in Houston
(which we find applicable to Oakland):
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-03-23/in-texas-houston-s-bayou-greenways-2020-parks
-project-aims-to-meet-the-needs-of-people-of-color


4.14.5, Pg. 4.14-19: The conclusion of this section finds Less than Significant impact after
mitigation.  This might be true, but we believe that the types of mitigations outlined in this DEIR
are not adequate or correctly framed to make the impacts less than significant to existing
community members of Oakland.  We require more prioritized fiscal support for existing parks
and rec centers in our community, not shiny new open spaces designed to attract new residents
to the area.


15. Transportation and
Circulation


Pg. 4.15-1: Impact Area must be expanded beyond the ½ mile radius because of the unique
nature of the proposed Project, which heavily depends on off-street and on-street parking in the
adjacent neighborhoods and surrounding areas, including in Chinatown and the Pacific
Renaissance parking garage. The impact area should include the Chinatown area from
Broadway to Oak, and from 6th Street to 11th Street. The impact area should include Jackson and
6th Street on-ramp and the Oak and 5th Street on-ramp, as well as the Oak and 6th Street off-ramp.
The study area should also include the Broadway & 5th Street and Webster & 6th Street entry to
the Webster Tube. Parking garages within 1 mile of the project, page 4.15-36, include several
major garages in Chinatown.  The impact on the intersections adjacent to these Parking
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facilities should be addressed. The Project is dependent on on-street parking in Chinatown and
adjacent neighborhoods. This impact is ignored by the Draft EIR.


Pg.  4.15-23, Figure 4.15-7: Existing Pedestrian Network should include Chinatown, which is
heavily traveled by pedestrians.


Pg. 4.15-28: The 14 freeway segments and six ramps and special freeway segments within the
vicinity of the Project site operate as LOS F during PM peak hours. Why is there no analysis as
to the impact of the project when it brings in 32,000 additional vehicles trips during this time
period? See 4.15-167.


Pg. 4.15-29: LOS E on Webster, Webster-Posey Tubes, etc. during both morning and evening
peak hours appear to be erroneous and based on an expanded definition of peak hours.  5th and
Broadway and 5th and Oak are already at level F. Description excluded plan area road segments
to operate at level F. For example, 9th and Webster currently operate at level E during PM peak
hours. It will be heavily impacted by the Project and will be F and gridlock. 4th and Broadway
and 5th and Oak Street are currently F during PM peak hours and will be gridlock with the new
project. See Oakland Alameda Access Project Draft EIR, page 2-66 to 2-67. What is the rationale for
not including Chinatown intersection, especially Webster Street and the effects on the traffic
trying to access the Webster Tube at PM peak hours?


LOS for specified intersections must be discussed in the text and presented in a table showing
Existing and Existing plus Project, as well as projects nearby under construction. See City of
Oakland Transportation Impact Review Guidelines, page 29.


Pg. 4.15-35: At Coliseum, attendee mode of access is 76% vehicle on weekday evenings, 78% on
weekday days, 81% on weekends, and 80% for arena events. See Appendix TRA, page 33-34.
Anticipated mode of travel for Howard terminal ballpark is 75% vehicle on weekday evenings,
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76% on weekday days, 80% on weekends. Vehicle Trips per attendee is 93% on weekday
evenings, 94% on weekday days, 97% on weekends. See also pg. 4.15-189 to 200, for VMT (vehicle
miles traveled) Ballpark analysis.


Pg. 4.15-36 – Existing Parking Characteristics: Several major garages are in Chinatown, e.g.
Webster-Franklin and 11th-9th. This should be accounted for in the EIR.


Pg. 4.15-42 to 4.15-45 – Port Access: Port trucks and traffic utilize local streets in Chinatown,
between Oak Street and Port when I-880 is congested (which often occurs), including 7th Street,
8th Street, 5th Street. This impact on Chinatown must be addressed.


Pg. 4.15-47 to 48 – Planned Transportation network Changes: The Oakland Alameda Access Project
is not fully funded, and is a mitigation for the impacts of this Project. This Project should
contribute funds for its construction as mitigation. Other projects that would mitigate traffic
congestion include the re-conversion of streets such as Webster, Harrison, 7th, and 8th from
one-way to two-way streets. For example, the congestion created by diverting parking to the
Pacific Renaissance Plaza Parking lot should be mitigated by re-converting 9th Street between
Webster and Franklin to a two-way street so that traffic would not have to circle through
Chinatown and 8th Street to enter into the parking lot. See also, Lake Merritt Station Area Plan,
pages 4.15-50 to 51. These are mitigations to which the Applicant should pay its fair share.
Project should pay its fair share for these necessary infrastructure improvements. The
Oakland-Alameda Access Project is described on Page 4.15-56. Phase II includes the study to
provide additional off-ramp on-ramps for 880 between 23rd Ave and MLK. This Project should
include paying its fair share of the OAAC Project as mitigation. Traffic management of impacts
should be linked to these specific mitigation programs.


Pg.4.15-57 to 58 – AB 734: There is not a 20 percent reduction in vehicle trips. The analysis
shows that the TMP estimated reduction can be as low as 7%, and is based on forcing traffic
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into the adjacent neighborhoods, e.g. an 11% reduction is based on limiting parking at the
ballpark to 2000 spaces, forcing traffic into the surrounding neighborhoods for off-street and
on-street parking. (Page 37,  Appendix TRA.2)


4.15.3 Project Transportation Characteristics. (Pg. 41.5-79 et seq.):


Pg. 4.15-80: Further reduction of parking at Ballpark from 3,500 to 2,000 will force more vehicle
traffic to park in neighborhoods, overwhelming on-street and off-street parking in Chinatown,
West Oakland, Old Oakland, and Jack London. Providing 2,000 parking spaces for 35,000
attendees when there is no adjacent BART station as currently provided at the Coliseum will
destroy the Port, Chinatown, and the adjacent neighborhoods. The Coliseum currently has 9,100
parking spaces and an adjacent BART station. The project is expected to generate 32,000
vehicle trips.


See Appendix TRA, page 33-34: Anticipated mode of travel for Howard terminal ballpark is 75%
vehicle on weekday evenings, 76% on weekday days, 80% on weekends. Vehicle Trips per
attendee is 93% on weekday evenings, 94% on weekday days, 97% on weekends.


Pg. 4.15-128-130 – Broadway Corridor: The creation of the “Ballpark Opening” Improvement calls for
removing one motor vehicle lane in each direction on Broadway between 2nd and 11th Street. This will
force traffic onto Webster, Franklin and other streets west of Broadway, creating gridlock, air
quality impacts, etc. for Chinatown. This is unacceptable. A mitigation of this traffic congestion
problem for Chinatown would be to reconvert Webster Street from a one-way street to a two-way
street between 12th Street and 6th Street.  Unfortunately, the failure of the Draft EIR to address
the impact of the Project on Chinatown traffic and congestion has resulted in the failure to
provide adequate mitigation measures for these impacts.


Removal of the separate westbound right-turn lane from 6th street at Broadway cannot be done
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without full implementation of the Oakland Alameda Access-Project.  The Project needs to
contribute its fair share fee for the project, which is not fully funded.


Bus-only lanes with transit priority do not connect the 12th Street BART station to Chinatown
since riders already walk to Chinatown only a block away.


Pg. 4.15-130 – Table 4.15-20: The conclusion in section “Drivers-autos and Trucks” that “Local
Drivers are not expected to divert to other streets but would continue to use Broadway to
access Downtown, Chinatown, and Jack London” is unsupported and is contrary to common
sense as well as routing algorithms used by drivers, such as Google Maps. Drivers attempting
to access the Webster Tube from Broadway will be diverted to Webster Street into the heart of
Chinatown, creating gridlock.


Pg. 4.15-133 – Collision Analysis: There is no “Howard Terminal – Collision History analysis
included Appendix TRA. This must be provided for review along with the Draft EIR.


Pg. 4.15-134 to 136: The eleven intersections do not include any Chinatown intersections, where
Oakland’s highest number of Pedestrian-involved Accidents occur. See Oakland Alameda Access
Project Draft EIR pg. 2-52.


Pg. 4.15-136, Transportation Management – AB 734, pg. 14.5-192: There is no analysis as to how
the TMP will reduce vehicle trips by 20 percent. The analysis is wishful thinking that does not
justify Table 4.15-39.  The conclusion is based on a future draft TMP to be submitted to the City
for review and approval. There is no reasonable basis to conclude that any of the items listed as
priorities in the TMP (which have not been defined with specificity –see page 4.15-193) will
accomplish the 20 percent reduction in vehicle trips required by AB 734. The analysis shows
that the trip reduction estimate can be as low as 6% (see Table 15, page 37-38 of 46, Peter
Vellmann and Nicole Ferrera Memorandum, December 1, 2020, appendix TRA.2). The strategies
are also based on forcing traffic and vehicle trips to the surrounding areas (e.g., by limiting
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parking at the ballpark and forcing attendees to park in Chinatown, West Oakland, and the
surrounding neighborhoods; by creating bus-only lanes on Broadway, forcing traffic to Webster
Street and Franklin Street and Chinatown.) The intent of AB 734 was an actual reduction of
vehicle trips, not pushing the vehicle problem into adjacent neighborhoods.


Pg. 4.15-142: Mitigation measures shown on table 4.15-23 are speculative and not shown to meet
the 20 percent reduction in vehicle trips. Estimated Reduction can be as low as 6%. The
Strategy and Measures that do no more than force traffic into the surrounding neighborhoods or
create unmitigated congestion in the adjacent neighborhoods should be prohibited and
rejected.


Pg. 4.15-162, Trip Generation – Ballpark: Automobile Trip Generation for Ballpark – 32,000 vehicle
trips. Even with the alleged 20% reduction, there will be 26,000 vehicle trips. How will visitors
park 20,000 vehicles with only 2000 parking spaces?


Pg. 4.15.167-168, Tables 4.15-29, 30, 31: Even if all on-street and off-street parking within 1 mile
of the ballpark (12,979 parking spaces) are used only for the ballpark and no one else, there
would not be sufficient parking spaces to accommodate the ballpark. See Table 4.15-8, page
4.15-36. (Only 7,603 off-street and on-street parking spaces are available.)


Pg. 4.15-193: The Draft EIR admits that “the TMP relies in part on strategies that have not been defined
with specificity and would require continued monitoring and adjustment. . .” There is no
demonstration that acceptable results can be achieved by any of the suggestions in the TMP.
There is no reasonable basis to conclude that the impacts will be adequately mitigated by
“monitoring” or any of the TMP suggestions or future programs.  Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b
is an impermissible deferral and inadequate.


Pg. 4.15-200: Removal of the westbound right-turn lane from 6th street at Broadway, i.e. the
Broadway off-ramp, would cause backup of I-880 traffic and traffic going to Chinatown and the
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Webster tube to City of Alameda. This is an off-ramp and appears to be beyond the powers
conferred by law on the City of Oakland.


Pg. 4.15-243, 248: There is no overriding consideration that would justify allowing the Project to
impose the significant impacts identified in Impact TRANS-6 and Impact TRANS-6.CU.


16. Utilities and Service
Systems


17. Effects Found Not
Significant


5. Project Variants


1. Peaker Power Plant
Variant


Sec. 5.1.2, Pg. 5: The Peaker Power Plant Variant involves the planned conversion of the existing
Peaker Power Plant to a battery energy storage system. What are the potential impacts/risks of
proximity to a battery storage site?


2. Aerial Gondola Variant Sec. 5.2.1 Description “The Aerial Gondola Variant includes the proposed Project as well as a new
aerial gondola above and along Washington Street, extending from 10th Street in downtown Oakland to
Jack London Square (location 2 in Figure 5-1). The gondola would be a transit option for people going
to the Project site on a daily basis and for events.” Request for the DEIR to include a more
compelling description for the need to build a gondola, versus investing in existing
infrastructure that exists at ground level. Though the aerial gondola may result in extremely
limited traffic mitigation, it generally localizes the economic growth only to the vicinity of
stations, and does not contribute to area-wide shared economic growth. Additionally, clarify if
the gondola will be accessible by the general public or only event attendees. Clarify if the
gondola will be available for the general public to ride at all times or only at certain times.


Sec 5.2.2, Study Area and Setting Pg 5-73: “The southern gondola station would be at the foot of
Washington Street, approximately two blocks west of the Project site boundary; and the northern
station, the Convention Center Station, would be 10 blocks north of Embarcadero West, the northern
boundary of the Project site. Therefore, the study area for this variant is extended to include this
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10-block corridor along Washington Street, as shown in Figure 5-20.” The DEIR study area of the
gondola impacts are limited to one-half the block east and west of the gondola proposal. The
inherent imposing nature of a large infrastructure such as a gondola should consider at a
minimum 3-4 blocks radius (¼ mile, a comfortable walking distance). Without a proper study
area, the impacts listed in this DEIR fail to acknowledge the inevitable impact on Chinatown
neighborhood, which is only 1 block away from the proposed location of the Gondola.


Sec 5.2.2, Pg 5-75 Historical Resources Setting: “This subsection describes the study area and setting
for the Aerial Gondola Variant, focusing on historic resources near or surrounding the location of this
variant. Notable new context considered with this variant is the Old Oakland API, with numerous
historic architectural resources and I-880, for example. The relevant characteristics of the expanded
scope implications of the expanded study area are discussed under each environmental topic below,
because it varies by topic.” The DEIR states that the study area focuses on ‘historic resources
near or surrounding the location’ and that expanded scope implications ‘vary by topic’. The
logic used to conclude the study area boundary and impacted historic resources is vague. In
line with the comment above, the Project should consider including Chinatown and notable
landmarks such as the Pacific Renaissance Plaza as relevant surrounding historic resources.


Sec 5.2.3, Pg 5-81 Aesthetics, Shadow, and Wind: “Views of these scenic resources would be available
to the public while traveling on the gondola. Therefore, this variant, in combination with the proposed
Project, would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or substantially damage scenic
resources.” Clarify if the gondola will be free or will require a price to ride. Clarify if the gondola
will be available for the general public to ride at all times or only at certain times. The Project
would not have adverse effects on scenic vistas as long as it would be accessible by all,
available at low to no cost, and no restrictions for the general public to ride alongside event
attendees. Our general experience with these fixed, limited function transportation projects is
that they are inflexible and expensive, and serve relatively few people. The BART Oakland
Airport Connector is an example of this. The ridership is very limited, it is expensive, and it does
not benefit any of the surrounding community by allowing interim stops to increase the
attractiveness to other riders. We do not want to take people off the street level. We want them
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to walk through our neighborhoods and contribute eyes on the street to improve all of our
safety. Supporting programs such as Chinatown’s existing Community Ambassador Program
would be a much better use of resources to make safe passage to the ballpark.


Sec 5.2.3, Visual Character/Visual Quality (Non-CEQA), Pg 5-82: “Development of the gondola would
change the area’s character by adding a new vertical and horizontal feature overhead, contrasting with
the low- to mid-rise commercial character of the area. The gondola stations would become prominent
features of the visual landscape at both ends of the gondola alignment,” and Figure 5-21 and Figure
5-22. The visual quality of the gondola feature is not in line with the area’s neighborhood
character, and will also likely negatively impact the quality and nature of the existing public
realm. Introducing a direct mode of travel from the downtown area directly to the ballpark will
reduce foot traffic at the ground level. This will inevitably have a negative impact on the
businesses in the surrounding area, including Chinatown and Old Oakland.


3. Impacts of the Project
plus Both Variants


4. Maritime Reservation
Scenario


5. References


6. Alternatives


1. Factors Considered in
Selection of Alternatives


Impact TRANS-6 and Impact TRANS-3.CU: Posey and Webster Tube and 980 and 880 Freeway
entrance and exit congestion directly impacts Oakland Chinatown. Therefore, in considering
improving existing streets, sidewalks, bicycle facilities through and near the project site to
maximize pedestrian and non-motorized mobility and minimize physical barriers and division
with nearby neighborhoods, Chinatown must also be considered in the analysis of alternatives 3
and 4.


Sec 6.1.1 – Project Objectives: There is no objective that speaks to building upon and respecting
the history/maritime industry of the project site. This is a critical consideration if the project
intends to transform the waterfront from its original use to a new mixed-use neighborhood.
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Indicate how the proposed project intends to accomplish this (strong recommendation to
maintain existing cranes, express through materiality and character of architectural spaces,
etc.).


Sec 6.1.1, Pg. 6-2 Project Objectives #2: “Provide sufficiently dense, complementary mixed-use
development with a range of flexible uses, including residential, office/commercial, retail, and
entertainment, to create a vibrant local and regional visitor-serving waterfront destination that is active
year round...” Project Objectives seem to amplify the proposed project as a regional/visitor
serving destination; there is a lack of specific language around creating a local neighborhood
that will serve existing surrounding neighborhoods.


Sec 6.1.1, Pg. 6-3 Project Objectives #6: “Construct high-quality housing…” Plan needs detail about
new housing affordability requirements to accommodate current Oakland residents, and avoid
gentrification.


2. Alternatives Selected for
Consideration


Sec 6.2.3, Alternative 3 – Proposed Project with Grade Separation Alternative, Pg 6-25: “In addition to
the same approvals required from the City, the Port, and other agencies for the proposed Project,
Alternative 3 would also require additional approvals by those entities, as well as other organizations,
agencies, and private parties.” Include language that assures a future coordinated transportation
plan that will prioritize safe and alternative routes for pedestrians and bicyclists, and considers
anticipated growth of this area.


Sec 6.2.3 Transportation and Circulation, Pg 6-33: There are impacts on the connectivity on the Bay
Trail Brush Street - off-site Bay Trail improvements. The DEIR should propose an alternative
route that maintains design specifications and considers pedestrian experience and visual
character. Safe intersection design should be part of the TIS, with major crossings at Market and
Brush at 3rd Streets with the entry points to grade separation meeting the existing Bay Trail.


Sec 6.2.4, Alternative 4 – The Reduced Project Alternative, Pg 6-34: “However, only the ballpark and
the hotel(s) would be taller than 100 feet tall and both the amount of construction and the intensity of
use of the site would be less than with the proposed Project.” Clarify the logic for 100’ max height
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and reduction to 700 dwelling units. The DEIR should consider a Reduced Project Alternative
that incorporates a more reasonable level of density (more housing) and height (between 100’
and 600’ maximum heights, that would remain economically feasible).


Sec 6.2.4, Alternative 4 – Reduced Project Alternative, Pg 6-35: “Alternative 4 would provide the same
amount of open space as the proposed Project, and parking would be provided within parking
structures, on street, and within mixed-use buildings, as envisioned with buildout of the proposed
Project. With significantly less residential units in this scenario, less open space would be
needed. Consider investing and providing more space for other uses (e.g., commercial space
that could include cultural or educational space for local community organizations, PDR or
other industrial uses that would be appropriate given existing context).


Sec 6.2.4, Alternative 4 – Reduced Project Alternative, Pg 6-36: “This would make the site less visible
from many viewpoints than the proposed Project.” All rendering views in DEIR are either located
within project site or an aerial view, and do not give a sense of how buildings will relate with
surrounding context or impact key view corridors. Requesting additional views to understand
how Proposed Project, Maritime Reservation Scenario, and Alternatives would look and feel, as
well as impact views from surrounding neighborhoods (Chinatown, Jack London, Downtown
Oakland, Alameda) and key view corridors (880 and 980 Freeways, Market St, MLK Jr Way,
Adeline St, Embarcadero West).


Sec 6.2.4 Alternative 4 – The Reduced Project Alternative, Figure 6.5: Concern for tower creating
shade on made promenade park open space in the morning hours. Consider another location
for high rise in this scenario.


3. Comparative Analysis


4. Alternatives Considered
but Not Analyzed in
Detail in the EIR


5. Environmentally
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Superior Alternative


6. References


7. Impact Overview and Growth
Inducement


1. Significant and
Unavoidable
Environmental Impacts


7.1, Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts – Pg.7-1 et. seq.: The Project will create
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated, many of which are not described in the Draft EIR
but are outlined above. The Wind Hazards, Air Quality, and Transportation Circulation impacts
are discussed above. There are no overriding considerations that would justify creating gridlock
in the adjacent neighborhoods and destroying the viability of the Port of Oakland and its future
expansion. The comments regarding Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 are therefore incorporated herein
as though fully set out.


2. Significant Irreversible
Environmental Effects


7.2.3, Changes in Land Use or Impacts that Commit Future Generations – Pg. 7-7: The change in
land use of Howard Terminal will harm the Port of Oakland which is currently using the terminal
for maritime support uses, including truck parking. There are no identified replacement facilities
for the truck parking, which is essential for the Port operations and the ability of the Port of
Oakland to expand its facilities as the demand for Port operations continue.  Trade with Asia
continues to expand and the projected demand for services at the Port of Oakland has been
projected by many studies. The Port of Oakland has few or no options for expansion because of
the current land uses surrounding the Port.


The project creates a major conflict with the continued viability of the existing Commercial/Industrial use
of the Port of Oakland Operations. Building 3,000 residential units, 35,000 persons capacity ballpark,
and 1.5 million square feet of commercial use and 270,000 square feet of retail uses (hotels,
restaurants, conference facilities, etc.) adjacent to the Port of Oakland will severely restrict the ability of
the Port of Oakland to continue and grow as a viable Port Operations serving the West Coast and the
nation.  Building residential housing and other non-industrial uses adjacent to the Port will create
numerous environmental conflicts impacting ongoing operations and future expansion. The numerous,
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well-paid blue collar jobs, which are quickly becoming extinct, will be lost forever. Oakland Chinatown is
still trying to understand how those Port impacts will spill over into our neighborhood. Will a decrease
in Port business affect our businesses? What alternatives are available for those Port activities
and their connections to Chinatown?


3. Growth-Inducing
Impacts and Urban
Decay


7.3.1, Growth Inducement – Pg. 7-7- to 7-9: The Project will irreparably impact the direct and/or
indirect growth potential of the Port of Oakland and Chinatown, and the other surrounding
neighborhoods such as Old Oakland, Downtown, and Jack London Square. By creating gridlock
for local traffic and the regional roadways that are already congested, the Project will impact
local businesses.


Commercial neighborhoods such as Chinatown, already struggling to survive, will struggle to
compete with similar businesses in other neighborhoods which are more easily accessed in the
Bay Area. The gridlock created by the ballpark congestion on game days will choke-off the
Chinatown customer base. The City of Oakland will be required to substantially subsidize local
businesses and/or implement other alternatives in order for them to survive.


4. References


8. Report Preparers


1. Lead Agency


2. Responsible Agency


3. EIR Consultants


Appendices


1. Public Resources Code


2. Notice of Preparation
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3. Oakland Major
Development Projects
List (March 2019)


4. Aesthetics, Shadow and
Wind Supporting
Information


5. Air Quality Supporting
Information


6. Biological Resources
Supporting Information


7. Cultural Resources
Supporting Information


8. Energy Supporting
Information


9. Geotechnical Conditions
Report


10. HYD (Part 1): Civil
Infrastructure Technical
Report


10. HYD (Part 2)


10. HYD (Part 3)


11. Noise Supporting
Information See Comments in Chapter 4.


12. Construction Noise
Reduction Plan


13. Transportation
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Supporting Information
(Part 1): Draft
Transportation
Management Plan
(TMP)


13. Transportation
Supporting Information
(Part 2): Existing Plus
Full Buildout
Non‐Ballpark
Development Plus
Midday Game Results


Other
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Ener Chiu
On behalf of Oakland Chinatown Coalition
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OAKLAND CHINATOWN COALITION
April 27, 2021

TO: City of Oakland Planning Commissioners and Planning Staff

CC: Mayor Libby Schaff; Council President Fortunato Bas; Councilmembers Fife and Kaplan; Veronica Cummings

FROM: Oakland Chinatown Coalition and Co-Writers

SUBJECT:     Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District at Howard Terminal, Draft EIR Comments

Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff:

The organizational and individual members of the Oakland Chinatown Coalition have participated in many public meetings leading up
to the release of the Draft EIR, only one of which was located within Chinatown pre-Covid. We have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), and have the following comments. The purpose of this letter is to collect and catalogue as
many Coalition and Chinatown community comments as possible on the DEIR for response by City and Planning staff. We note that
it is difficult to fully comment on the DEIR due to the sheer amount of content (over 6,000 pages), and were frustrated to receive no
further extension to the commenting period to the full, legally allowable time per CEQA, even after the DEIR itself was delayed by
over a year. Overall, the Project excludes Chinatown from its analyses despite its location within one mile of the Project Site. It is not
lost on us the inevitable situation Chinatown would find ourselves in in becoming the Ballpark’s de facto parking lot. The congestion
caused by this Project, lowered air quality, and other inequities must be addressed, and significant, unmitigatable impacts need
action as well beyond simply stating that these impacts will occur.

The Oakland Chinatown Coalition consists of AHS, AIWA, APILO, APEN, AYPAL, Buddhist Church of Oakland, Chinese American
Citizens Alliance - Oakland Lodge, Chinese Community United Methodist Church, EBALDC, Family Bridges Inc, FAJ, Friends of
Lincoln Square Park, Lincoln Elementary School, New Hope Chinese Cancer Foundation, OACC, Oakland Chinatown Lions
Foundation, Wa Sung Community Service Club, Alan Yee, Evelyn Lee, Gilbert Gong, Heidi Kong, Hiroko Kurihara, Karolyn Wong,
and Lailan Huen. Additionally, the following volunteers contributed sections and are co-writers of this comment letter: Annie Liu,
George Foster, Guneet Anand, Kirby Ung, Linda Liu Flores, Mu-Ping Cheng, and Sarah Estephan. If you have any questions about
the comments below, please direct them to Cheuk-Ning Li at cheuk@apen4ej.org, Ener Chiu at echiu@ebaldc.org, Mike Lok at
mlok@ahschc.org, and Alvina Wong at alvina@apen4ej.org.

Sincerely,
Oakland Chinatown Coalition
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A’s Ballpark DEIR Chapter (reference) Oakland Chinatown Coalition Comments

General Overall, the intent of these comments on the Draft EIR is to be neither in favor of the Howard Terminal
Ballpark nor against it.  We are simply attempting to respond to the Draft EIR, and to name areas in
which it has not adequately named likely impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods (with a strong focus
on Oakland Chinatown), or where we have disagreements with whether the impacts have been
categorized as not significant, or where the named mitigations are not adequate.  Where we have been
able to, we have also named where we support the drafted mitigations.

1. Introduction

1. Project Overview

2. Environmental review
process

The geographic scope of the DEIR should have included Chinatown when evaluating the project
impacts on the Traffic and Cultural Resources.

Section 1.2.2, “Scope of the EIR and Level of Analysis” states that, “The geographic scope of the Draft
EIR’s analysis varies by topic, depending on the nature of potential impacts and where physical
changes would occur. The appropriate projects and cumulative scope of analysis are described in the
introduction to Chapter 4 and identified within the discussion of each topic in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.”
We appreciate that using this approach, the City can better focus its analysis and proposed actions on
the geographic areas in which protected environmental factors are located.   The CEQA Guidelines,
Appendix G, lists “Environmental Factors Potentially Affected.” However, the DEIR’s analysis
improperly excludes the Oakland Chinatown from the geographic scope of study for a number of
factors, including Transportation, Recreation, and Cultural Resources.  As a result, the DEIR overlooks
the  significant negative effects of the project on the transportation and cultural resources within
Chinatown, and fails to recommend mitigation measures for the City Council to adopt to protect the
community.  The extent of this oversight is discussed under the appropriate topics, below.

Request for Mediation.

Assembly Bill 734 enacted Public Resources Code Section 21168.6.7 (Pg. 1-5 to 1-7) as part of CEQA.
(All citations are to the California Public Resources Code, unless stated otherwise.)  Section 21168.6.7
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provides for nonbinding mediation with commentators if commentators submit a written request for
nonbinding mediation to the City within 5 days following the close of the public comment period of the
Draft EIR.  No procedure has been outlined. Please consider this written comment as a formal
written request for nonbinding mediation by the Oakland Chinatown Coalition. The areas of
dispute to be mediated are each of the disputed items raised and listed in this comment letter.

The Project is not entitled to fast-track CEQA appeal because the Governor could not, and did
not, make the required findings prior to issuing his certification.

The Project was certified by the Governor on February 11, 2021 but the Certification fails to comply with
the requirements of AB 734 and the Draft EIR should not be subject to the expedited procedures of AB
734. The determination of the Governor appears to have been done in error since a review of the Draft
EIR shows the Project does not appear to have complied with conditions (3) and (4), and neither the
City or Port have approved a CBA as required by condition (9) of Section 21168.6.7(d).  The conditions
for the Governor’s certification were not met and the certification is therefore invalid and subject to
judicial review.  Section 21168.6.7 subdiv, (e) states, “(1) Prior to certifying the project, the Governor
shall make a determination that each of the conditions specified in subdivision (d) has been met. These
findings are not subject to judicial review.” Note that while the findings are not subject to judicial review,
the statute does not state that the certification is not subject to judicial review.

Section 21168.6.7. states:
(d) The Governor may certify the project for streamlining pursuant to this section if it complies with all of
the following conditions: (emphasis added – conditions are paraphrased for brevity, except for condition
9, which is stated in its entirety)

(1) The project creates highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages, etc.; (2)  All
construction workers will be paid at least prevailing rate, subject to enforcement; (3)  The
project complies with energy efficiency, greenhouse gas abatement, and transportation
management requirements; (4) The applicant complies with solid waste recycling
requirements; (5) The applicant has agreed that environmental mitigation requirements
will become enforceable conditions of City approval, (6) The applicant agrees to pay the
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costs of judicial review under CEQA (7) The applicant agrees to bear the cost of
preparing the judicial record; (8) Project design will comply with the City’s Bird Safety
Measures; and (9) The project meets the requirements of clauses (iv) and (v) of
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (3) of subdivision (a).

Subdivision (a), provides definitions for the purposes of Section 21168.6.7. Paragraph 3,
subparagraph (A) defines “A baseball park that will become the new home to the Oakland
Athletics … that meets all of the following:”  Clauses (iv) and (v) state:

(iv) The project is located within a priority development area…
(v)  The project is subject to a comprehensive package of community benefits
approved by the Port of Oakland or City Council of the City of Oakland, as
applicable, which may include local employment and job training programs,local
business and small business policies, public access and open space, affordable
housing, transportation infrastructure, increased frequency of pubic transit, and
transit accessibility and sustainable and healthy development measures for the
surrounding community.

It is a matter of public record that neither the Port or the City Council have approved a package
of community benefits as described by AB 734.

Section 21168.6.7. subdivision (e) (1) states in relevant part: “Prior to certifying the project, the
Governor shall make a determination that each of the conditions specified in subdivision (d) has
been met.” Instead of finding that there is an existing approved package of community benefits, his
certification letter avoids the issue by stating: “The project … will:... e. Provide a comprehensive
package of community benefits (emphasis added, citations omitted.)

Neither the Port nor City had approved a package of community benefits as of February 11,
2021, the date of the Governor’s letter, and indeed, the Governor makes no such finding.  Since
all of the nine conditions provided by Section 21168.6.7 subdivision (d) are required for
certification, the Governor’s certification is invalid.
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Some may claim that the certification would withstand judicial review, and is therefore valid,
based on the provision that the Governor’s findings that conditions have been met are not
subject to judicial review.  This cannot be argued because the Governor did not find that either
the Port or the City have approved a package of community benefits.

The Governor’s certification is void because it could not, and did not, make all of the nine
findings required by Section 21168.6.7.(d)  The certification was premature because it preceded
the approval of the Port or City of a CBA agreement as well as the conclusion of this
environmental review, when the existence of agreements and conditions necessary to meet AB
734's requirements will be clear.  Accordingly, the expedited CEQA review process provided by
Section 21168.6.7.(g) is unavailable.

To remedy this problem, the Governor may undertake a new certification review when the CBA has
been approved, the City has concluded on the basis of its CEQA process that the environmental
conditions have been met, and the City has incorporated the development-related conditions in its
approval of the A’s development and use permit.

3. Organization of this
Draft EIR

2. Summary

1. Project Summary This Draft EIR will essentially cover environmental impacts associated with a Project that is still not
clearly defined.  Among other issues, we are concerned about two variants described as the Parker
Power Plant and the Aerial Gondola, which would seem to be able to move forward without further
environmental review, even though they are not fully described in the Project Summary reviewed for
this EIR.

2. Environmental Impacts
and Mitigation
Measures

Section 2.2.1, page 2-5: In particular, the Aerial Gondola Variant is described as having significant and
unavoidable impacts on a historic resource.  However, it would have real life impacts on existing
neighborhood businesses and residents because it would take resources (approximately $140M is our
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understanding) to construct a fixed system that would essentially take people off the street level and fly
them over the neighborhood to the ballpark.  This would negate their presence on the street, creating
less safety and vibrancy at the street level, fewer opportunities to patronize the businesses along the
way, and move patrons via an unsightly, inflexible, expensive and essentially non-public transportation
system to the park.  This single purpose system would mimic the waste of resources that the Oakland
Airport monorail has become, transporting very few passengers at a high cost in a manner that does
not have spillover benefits to the surrounding neighborhoods.

Section 2.2.1, page 2-6: Regarding Traffic Safety Hazard and Consistency with Transportation Plans,
this DEIR labels these as Significant and Unavoidable Impacts in part because there are no
implementation strategies mandated that could make these impacts less significant.  For instance, the
goal to mitigate air quality impacts by implementing TDM or TMP measures that go beyond the 20
percent vehicle trip reduction (necessary because only 2,000 parking spaces will be created for a use
that will generate many more thousands of vehicle trips to the area) is supported only by the
requirement to create a TDM plan, as opposed to putting real resources into making our existing public
transit systems more effective at solving the last mile problem to the stadium, and doing so in a way
that can flexibly benefit non-ballpark users, as well as increasing pedestrians and vibrancy at the street
level.

3. Summary of
Alternatives

Sec. 2.3.1, Pg. 2-7: The most environmentally superior alternative named in the DEIR is Alternative 1.
The Project as proposed has many MAJOR and SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS (Wind, Air
Quality, Cultural Resources, Noise and Vibration, Traffic Safety Hazards, and impact on regional
roadways), as documented by the DEIR, even with implementation of allegedly feasible mitigation
measures ( 2.2.1, page 2-5 to 2-6). These significant impacts need to be addressed and mitigated, or
they risk negatively impacting the existing communities of residents and workers in the West Oakland,
Jack London, and Chinatown neighborhoods.  We should accept nothing less, when the DEIR so
clearly identifies the No Project Alternative as the environmentally superior one.  Does the report need
to document why an Environmentally Inferior Alternative is preferable if that is the one that moves
forward?

4. Areas of Controversy
Raised in Scoping

Section 2.4, page 2-7: There were many other areas of controversy that have been raised in public
meetings and in public comment that are not adequately summarized in this section.  For example,
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Comments many economic issues around gentrification, financing of the stadium, the fiscal impacts of the
mitigation measures, community benefits, the dislocation of Port jobs, and other very important issues
were raised.  They were not listed in this section. If they do not fall within the scope that should be
covered by an EIR, then it would be appropriate to simply note that perspective, so that future
reviewers can see that and concur with that legal determination of the exclusion from this document.

5. Issues to Be Resolved Sec. 2.5, Pg. 2-8: This DEIR does not adequately describe the environmental impacts of the Project.
The DEIR fails to address the environmental compatibility of the existing industrial use and the
proposed residential and non-industrial uses being proposed.  There are significant impacts on the
continued viability of the existing adjacent Commercial/Industrial use of the Port of Oakland Operations
by building 3,000 residential units, 35,000 persons capacity ballpark, and 1.5 million square feet of
commercial use and 270,000 square feet of retail uses (hotels, restaurants, conference facilities, etc.).
There are no effective proposals to address the conflicts that will arise created by the Project. For
example, conflicts with Port of Oakland Truck access cannot be addressed simply by “monitoring”
driving delays through a TMP.  “Monitoring” is not an appropriate migration measure. There is no
demonstration that acceptable results can be achieved by any of the suggestions in the TMP. There is
no reasonable basis to conclude that the impacts will be adequately mitigated by “monitoring” or any of
the TMP suggestions or future programs.  This is an impermissible deferral and inadequate.

The traffic gridlock that will result on the regional roadways on Highways 880 and 980 and on the local
roadways of Chinatown, West Oakland, Jack London, Old Oakland, Downtown and Port of Oakland
neighborhoods and commercial areas, is not addressed by the EIR. Access to these areas is not
addressed and overlooked.  For example, Truck Access to the Port will simply be “monitored” by a TMP
to maintain acceptable drive time levels (see e.g. Appendix TRA, page 102.)

The Draft EIR does not address the gridlock on local roadways created by the traffic plan that provides
only 2,000 parking spaces for a 35,000 person capacity ballpark and the expected 32,000 vehicle trips
created by the ballpark. The gridlock and traffic created by the dependence on street parking and
off-street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods and areas such as Chinatown is not addressed.
Traffic Access to these neighborhoods and areas is not addressed. These neighborhoods and areas
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will be overwhelmed.

The Draft EIR does not address the effect on Chinatown of gridlocked commuter traffic attempting to
use the Webster and Posey Tubes at peak hours because it wrongly excluded Chinatown from the
geographic scope of the study.  Section 2.2.1 “Significant and Unavoidable Impacts” notes that the
project would increase congestion on certain regional roadways included in the Alameda County
Congestion Management Plan, exceeding the County’s standard on two roadway segments (Impact
TRANS-6) and contributing to exceedances at six segments (Impact TRANS-6, CU).  This “would be a
Significant and Unavoidable Impact, even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures.” (DEIR
pp. 2-5 and 2-6).  The two roadway segments are the eastbound (towards Oakland) Posey Tube and
the westbound (towards Alameda) Webster tube. (DEIR Table 2-1, Section 4-15, p. 2-93).

The traffic access to and from both Tubes runs through the heart of the Chinatown neighborhood and
commercial area, raising further health and safety concerns in a neighborhood already suffering from
unaddressed and disproportionate inequities in traffic and pedestrian injuries and deaths in Oakland.
The DEIR is incomplete because it failed to study how access to Chinatown would be choked off by the
project traffic, what existing resources and institutions in Chinatown would be affected, and how
attempts to mitigate the impact of increased traffic will not succeed.  This lack of community-level
analysis could enable decision makers to condone the significant traffic impacts of the project and
approve it without understanding, appreciating, and weighing the impacts on Chinatown.

The Draft EIR also fails to address the problem of cut-through traffic (especially truck traffic to the Port
of Oakland) to the local streets of Chinatown, West Oakland, Jack London and Downtown when
Highway 880 is congested as it often is.

Table 2.1, Pg.. 2-9. 2-10: Impact AES-3- Lighting – adverse effect on Port Operations and other harbor
operations is not addressed.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-10, 2-11: Impact AES-5- Wind Impact – “Wind: Project-level and cumulative conditions
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would create or contribute to winds that would exceed 36 miles per hour for more than one hour during
daylight hours during the year.” This vague finding is inadequate to provide the public with notice of the
potential negative impacts of the wind -- there is no estimate of the amount of time each year that winds
would exceed 36 mph, nor is there an estimate of the maximum wind speed. Moreover, the buildings,
with heights of 200, 400, and 600 ft., max, are expected to cast long shadows and deprive the adjacent
West Oakland neighborhood of sunlight. The combination of shade and powerful winds would make the
streets inhospitable, discourage pedestrians, and stifle economic growth. The net effect could be to
depress property values in West Oakland. These are social and economic impacts so directly
connected to the environmental impacts of the project that they must be considered under CEQA.  See,
Pub. Res. Code Section 21082.2 “Significant Effect on Environment…” subdivision (c), “evidence of
social or economic impacts which contribute to or are caused by physical impacts on the environment,”
may contribute to substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment.

More information is needed to gauge the potential wind impact of the project on the viability of the
adjacent residential neighborhood and to seek alternatives, such as shorter buildings, less building
surface area, reconfiguration, etc. to avoid permanent and devastating damage to the character of the
neighborhood. Adverse effects on Port and surrounding communities must be addressed.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-11 to 2-15: First, we do not agree that the impacts should be accepted as
“unavoidable”.  The impacts can be significantly mitigated if all of the mitigation practices are
implemented and followed.  The dust, diesel, and air pollutant mitigations listed are fine, but who/what
agency will monitor?  We have seen projects in West Oakland flout these dust control mitigations
because the contractors believe no one is monitoring. Shortcuts are taken, and complaints are not
addressed, but the significant generation of dust will impact neighbors.  Harder penalties should be
enforced.  Residents can be trained (and paid through WOEIP) to monitor and report violations.  The
training is relatively simple if the criteria are simple (e.g. “no visible dust”).

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-19:  Item VI on this page mandates that the project must incorporate additional TDM
measures that go beyond the 20% vehicle trip reduction standard.  But it references the plan as if
writing a plan will solve this, which it will not. The only way to accomplish that reduction is to
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significantly increase funding and programming to local transit agencies, specifically AC Transit in this
case.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-20: Item c.i., we are glad to see this specific language around directly funding a
specific offset project.  We recommend that this specific project be support for AC Transit for bus
service from either West Oakland BART or Lake Merritt BART stations to the Howard Terminal site.
Bus service is more flexible than a fixed system, and it can serve non-ballpark goers as well, making it
more than just an offset.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-22: Mitigation Measure Trans-1c. We want to understand what this transportation hub
might be, it sounds like it will be defined further in Section 4.15.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-24: Mitigation Measure AIR-4b, Item 6.  Please specify who will be responsible for
irrigation and long term care of the trees.  If they are street trees, will the City be budgeting for long
term maintenance?

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-27: Impact AIR-2.CU. We are supportive of Action 29, providing incentives to future
tenants to retrofit their fleets to zero emission.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-35 to 2-39: The Draft EIR fails to identify Oakland’s Chinatown District as a historical
significant area and cultural resource under CEQA that will be directly and indirectly impacted by the
Project. The Draft EIR fails to identify mitigation measures that, if feasible, may be considered to avoid
or minimize the significant adverse impacts to Chinatown.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-43 to 2-52: Greenhouse Gas Emissions “net additional” cannot be mitigated with an
unspecified Plan that may cause other significant and unavoidable impacts. The finding of “Less Than
Significant” is unjustified and appears to be based on a TMP that fails to reasonably demonstrate
vehicle trip reductions by 20%.  The weakness of this analysis is further proof that the Governor’s
fast-track certification was not founded on any factual findings.
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Table 2.1, Pg. 2-47: Under item ii. on this page (On-site measures) or further down on the next page
(Off-site measures), we recommend once again that the Project Sponsor provide direct resources AC
Transit for increased bus service to the ballpark on game and event days from both West Oakland and
Lake Merritt (Chinatown) BART stations.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-49: Under item ii.(c), one program that the Project Sponsor could fund to promote
walking from communities neighboring the site would be a game or event day community safety
ambassador program.  Rather than paying expensive police overtime rates, the Project sponsor could
pay local nonprofits that have a community safety ambassador program to have their staff walking and
watching the main pedestrian corridor to the ballpark from the surrounding neighborhoods.  This would
be a positive and material employment program for local residents as well.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-52: item 3, Annual Report Required. In theory, these reports are fine in documenting
accountability, but in our experience, no one actually reads these reports. We recommend spending
more money on implementation programs, and less money on generating paperwork. Reports should
be very brief and simply be check boxes confirming that the Project Sponsor has implemented an
agreed to program.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-83 to 2-89: Trans-1B Ballpark VMT (Vehicle Miles Travelled) – The Report incorrectly
concludes that the Project VMT per attendee would be more than 15 percent below similar uses. The
conclusion is based on a future draft TMP to be submitted to the City for review and approval. There is
no reasonable basis to conclude that any of the items listed as priorities in the TMP (which have not
been defined with specificity –see page 4.15-193) will accomplish the 20 percent reduction in vehicle
trips required by AB 734. The analysis shows that the trip reduction estimate can be as low as 6%
(See Table 15, page 37-38 of 46, Peter Vellmann and Nichole Ferrera Memorandum, December 1,
2020, appendix TRA.2.) The strategies are also based on forcing traffic and vehicle trips to the
surrounding areas (e.g. by limiting parking at the ballpark and forcing attendees to park in Chinatown,
West Oakland, and the surrounding neighborhoods; by making creating bus-only lanes on Broadway,
forcing traffic to Webster Street and Franklin Street and Chinatown.)
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The finding of Less Than Significant after Mitigation is nothing more than wishful thinking and failure to
address (or intentional disregard for) the impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods and areas.

Table 2.1, Pg. 2-19: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c is the transportation hub described earlier.
However it’s not clear what this is other than some sidewalk improvements.  Is this an AC Transit stop?
If so, Project Sponsor should provide funding to AC Transit for increased service to this location from
West Oakland and Lake Merritt (Chinatown) BART station.

Table 2.1, Pg. 95-95: Impact TRANS-6 Posey Tube and Webster Tube – Mitigation required of the
Project should include financial contribution to the Oakland-Alameda Access project.

The Draft EIR fails to address the significant congestion and gridlock created by the Project on
Chinatown and other adjacent neighborhoods and areas.

The seriousness of the significant impacts on I-880 in the northbound direction between 23rd Avenue
and Embarcadero, the Posey Tube, the Webster Tube, are not fully addressed. There will be serious
impacts on the I-880 Jackson Street and Oak Street on-ramps, and the I-880 Oak Street and Broadway
off-ramps. The significant impacts and gridlock created by the Project are not addressed.

Appendix TRA pages 101-104: The Draft EIR fails to address effects on Port and Truck Access.

There are no overriding considerations for creating gridlock congestion in the adjacent neighborhoods
and the destruction of the viability of the Port of Oakland and its future expansion.

The Draft EIR does not consider the 20.59 acres of the “Rancho Uplands” portion of the land “grant”
and the highly likely dispute that will be mounted towards reparations for return of ownership to
Indigenous Peoples groups. The Cultural Tribal ‘history’ does not include outreach or communications
with current day Indigenous Peoples groups.
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The Draft EIR does not consider the impact of converting highly valuable manufacturing zoning for
General Industrial uses. Advanced technology and traditional manufacturing jobs are one of the most
stable and sustainable jobs compared to almost any other sector. Oakland has reduced it’s non-port
industrial zoning to 3-4% by converting to residential zoning. This project further exacerbates the loss of
this vital economic sector.

The Draft EIR states that there are no conflicts with the City’s Planning Code and Zoning map because
the lands that the proposed project are in ‘trust’ to the Port.  (4.10-63)

3. Project Description

1. Project Location and
Setting

Sec. 3.1, Pg. 3-2 - 3-3: “Project site is bounded by Estuary on south; Jack London to east; Union Pacific
Railroad tracks and Embarcadero West roadway on north; and heavy metal recycling center, Schnitzer
Steel, and Oakland Seaport on west.” The Project Site is about 1 mile from Chinatown. There is no
mention of Chinatown in project description even though Project Site is in close vicinity of
Chinatown. The DEIR states that the study area varies, based upon the environmental factor
under consideration. The transportation and traffic study area should be expanded to include
Chinatown because traffic “hot spots” in and around Chinatown will foreseeably be impacted by
the Project and the resultant congestion will block access to Chinatown.  These include the 980
and 880 freeway on-ramps, access between Oakland and Alameda on Broadway, Webster, and
Harrison, all of which experience congestion that discourage traffic into Chinatown. The
Project’s impact on businesses, establishments, and residents within the Chinatown geographic
area should not be ignored. The DEIR relies upon the Lake Merrit BART station to transport
patrons to Howard Terminal, which will increase rideshare traffic, and Chinatown lies in the way.
The Project’s limited parking will force visitors to park further away from the stadium, and the
competition for parking in Chinatown will discourage people from patronizing Chinatown
establishments. Clearly, the potential transportation and traffic impact of the project on
Chinatown must be identified and mitigated.

2. Project Site Existing
Conditions

Sec. 3.2.1, Pg. 3-3: Existing uses include 1) truck parking/ container depot (23 acres); 2)
Longshoreperson training facilities (5 acres); 3) Drayage truck yards (4 yds); 4) Vessel berthing (7
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acres); 5) Roadways, unused areas, truck repair, offices (11 acres). Are there toxic elements in this
area? Will current parking usage impact surrounding neighborhoods?

Sec.3.2.1, Pg. 3-5: “Project site includes approx 2.5-acre historic PG&E Station C facility located on the
south side of Embarcadero West (aka ‘Peaker Power Plan’) that supply power to electric grid at times of
peak demand...also includes round fuel storage tank adjacent to Peaker Power Plan...” Would the
power plant be eliminated? What will be done to take care of negative impacts from toxic
elements?

Sec.3.2.3, Pg. 3-7: “Project site has regional freeway access via both I-880 and I-980, with on-ramps to
each within 1 mile of Project site.” Traffic will increase in Chinatown and surrounding
neighborhoods. How will impact on traffic be addressed? Transportation routes should direct
traffic toward Chinatown only if Chinatown is part of the destination, and there are economic
benefits to Chinatown.  We do not want traffic only coming through our neighborhood, or to be
treated as a satellite parking lot for the ballpark. The ballpark should encourage foot traffic and
shopping in Chinatown before and after ballpark events.

Sec. 3.2.3, Pg. 3-7: “3 BART stations including West Oakland (0.9 mi), 12th St. Oakland City Center
(0.8 mi), and Lake Merritt (1.1 mi) exist within approx. 1 mile of Project site.” We encourage
developers and the A’s to work with Chinatown merchants and CBOs to encourage pedestrians
and tourists to direct food traffic to Chinatown.

Sec. 3.2.3, Pg. 3-7 Existing Project Site Access: “Existing support facilities for pedestrian, bicycle and
scooter uses are limited…” This provides good opportunities to design additional pedestrian
ways, bike paths to direct foot traffic to Chinatown. Although the DEIR relies on existing traffic
studies to provide solutions for congestion and specifically recommends the implementation of
strategies in the West Oakland and Downtown areas, it fails to adopt that same strategy for
Chinatown.

Sec. 3.2.4, Pg.3-8 Site Conditions: “Project site has a history of handling hazardous and potentially
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hazardous materials as part of industrial uses for decades, as do sites in the surrounding area...”
Which groups or city entities will monitor how haz mat will be handled?

Sec. 4.10, Pg. 11: Community Access room/space provided for in the legs concerned about 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 (CA State Lands Commission) 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..." There is hardly a discussion of the Pre-Rancho Uplands
stewardship/ownership.

3. General Plan

4. Project Objectives Sec 3.4, Pg. 3-14 Project Objectives: There is no objective that speaks to building upon and
respecting the history/maritime industry of the project site. This is a critical consideration if the
project intends to transform the waterfront from its original use to a new mixed-use
neighborhood. Indicate how the proposed project intends to accomplish this (strong
recommendation to maintain existing cranes, express through materiality and character of
architectural spaces, etc.).

Sec 3.4, Pg. 3-14 Project Objectives #2: “Provide sufficiently dense, complementary mixed-use
development with a range of flexible uses, including residential, office/commercial, retail, and
entertainment, to create a vibrant local and regional visitor-serving waterfront destination that is active
year round...” Project Objectives seem to amplify the proposed project as a regional/visitor
serving destination; there is a lack of specific language around creating a local neighborhood
that will serve existing surrounding neighborhoods.

Sec. 3.4, Pg.3-14 Project Objectives #6: “Construct high-quality housing…” Plan needs detail about
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new housing affordability requirements to accommodate current Oakland residents, and avoid
gentrification.

5. Site Plan and Project
Characteristics

Sec 3.5.2, Pg 3-26 Major Project Components, Parks and Open Space Amenities: “The proposed
Project would include a network of approximately 18.3 acres of accessible open spaces…” Distinguish
the amount of truly publicly accessible open space (open at all times of day) from public space
that would have controlled access during specific hours of the day.

Sec 3.5.2, Pg 3-26 Major Project Components, Parks and Open Space Amenities: “The parks and open
spaces are envisioned to be flexible, and accommodate a range of outdoor programming, including, but
not limited to, concerts, markets, festivals and activities…” Public open space programming should
be in synergy with and complement nearby neighborhoods such as Chinatown and Jack
London Square. Public open space should also aim to restore wetlands and riparian life to
increase open spaces, adhere to OSCAR, Pedestrian, Bicycle and Energy and Climate Change
Plans. Any use for “park amenities” space here should not just mimic an extension of
consumerist destinations like Jack London Square.

Sec 3.5.2, Pg 3-29, Figure 3-14 View Approach to Ballpark from Jack London Square - Water Street:
All rendering views are either located within project site or an aerial view, and do not give a
sense of how buildings will relate with surrounding context or impact key view corridors.
Requesting additional views to understand how Proposed Project, Maritime Reservation
Scenario, and Alternatives would look and feel, as well as impact views from surrounding
neighborhoods (Chinatown, Jack London, Downtown Oakland, Alameda) and key view corridors
(880 and 980 Freeways, Market St, MLK Jr Way, Adeline St, Embarcadero West).

Sec 3.5.2, Pg 3-30, Figure 3-15 Bay Trail Connection: Regarding Bay Trail path within Athletics’
Way - What happens when Athletics Way is partially closed for events? Ensure the entire path is
maintained publicly accessible at all times.

Sec 3.5.2, Major Project Components, Ship to Shore Container Cranes: “The Project sponsor intends to
retain these cranes on site as non-operational elements in the waterfront parks and open space areas.
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However, it may not be feasible to maintain the cranes in the long term and therefore this EIR assumes
their removal and analyzes associated impacts. Also, if the Port chooses to exercise its option to take
back all or a portion of the Maritime Reservation Area (see Section 3.7), one or two of the cranes in the
affected area would be demolished.” If existing cranes are not maintained, how will the legacy and
history of the place be integrated into the project design? Highly encourage a stronger strategy
for retention of existing cranes and/or alternative solutions to pay homage to the history and
culture of the place. Losing the existing cranes completely would be considered a significant
loss for the community and cultural retention.

6. Development Phasing and Intensity Sec 3.6.1 Phasing, Pg 3-32: Which aspects of transportation and connectivity improvements will
be included as part of Phase 1? Prioritize build out of the entire Bay Trail including off-site links
in order to promote walkability and bikeability in an earlier stage of the project.

7. Maritime Reservation Scenario Sec 3.7 Maritime Reservation Scenario, Page 3-37 – If the Port exercises this option, the Project site
plan would be modified, and the proposed development would be more dense as a result of fitting the
same development program (i.e., the same ballpark and mix of other uses proposed) onto the smaller
site with less open space area: In the event that either the Project or the Maritime Reservation
Scenario is implemented, the Coalition supports prioritizing improvements to existing parks and
cultural assets, rather than the development of new public space.

Sec 3.7 Maritime Reservation Scenario, Pg 3-39, Figure 3-18 Illustrated Buildout Site Plan - Maritime
Reservation Scenario: Concern for the taller building heights (250’-400’ max heights) abutting
waterfront edge with minimum setbacks in the Maritime Reservation Scenario, compared to 100’
and even 60’ in the proposed project. How will these high rises impact the experience along the
waterfront park/promenade? Additionally, it is unclear how this scenario contemplates sea level
rise and its impacts on the waterfront park and promenade given its minimal setback.

8. Transportation and Circulation Sec 3.8.1 Transportation Management Plan, Pg 3-42: “Supplemental shuttle service (provided by AC
Transit or a private operator) to 12th Street BART station.” Include shuttle or AC Transit service to
and from Lake Merritt Station. Currently many A’s fans travel from East Oakland and areas even
further east and south, which is mostly served by the Dublin/Pleasanton BART line and directly
connected only up to Lake Merritt station without requiring a train transfer. By only serving 12th
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Street BART station, the project promotes accessible transit from San Francisco, but in turn
creates a disadvantage for current existing fans residing in East Bay.

Sec 3.8.1 Transportation Management Plan, Pg 3-42: “Wayfinding between the West Oakland BART
station and the ballpark via 7th Street, between the 12th Street BART station and the ballpark via
Broadway and Washington Street, and between the Lake Merritt BART station and the ballpark via 8th
Street.” Include wayfinding elements along key areas in Chinatown (e.g. Pacific Renaissance
Plaza, Lincoln Square Park, Madison Square Park). Include these key Chinatown plazas and
parks destinations as part of wayfinding/signage plan, in multiple languages.

11. Sustainability and Resilience Sec 3.11.1 Sea Level Rise – The current elevation of the wharf is lower than the proposed ground
surface in the site’s interior and would not be elevated during buildout of the proposed Project. This
would be consistent with the wharf’s intended use as shoreline public open space and access, and
could change in the future as sea levels rise, and flooding occurs more often. Confirm if the intention
is to rebuild or provide equivalent shoreline public open space and access in the future, when
wharf elevation no longer meets the sea level rise threshold.  In general there is a lack of
information regarding the proposed open space strategy as it relates to sea level rise and
resiliency. Check with the Energy and Climate Action Plan.

12. Utility Infrastructure and Service Sec 3.12.2 Stormwater, Pg 3-53 New Piles for Crane Stabilization: If needed, such support work is
anticipated to require approximately 0.01 acre (500 square feet) of new in-water piles. Consider
textural and other treatments of new in-water piles for ecological benefits.

13. Construction Sec. 3.13.1:
Pg. 54-55 – DEIR conservatively assumes that construction activities would occur over seven years
total, likely over two phases. Language is very careful/vague about timeline and only briefly
addresses where equipment will be staged, implications of increased activity of construction
vehicles over multi-year, multi-phase buildout (emissions, primary routes and wear and tear on
roads, where vehicles will be parked), etc.

Pg. 56 – The level of site remediation that has been completed as of today at the Project Site does not
allow for the types of uses planned, therefore further remediation will need to be undertaken according
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to a work plan approved by the DTSC (Department of Toxic Substances Control). Many details are
missing - what hazardous materials were at the site/what was the extent of contamination
(possibly addressed in 4.8)? Who will lead further remediation/next steps? What does the DTSC
approval process look like?

Sec. 3.13.3:
Pg. 58 – DEIR estimates peak employment of approx. 1,200 to 1,300 construction workers. Will these
workers be hired locally, in living wage union jobs, using affirmative action hiring, etc.?

14. Proposed General Plan and
Planning Code Amendments

15. Other Plan and Jurisdictional
Amendments and Compliance

How does this interface with the stalled Downtown plan?  How does this project produce
resources to implement the desired benefits in the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan and the
Downtown Plan?

16. Seaport Compatibility Measures

17. Existing Howard Terminal Tenants Pg. 61 – Based on growth scenarios, an anticipated 30.5 acres of overnight parking will be needed by
2050. What is the current capacity? Where would 30.5 acres be accommodated? Would be
useful to see this diagrammed on site plans.

Pg. 62-63 – Outside of the Seaport or the former OAB (Oakland Army Base), trucking related uses are
only allowed in the “T-overlay” zone, most of which is currently occupied. Existing truck parking inside
this zone either is illegal or cannot be expanded. There are also references to the West Oakland Truck
Management Plan, intended to “reduce the effects of transport trucks on local streets.” As described, it
sounds like this area is already at capacity for truck parking. What strategies from the Truck
Management Plan (TMP) have been implemented already? How does this plan cover anticipated
growth? Is there any scenario where parking is reduced?

18. Project Variants Sec 3.18.2 Aerial Gondola Variant: “The aerial gondola would travel overhead and along Washington
Street, extending from 10th Street in downtown Oakland to Jack London Square.” Significant concern
for gondola concept and its impacts to the economy/business growth and vitality in
surrounding neighborhoods including Old Oakland and Chinatown. The location of the gondola
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would impact residents and operations in nearby , and literally fly visitors over Chinatown rather
than encouraging foot traffic through Chinatown. We have written comments on the gondola
variant above in Section 2.2 of this letter.

19. Discretionary Actions and Other
Planning Considerations

20. Maritime Reservation Scenario
Exhibits for Comparison with the
Proposed Project

Sec 3.20, Pg 3-72, Figure 3-13.MRS – Parks, Plazas and Open Space Program and Design – Maritime
Reservation Scenario: Significantly less open space in the southwestern portion of the site in the
Maritime Reservation Scenario. The design of open space in this area reads more as a buffer
than a public-serving open space, failing to satisfy the project objective #9 which boasts the
project’s welcoming and inviting waterfront park and promenade for the public. Request to
revisit the parcel layout in this scenario, particularly on the west side of the site, in order to
maintain quality open space and unique conditions along the waterfront.

Sec 3.20, Pg 3-75, Figure 3-16.MRS – 3D Maximum Massing Program – Maritime Reservation
Scenario: Concern for the taller building heights (250’-400’ max heights) abutting waterfront
edge with minimum setbacks in the Maritime Reservation Scenario, compared to 100’ and even
60’ in the proposed project. How will these high rises impact the experience along the
waterfront park/promenade? Request for renderings at pedestrian/ground level along the
waterfront to convey the experience.

4. Introduction to Analysis

1. Aesthetics, Shadow,
and Wind

Pg. 4-1.1: Under CEQA Section 21099(d), “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be
considered significant impacts on the environment.”

1 Accordingly, aesthetics is no longer considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in
significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three of the following criteria:  The project is in
a transit priority area.
2  The project is on an infill site.
3  The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.
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“Thus, this section does not consider aesthetics, including the aesthetic impacts of light and glare in
determining the significance of Project impacts under CEQA.” Design is accepted as a matter of
course due to the criteria and not subject to required mitigation measures for aesthetics
including light.

Pg. 4.1-9: San Francisco Bay Trail will turn toward downtown Oakland. Opportunity to call for
signage indicating Chinatown proximity/location.

Pg. 4.1-12: Based on wind statistics measured at the Oakland International Airport, located
approximately six miles southeast of the Project site, wind speeds greater than 15 miles per hour (mph)
occur 11.5 percent of the time annually, and 63.3 percent of winds are between 6 and 15 mph. Of the
16 primary wind directions, four occur most frequently: west, west-northwest, west-southwest, and
northwest.
Pg. 4.1-12: Winds from 8 to 12 mph will disturb hair, cause clothing to flap, and extend a light flag
mounted on a pole. Winds from 13 to 18 mph will raise loose paper, dust, and dry soil, and will
disarrange hair. For winds from 19 to 24 mph, the force of the wind will be felt on the body. With 25 to
31 mph winds, umbrellas are used with difficulty, hair is blown straight, there is difficulty in walking
steadily, and wind noise is unpleasant. Winds over 31 mph cause noticeable inconvenience due to the
effort expended during walking.
Localized wind conditions on the site will be a factor in comfort. As buildings are constructed
mitigation measures on the wind for specific buildings will be designed according to the report.

Pg. 4.1-19: “Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would substantially and adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area (informational discussion; not subject to CEQA).” The ballpark
will create light, the extent of which and whether it might be a nuisance for Chinatown and other
nearby neighborhoods is difficult to determine and not discussed. Light is discussed as to how
it might appear at the property line and a handful of locations off-site. Generally, the effect of
light is downplayed, i.e. light fixtures are pointed down or shielded.
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Pg. 4.1-42 Impact AES-3: The Project would create a new source of substantial light or glare which
could substantially and adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. (Criterion 4) (Significant and
Unavoidable, but not a CEQA Consideration) – Mitigation measures pg. 4.1-51, impact is still
significant according to the report pg. 4.1-52.

Pg. 4.1-50 – Fireworks: 7 shows a year. Highly unlikely that there would be merely 7 shows a year
given how many fireworks happen at the Coliseum currently, during games, concerts, and other
shows. Will there be outreach and notification to Chinatown that these are occurring for each
occasion? Noise would be jarring to the elder population if unexpected.

2. Air Quality (General) While air quality and transportation planning are intrinsically connected for this
project, transportation and TOD-specific comments from the Oakland Chinatown Coalition are
noted in 4.15.

(General) High estimates for pollutant modeling explained well, but countered with high
estimates for reduction efficacy, which places populations subjected to air quality issues in
situations of even higher vulnerability if emissions and pollutants exceed estimates.

(General) Demolition, construction, and operation of the project would result in Significant and
Unavoidable with Mitigation average daily emissions for ROG, NOX, PM2.5, or PM10 for nearly a
decade of construction. While there are efforts to mitigate these emissions, the project needs
clear efforts for localized offsetting to neutralize the effects for the project’s immediate
neighbors.

Pg. 4.2-45 Operational Emissions: “The Project is not expected to require additional ferry or excursion
vessel service for ballgames...” The project should anticipate increased ferry needs given the
waterfront location and distance from other modes of public transportation. Project commitment
to parking reduction is a start towards TOD, but this has to be paired with increasing access
through other means, and realistically estimating the effects of those efforts.
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Pg. 4.2-64 Mitigation Measure AIR-1a – Dust Controls: Basic Controls #1, 3, & 6 and Enhanced
Control #5 require significant municipal water use in a water-constrained locality subject to
drought adjacent to an estuary ecosystem. These controls would be difficult to implement and
enforce, and their inclusion in modeled calculations is problematic.

Pg. 4.2-79 Mitigation Measure AIR-2e: Criteria Pollutant Mitigation Plan>>2. Criteria Pollutant Emission
Reduction Measures>>a. Recommended On-Site Emission Reduction Measures>>ii. Electrify all
residential development AND iii. Electrify all nonresidential development ) “Residential AND
Nonresidential buildings shall be 100 percent electric and not include any natural gas appliances,
including water heaters, clothes washers, HVAC systems, and stoves.” This recommended
commitment of 100% electrification does not align with earlier commitment of only 50% electric
buildings (4.2-38), nor the City of Oakland’s Municipal Code prohibition of the use of fossil fuel
gas in all newly constructed buildings (4.2-26).

Pg. 4.2-94 to 4.2-95 Context of Results AND Conclusion – “It is also worth noting that the City of
Oakland itself has some of the highest health incidence rates [asthma-related emergency room visit
rates] in both the County and the State...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.” As an environmental justice, public
health, and racial equity issue, a project of this scale in Oakland must have an air quality plan
that not only mitigates, but actively reverses exacerbated poor air quality levels. Although the
increase in health incidence rates is small relative to current rates, the current rates are
extremely high and that issue needs redress. It is therefore imperative that any offsetting is
localized, and not purchased outside of the immediate neighborhoods most affected including
but not limited to Chinatown, West Oakland, Jack London, and Old Oakland.

3. Biological Resources

4. Cultural and Tribal
Resources

Section 4.4.4 Impacts of the Project, Pg. 4.4-22 to 4-31: The Draft EIR is deficient because Oakland’s
Chinatown District should have been included in the scope of the EIR for the purpose of evaluating the
Project’s impact on Cultural Resources. It fails to identify Oakland’s Chinatown District as a historical
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significant area and cultural resource under CEQA that will be both directly and indirectly impacted by
the Project. The Draft EIR fails to identify mitigation measures that, if feasible, may be considered to
avoid or minimize the significant adverse impacts of the project on Chinatown.

Section 4.4: Section 4.4 describes the existing environmental setting as it relates to cultural resources
and then evaluates potential significant impacts of the project on cultural resources, identifies feasible
mitigation measures to ensure potentially significant impacts associated with these resources would be
avoided or minimized “to the greatest extent feasible.”

The Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 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 Study area generally includes parcels within a  ½ block of the Project site. This narrow
perspective was wrong because Oakland Chinatown is a historic resource. The appropriate inquiry
under Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, “V. Cultural Resources” is, “Would the project cause
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15054.5?” (Guidelines,
p. 316). The process for determining the significance of impacts to historical resources is laid out in
Section 15064.5.

The term “historical resources” includes “Any…place…which a lead agency determines to be
historically significant or significant in the … social, political,... or cultural annals of California may be
considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by
substantial evidence in light of the whole record” (Section 15064.5 (a)(3).) The CEQA Guidelines set
out the criteria by which a lead agency shall determine the resource to be historically significant. They
also provide that a lead agency may determine that the resource may be a historical resource under the
above-quoted qualification. (Section 15064.5(a)(4).) The City of Oakland should recognize that
Oakland Chinatown has existed for decades as a portal between America and China through which
generations of Chinese and other people from Asia have immigrated to begin a new life and contribute
to the multicultural fabric of Oakland. Oakland Chinatown retains cultural authenticity as it has enabled
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Chinese Americans to retain cultural ties with newcomers, to build a unique Asian-American culture,
and to fight racial injustice.  The City should formally confirm that Oakland Chinatown is a historical
resource, and the Developers have a responsibility to take leadership and acknowledge Oakland
Chinatown’s historicity as well.

If Chinatown incurs a substantial adverse change in its significance as a historical resource due to the
Howard Terminal Project, the project will be deemed to have a significant effect on the environment,
and appropriate mitigation measures will be needed to protect Chinatown to avoid degrading its value
as a historical resource (Section 15064.5(b).)  Section 4.4.3 of the Draft EIR relies on the Oakland
Cultural Heritage Survey to identify historical resources. However, its application is limited to
“Architectural Resources.” The Final EIR should include Chinatown as an identified historical resource
and include mitigation from the impacts of the project on Chinatown in Section 4.4.4. “Impacts of the
Project.”

One impact of the proposed project on Chinatown is the reduction in visits to Chinatown caused by
increased traffic on the streets that border and transect Chinatown, especially on game days. Traffic
delays and less parking for Chinatown residents and visitors will mean that Chinatown will experience a
drop in patronage, and businesses will suffer. If the lead agency wishes to approve the project despite
the Draft EIR’s findings that significant unmitigated impacts will occur, the following mitigation measures
should be adopted:

1. To protect access to Chinatown, traffic should be reconfigured as recommended in
section 15, “Transportation and Circulation”, below.

2. Effective wayfinding signs should indicate the routes to Chinatown destinations, such
as grocery stores, restaurants, Asian Health Services, Lincoln Recreation Center,
Madison Square Park, the Pacific Renaissance Plaza, the Asian Library, Oakland Asian
Cultural Center etc.

3. The project developers should agree as a condition of certification of the Final EIR that

Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District Project Draft EIR Comments, 04/27/2021

 

AR 0011161



food purchased from outside the 55 acre project site may be brought in and consumed
anywhere in the project, including in the sports complex.

4. To avoid the isolation of Chinese and Asian culture from the project, a community room
should be available for free or low cost to organizations and individuals from Chinatown
to use for the benefit of the community.  This request is based on Assembly Bill 1191,
Bonta (Ch. 752, States. 2019), Section 7(a)(10), which states, “A public community room
will be made available within the ballpark project for free or low cost to the statewide
public, without preference to local residents or organizations, if the commission or BCDC
finds that there is a demand or need for those facilities.” Although the community room
would be required by the State Lands Commission as a condition of approving the
exchange of lands for the Ballpark and Public Lands Development, the Chinatown
Coalition hereby requests that a community room be made available on the public
record, or that alternatively, the Project resource existing cultural/recreational space in
the Chinatown neighborhood, for instance at either Oakland Asian Cultural Center or
Lincoln Rec Center.

Finally, protecting Chinatown from negative impacts of the project should not be contingent on
the City’s designation of the neighborhood as a historical resource. For example, we previously
explained how the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts will harm Chinatown. The City should
address the negative impacts of the project on the social and economic character of Chinatown,
regardless of official City determination of Chinatown as a historical resource or not.

5. Energy

6. Geology, Soils, and
Paleontological
Resources

7. Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

General - AB 734 SEC. 2.A.ii: “The project does not result in any net additional emissions of
greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation...” It is of the
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utmost priority that the project strives to allocate 100% of the reductions towards net zero GHG
for the project in the neighborhoods adjacent to the project in Oakland, and not only 50% of said
reductions locally, as defined in AB 734. It is not enough to not contribute net additional GHG
emissions.

Pg. 4.7-61 Menu of Additional Emission Reduction Measures: Off-Site – We appreciate the “menu” of
off-site emission reduction measures, but it is unclear what the threshold of significance will be
for investment. To what extent would these community-based projects be funded and
implemented in order to be considered accomplished?

Pg. 4.7-62 Standards for Carbon Offset Credits: “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)...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.” None of the offsetting opportunities on any of the three registries listed
are even in Alameda County, let alone West Oakland, undermining efforts to mitigate the effects
of GHG on vulnerable local community members. This standard is lip-service without any
possibility of execution.

(See notes below from the Bicycle Master Plan (2019) and Energy and Climate Change Plan
(2020) and GHG requirements.)

8. Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

9. Hydrology and Water
Quality How will this Project anticipate and build for predicted flood zones at the waterfront?

10. Land Use, Plans, and
PUBLIC LANDS:
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Policies
Pg. 4.10- pg. 11: 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 (CA State Lands Commission) 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..."

Indigenous Peoples’ groups are underrepresented in this review process (another reason for
extension).

WATERFRONT POLICIES:

Policy W2.1: Linking Neighborhoods with the Waterfront.

Policy W2.6: Providing Maritime and Aviation Viewing Access. Safe access to areas for viewing
maritime and aviation activities without interfering with seaport and airport activities should be
encouraged.

Policy W2.10: Making Public Improvements as a Part of Projects. Physical improvements to improve
the aesthetic quality of the waterfront, and increase visitor comfort safety, and enjoyment should be
incorporated in the development of projects in the waterfront area. The Amenities may include
landscaping, lighting, public art, comfort stations, street furniture, picnic facilities, bicycle racks,
signage, etc. These facilities should be accessible to all persons and designed to accommodate
the elderly and physically disabled persons.
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Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE), pg. 4.10 – pg. 18-19:

Policy I/C.4.1, pg. 4.10 – pg. 17: 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." The City of Oakland has
reduced its (non-port) industrially zoned lands to 3-4% decimating the manufacturing sector
which holds the best opportunity for advanced technology and traditional manufacturing jobs.
The creative economy and industrial fabrication sector must also be protected, and prevent
further displacement of these industries.

Retain as much of the industrial zoned lands designations as possible. Develop mitigation
measures such as incorporating or replacing industrial uses in ground floor "retail" spaces.
Eliminate the word/concept/land use designation of “retail” for ground floor and decrease the
dependency of “retail” and use instead “flexible” (and neighborhood, not just destination)
ground floor designations. Ensure that all commercial products generated (including food) are
manufactured by local artisans and fabricators.

DOWNTOWN POLICIES:

Oakland’s 2019 Master Bike Plan, pg. 4.10-pg. 21 – Access Goal, Objective A: Increase access to jobs,
education, retail, park and libraries, schools, recreational centers, transit, and other neighborhood
destinations.

Action A2: Increase the supply of bicycle parking at neighborhood destinations like schools, medical
centers, grocery stores, and government offices.

Action A3: Evaluate the potential to combine transportation-impact fees for new developments
within the same neighborhood to provide continuous, high-quality bicycle facilities.
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Access Goal, Objective C: Support public transit service.

Action C1: Design bikeways that provide first and last mile connections to transit

Health & Safety Goal, Objective C: Reduce air pollution, asthma rates and greenhouse gas Emissions.

Meet the City’s 2018 Energy and Climate Action Plan and reduce GHG by reducing vehicle miles
traveled by 20%.

Action C1: Build a bicycle network that encourages Oaklanders to choose modes of
transportation.

Reduction of GHG is imperative in this project because the traffic and congestion impact has
not been fully calculated. Implementing the city’s bike plan is vital. Community benefit could be
an economic development project where the A’s sponsor youth operated and owned bicycle
based businesses (delivery of people and goods) with living wages.

OSCAR, pg. 4.10 - pg. 22:
Policy OS-7.2, Dedication of Shoreline Public Access: Support the BCDC requirements which mandate
that all new shoreline development designate the water’s edge as publicly accessible open space
where safety and security are not compromised, and where access can be achieved without interfering
with waterfront maritime and industrial uses.

We must consider shoreline preservation that doesn’t just mimic Jack London Square’s
concretized consumerism. The lack of open green space in Chinatown and Downtown is lower
per capita than many other cities our size, and even just in neighboring districts. Educative
restoration of wetlands would be more appropriate.

A Public Fishing Pier Is Needed to Provide True Public Access:

Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District Project Draft EIR Comments, 04/27/2021

 

AR 0011166



The Draft EIR correctly acknowledges that the BCDC has jurisdiction to determine whether the
conversion of the project site from Priority Port Use to a Sports Stadium mixed-use facility would be
consistent with the public trust. BCDC’s decision must consider whether public access to trust lands will
continue under the new use.  Although BCDC’s policies accept the provision of bay views as a form of
access, BCDC and the City have discretion to require a more engaging form of public access.

Fourteen members of the Oakland Chinatown Coalition and community members and representatives
of West Oakland have submitted a letter to BCDC’s Design Review Board requesting that the project
proponent construct and maintain a public fishing pier at the project as a suitable form of public access.
A copy of that letter is attached to these comments. A fishing pier would provide interactive public
access with the bay’s natural resources. This improvement in public access is needed to serve the local
communities of West Oakland and Chinatown, which historically have been denied access to the water.

Despite the project description, which includes walks and landscaped spaces, one look at the site plan
reveals that the project is designed to turn its back on the community. Along West Embarcadero, at
buildout there will be buildings that are 200’, 400’, and 600’ in elevation (the 600’ buildings are not in
the “center” of the site creating a “pyramid” effect as the project proponent represented to the BCDC
Design Review Board at its April 5, 2021 meeting). This wall of concrete, steel and glass is a barrier
against entry by those who do not have a specific reason to go to the shoreline. The uses deemed to
be consistent with the public trust are generally a form of paid entertainment, such as restaurants,
meeting/exhibit spaces, etc. While there is an access walkway and open areas planned, those are
amenities that are likely to be occupied by the occupants of the site, rather than local neighbors. This
Project should add to truly open and public land access for all visitors, and not just those who can afford
to pay for entrance to its amenities and entertainment.

The City is well aware that West Oakland and Chinatown residents are among the most economically
impacted in the City and could benefit greatly from additional outdoor recreational opportunities. A
fishing pier would be a gathering spot for the free enjoyment of fishing as an intergenerational, cultural
activity for the people of West Oakland and Chinatown. Fishing is extremely popular for families at Lake
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Temescal – a spot inside one of Oakland’s more affluent neighborhoods. Equity demonstrates that the
City should provide a focal point, to draw local neighbors to the bay waters so that they will derive some
measure of benefit from this project, which if it proceeds, will impose unavoidable impacts on their
neighborhoods.

Policy OS-9.2, Use of Natural Features to Define Communities: Use open space and natural features to
define city and neighborhood edges and give communities within Oakland a stronger sense of identity.
Maintain and enhance city edges, including the greenbelt on the eastern edge of the city, the shoreline,
and San Leandro Creek. Use creeks, parks, and topographical features to help define neighborhood
edges and create neighborhood focal points.

Pg. 4.10-27: Oakland Planning Code and Zoning Ordinance – “The Planning Code serves to implement
General Plan policies and is found in the Oakland Municipal Code, Title 17. The Planning Code governs
land uses and development standards, such as building height, bulk and setback, for specific zoning
districts within Oakland. 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 to the Project site. Under this anticipated shared regulatory framework, permits to construct new
buildings or to alter or demolish existing ones may not be issued unless the proposed Project conforms
to the Planning Code or an exception is granted pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code.” What
are the terms of this “shared regulatory framework”? Is the Planning Commission the oversight
entity?

The majority of the Project site, located between Jefferson and Linden Streets south of Embarcadero
West, is located within the (IG), General Industrial Zone as shown in Figure 4.10-6 (City of Oakland,
2013). The IG Zone is intended to create, preserve and enhance areas of the City that are appropriate
for a wide variety of businesses and related commercial and industrial establishments that may have
the potential to generate offsite impacts such as noise, light/glare, odor, and traffic. The IG zone allows
heavy industrial and manufacturing uses, transportation facilities, warehousing and distribution, and
similar and related supporting uses. Uses that may inhibit such uses, or the expansion thereof, are
prohibited. The IG district is applied to areas with good freeway, rail, seaport, and/or airport access. A
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small portion of the Project site is located within the M-40 Heavy Industrial Zone. The M-40 Zone is
intended to create, preserve, and enhance areas containing manufacturing, industrial, or related
establishments that are potentially incompatible with most other establishments, and is typically
appropriate to areas which are distant from residential areas and which have extensive rail or shipping
facilities.

Pg. 4.10-p27: "To date, City’s zoning regulations have not been enforced, nor has the Port developed
any zoning regulations, for the approximately 50-acre portion of the Project site located with the Port
Area." Where is the accountability on this lack of enforcement? How will communities be
assured of any future accountability?

Pg. 4.10-30, 4.10.4 Impacts of the Project – Physical Division of an Established Community: The Draft
EIR does not consider the established community of the original peoples prior to the Rancho Uplands
Land “grant” as a community that was indeed disrupted. Therefore, the project does indeed
“constitute a typical example of a physical division of an established community.” (4.10-31)

“The Project would involve the conversion of Howard Terminal from maritime service use to mixed-use
commercial and residential.” (4.10-31) This project needs to retain and expand as much industrial
and light industrial spaces in commercial ground floor spaces, and not confine activities to
retail and commercial uses.

Pg. 4.10-32, Land Use Compatibility – Impact LUP-2: “The Project could result in a fundamental conflict
with adjacent or nearby land or water-based uses. . .The Project, with its proposed ballpark and
residential and office/commercial uses, could result in a fundamental conflict with adjacent Seaport
uses if the Project substantially affects the functioning or viability of the uses.” The Analysis does not
offer a relative comparison between the $60B Seaport economy with 27,000 jobs with the
proposed economic impact and number of jobs that the new stadium and development would
provide.

Consistency with Land Use Plans and Policies, Impact LUP-3: The Project would not conflict with
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public trust restrictions. (Criterion 3) (Less than Significant). “However, to the extent the 1852 Tidelands
and Rancho Uplands were acquired or improved with trust funds, the Port holds and operates these
lands as assets of the trust and the Port has a duty to manage them accordingly.” (4.10-52)
Acquisition or improvement could be challenged by Indigenous Peoples groups and may have
deliberately been left out of the original Public Trust Doctrine to accommodate such action.

Current land deal (Original lands, Rancho Uplands, is 20.59 acres):
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Proposed land deal:
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Pg. 4.10-30 to 32 – 4.10.4 Physical Division of an Established Community: Buildings with heights up to
200', 300' and 600' are not appropriate for the waterfront. It will create a barricade on the Embarcadero
side of the complex. The Project will create a physical and visual barrier dividing the public and
established communities (such as West Oakland and Downtown) from access to the Bay and
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waterfront, both visually and physically. This is a significant and major impact that must be mitigated
with the heights reduced appropriately for waterfront developments. A reduction in density is needed to
reduce the traffic, air quality, and noise impacts of the project.

11. Noise and Vibration To characterize the noise environment within the Project site and surrounding area, both long term (48
hours or more) and short-term (20 minute) noise monitoring was conducted and resulting data are
presented in Appendix NOI. Long-term noise monitoring was conducted at three locations on the
Project site that were selected on the basis of their proximity to existing receptors and one location at
the nearest sensitive receptor (which also borders the existing UPRR tracks), while short-term noise
monitoring was conducted at multiple off-site locations near sensitive land uses and primary roadways
that would be used to access the Project site. The surrounding area of 0.5 miles is inadequate when
considering the noise generated from the ballpark, concert events, and fireworks. Neither
long-term noise monitoring or short-term noise monitoring was conducted in residential areas
and other sensitive land uses within 1 mile of the Project Site. This excludes significant portions
of West Oakland and Chinatown. Chinatown, in particular, would be significantly negatively
impacted as its residential and schools are particularly sensitive to ambient noise and they are
located adjacent to primary roadways, such as the 880 freeway, that would be used to access
the Project Site.

Pg. 4.11-26: The study area for evaluation of noise and vibration impacts from construction
encompasses the Project site and the nearest potentially affected sensitive receptors to the proposed
facilities. Applying a worst case daytime noise level (pile driving at 101 dBA at 50 feet) and the most
restrictive daytime noise threshold (65 dBA, Leq) and accounting for 5 dBA of shielding for intervening
structures at distances beyond 1,500 feet results in a maximum potential impact distance of 1,500 feet
without mitigation. Beyond this distance, all daytime construction noise impacts would be less than
significant. This approach to analysis is inadequate. Nearby Oakland estuary sites have required
pile driving to 75 feet, thus extending the maximum potential impact distance.

Appendix NOI – NOI.3 Traffic Noise Calculations: Clarify when these calculations were conducted.
Calculations prior to March 2020 would be more appropriate as the pandemic’s shelter-in-place

Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District Project Draft EIR Comments, 04/27/2021

 

AR 0011173



orders significantly reduced traffic and vehicle trips post-March 2020.

Appendix NOI – NOI.4 Field Noise Measurement: These measurements were conducted based on a
single game held mid-day on a weekend in 2019. Justify that this game represents the historical
average attendance of weekday and weekend games and of mid-day and night games and
concerts. Sound travels differently based on weather conditions, including air temperature and
wind. Factor in the additional attendees and better sound systems that a new ballpark would
draw in and utilize.

(General) Comment: this section does not include noise and vibration studies on the project
variants. The Aerial Gondola project variant would be particularly impactful to the Old Oakland
and Chinatown communities and the Project Variant section does not include short-term and
long-term noise monitoring. Without this data, the Draft EIR is incomplete as it does not
adequately address the environmental impact that noise and vibration would have on the Aerial
Gondola’s project site and surrounding areas.  This Environmental document should not cover
the project variants named (Gondola and Power Plant).

12. Population and Housing 4.12.4, Pg. 4.12-15: Project proposes up to 3000 new residential units. Unknown how Project
sponsor intends to meet affordable housing obligations, on-site inclusionary, off-site, and/or
in-lieu fees. There are valid concerns that Project sponsor will try to meet affordable housing
obligations by developing most of the affordable units at Coliseum site rather than have
mixed-income units on the new stadium site. Additionally, this mixed-use development may
create housing that would put further upward pressure on housing prices in nearby Oakland
Chinatown’s naturally occurring affordable housing stock as those seeking housing
geographically closer to the new stadium site. As a note, over 96% of the newly built housing in
the Downtown and Chinatown areas are market rate. The vacancy rates in those new buildings
are significantly higher than in older buildings, and although demand for the units has been soft
in Covid, landlords have not been lowering rents far enough to fill their vacancies.  EBALDC is
happy to provide corroborating market analyses that show these trends in late 2020, early 2021.

4.12.4, Pg. 4.12.-18: Draft EIR contemplates that socio economic impacts, i.e. gentrification and
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displacement, are out of scope, and that the new stadium site does not constitute a significant change
as a neighborhood development, displacement is too widespread to be attributed to one site, and
gentrification are not physical changes to the environment.

4.12.5, Pg. 4.12-21: Additionally, the Draft EIR states that, ”Since there are no existing housing units
and limited employees located on the Project site, the Project would not have a considerable
contribution to a cumulative impact related to the displacement of existing people or housing units
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere”. All these assumptions diminishes
and overlooks tangible spillover impacts to low-income and working class Chinatown, West
Oakland, and Downtown residents. The new stadium development is site specific and direct
impacts would be minimized in terms of no displacement will occur, but this does not fully
acknowledge that the project would have a ripple effect and impact on housing in neighboring
communities.

4.12.5, Pg. 4.12-20: Draft EIR states that the new stadium as a mixed use development would not
contribute to cumulative substantial unplanned population growth in the City or the region. However,
this does not address the resulting development growth pressure to the immediate surrounding
neighborhoods of Chinatown, West Oakland, Old Oakland, Jack London, Downtown, and
Uptown. These tangible physical impacts would be what another EIR would have to address.

13. Public Services

14. Recreation 4.14.1, Pg. 4.14-1: We appreciate the explanation of the OSCAR classifications, but we note that
some parks (like Lincoln Square Park in Chinatown) may be classified as a Neighborhood Park
based on their size when in reality, more accurately function as a Region-serving park, in the
number and geographic origin of actual park-goers. The residents who use Lincoln come from
all over the City of Oakland and beyond, and we have consistently advocated CEQA and other
analyses should focus not only on the detrimental impacts of new development, but how new
development can bring new resources that should be prioritized to improve existing well-used
community assets. The ideal urban park is not an empty space that is not full of people. The
ideal urban park is a bustling place of activity where many different people can find space to do
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their preferred recreational activity with other people who have a similar interest.  We should be
using this opportunity to strengthen those places with proven active use by a diversity of
Oaklanders.

4.14.1, Pg. 4.14-2 to 4.14-4: The descriptions of the parks should be expanded to identify which
parks are used by many different groups of Oakland residents and visitors.

4.14.1, Pg. 4.14-5: Table 4.14-1 could include the Service Level designation for each park, so that
readers can understand which parks can be prioritized for a higher level of service that might
result in more usage of the park. Please also consider how playing fields in these areas might
be altered in order to avoid becoming repositories of goose feces, which also discourages
human use. Birds should have riparian habitats as part of our park system, but birds should be
actively discouraged from congregating on fields intended for sports, play, etc. This can be
done by using turf for most play fields.

4.14.2, Pg. 4.14-8: Please be more specific about how the Quimby Act applies to this project. Is
Quimby applicable here, and is the project sponsor obligated to provide a dedication of land or
in-lieu fees?

4.14.2, Pg. 4.14-9: Policy OS-4.1 should be amended to encourage less private outdoor space for
the building residents, and instead encourage contribution and maintenance of outdoor public
space that can be shared by building residents and community members. This is an issue that
we will raise in the next General Plan amendment.

4.14.2, Pg. 4.14-9: Policy REC-3.1 appears to mandate new park space as part of this project.
That is fine, but we would prefer that this new open space be more modest, emphasize
connection to other nearby existing parks and projects such as the West Oakland Walk (WOW),
and prioritize resources to improve those existing parks for the community members who live in
Oakland now. This is an issue that we will raise in the next General Plan amendment.
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4.14.2, Pg. 4.14-10: City of Oakland LLAD is a fine policy and tax assessment as long as it is on
top of the City’s normal resourcing of parks and rec and lighting programming. This additional
assessment should not give the City flexibility to reduce or replace its general fund obligation
towards these programs.

4.14.3, Pg. 4.14-11: As stated earlier, the Significance Criteria are understandable, but
inadequately framed by CEQA. An increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks is not necessarily undesirable, as long as those parks are prioritized for expansion or
improvement to accommodate the new people, in which case improvements can be shared and
enjoyed by long-time residents and newcomers, which is important to social cohesion and
connection. The framing by CEQA implies that if existing parks see more usage, the response
should be to build new parks. That may be appropriate in some cases, but in general we prefer
prioritization of resources towards modernization, improvement, upkeep, and expansion of
existing recreational resources, rather than adding new responsibilities and liabilities to our
OPRYD in the form of new open space that further stretches their limited resources.

4.14.4, Pg. 4.14-12 to 4.14-13: As stated in the paragraph above, the operational impacts are
generally not honestly considered or accounted for because OPRYD’s budget does not expand
proportionally to handle new responsibilities, and the public is burdened by long term
obligations that are often not fiscally supported in the budget. Therefore, we recommend a
smaller dedication than the 18.3 acres described in this section, and a higher allocation of fiscal
support that can be prioritized for existing parks within our existing neighborhoods. Otherwise,
contrary to the assertion in this section, the Project will substantially accelerate the degradation
of existing general recreational resources by pulling away resources from maintenance of those
facilities to maintenance of a shiny new park that serves a new neighborhood with new
residents, but not our pre-existing residents and community members.

4.14.4, Pg. 4.14-15: We recommend expansion of existing recreational facilities, in particular, of
Lincoln Square Recreation Center, which has the highest daily usage in the City of Oakland
pre-Covid. That mitigation measure would improve Downtown Oakland’s only public recreation

Oakland A's Waterfront Ballpark District Project Draft EIR Comments, 04/27/2021

 

AR 0011177



center for all, and adequately resource the staff to manage the site and maintain it as a safe
place for many different types of uses and activities. Existing parks in West Oakland (in
particular Lowell Park) should also be prioritized for improvements and staffing, in order to be a
safe place for all ages to mingle and play.

4.14.5, Pg. 4.14-18: We continue to advocate against spending City resources on new “Green
Loops” at the expense of improving actual nodes of existing recreational activity (specifically,
existing parks and rec centers). Do not expand the Downtown Oakland Specific Plan proposal
for a Green Loop with an additional new Green Loop. See this linked article for an analysis of the
disparity between who wants and uses loops, versus who wants and uses urban parks in Houston
(which we find applicable to Oakland):
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-03-23/in-texas-houston-s-bayou-greenways-2020-parks
-project-aims-to-meet-the-needs-of-people-of-color

4.14.5, Pg. 4.14-19: The conclusion of this section finds Less than Significant impact after
mitigation.  This might be true, but we believe that the types of mitigations outlined in this DEIR
are not adequate or correctly framed to make the impacts less than significant to existing
community members of Oakland.  We require more prioritized fiscal support for existing parks
and rec centers in our community, not shiny new open spaces designed to attract new residents
to the area.

15. Transportation and
Circulation

Pg. 4.15-1: Impact Area must be expanded beyond the ½ mile radius because of the unique
nature of the proposed Project, which heavily depends on off-street and on-street parking in the
adjacent neighborhoods and surrounding areas, including in Chinatown and the Pacific
Renaissance parking garage. The impact area should include the Chinatown area from
Broadway to Oak, and from 6th Street to 11th Street. The impact area should include Jackson and
6th Street on-ramp and the Oak and 5th Street on-ramp, as well as the Oak and 6th Street off-ramp.
The study area should also include the Broadway & 5th Street and Webster & 6th Street entry to
the Webster Tube. Parking garages within 1 mile of the project, page 4.15-36, include several
major garages in Chinatown.  The impact on the intersections adjacent to these Parking
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facilities should be addressed. The Project is dependent on on-street parking in Chinatown and
adjacent neighborhoods. This impact is ignored by the Draft EIR.

Pg.  4.15-23, Figure 4.15-7: Existing Pedestrian Network should include Chinatown, which is
heavily traveled by pedestrians.

Pg. 4.15-28: The 14 freeway segments and six ramps and special freeway segments within the
vicinity of the Project site operate as LOS F during PM peak hours. Why is there no analysis as
to the impact of the project when it brings in 32,000 additional vehicles trips during this time
period? See 4.15-167.

Pg. 4.15-29: LOS E on Webster, Webster-Posey Tubes, etc. during both morning and evening
peak hours appear to be erroneous and based on an expanded definition of peak hours.  5th and
Broadway and 5th and Oak are already at level F. Description excluded plan area road segments
to operate at level F. For example, 9th and Webster currently operate at level E during PM peak
hours. It will be heavily impacted by the Project and will be F and gridlock. 4th and Broadway
and 5th and Oak Street are currently F during PM peak hours and will be gridlock with the new
project. See Oakland Alameda Access Project Draft EIR, page 2-66 to 2-67. What is the rationale for
not including Chinatown intersection, especially Webster Street and the effects on the traffic
trying to access the Webster Tube at PM peak hours?

LOS for specified intersections must be discussed in the text and presented in a table showing
Existing and Existing plus Project, as well as projects nearby under construction. See City of
Oakland Transportation Impact Review Guidelines, page 29.

Pg. 4.15-35: At Coliseum, attendee mode of access is 76% vehicle on weekday evenings, 78% on
weekday days, 81% on weekends, and 80% for arena events. See Appendix TRA, page 33-34.
Anticipated mode of travel for Howard terminal ballpark is 75% vehicle on weekday evenings,
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76% on weekday days, 80% on weekends. Vehicle Trips per attendee is 93% on weekday
evenings, 94% on weekday days, 97% on weekends. See also pg. 4.15-189 to 200, for VMT (vehicle
miles traveled) Ballpark analysis.

Pg. 4.15-36 – Existing Parking Characteristics: Several major garages are in Chinatown, e.g.
Webster-Franklin and 11th-9th. This should be accounted for in the EIR.

Pg. 4.15-42 to 4.15-45 – Port Access: Port trucks and traffic utilize local streets in Chinatown,
between Oak Street and Port when I-880 is congested (which often occurs), including 7th Street,
8th Street, 5th Street. This impact on Chinatown must be addressed.

Pg. 4.15-47 to 48 – Planned Transportation network Changes: The Oakland Alameda Access Project
is not fully funded, and is a mitigation for the impacts of this Project. This Project should
contribute funds for its construction as mitigation. Other projects that would mitigate traffic
congestion include the re-conversion of streets such as Webster, Harrison, 7th, and 8th from
one-way to two-way streets. For example, the congestion created by diverting parking to the
Pacific Renaissance Plaza Parking lot should be mitigated by re-converting 9th Street between
Webster and Franklin to a two-way street so that traffic would not have to circle through
Chinatown and 8th Street to enter into the parking lot. See also, Lake Merritt Station Area Plan,
pages 4.15-50 to 51. These are mitigations to which the Applicant should pay its fair share.
Project should pay its fair share for these necessary infrastructure improvements. The
Oakland-Alameda Access Project is described on Page 4.15-56. Phase II includes the study to
provide additional off-ramp on-ramps for 880 between 23rd Ave and MLK. This Project should
include paying its fair share of the OAAC Project as mitigation. Traffic management of impacts
should be linked to these specific mitigation programs.

Pg.4.15-57 to 58 – AB 734: There is not a 20 percent reduction in vehicle trips. The analysis
shows that the TMP estimated reduction can be as low as 7%, and is based on forcing traffic
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into the adjacent neighborhoods, e.g. an 11% reduction is based on limiting parking at the
ballpark to 2000 spaces, forcing traffic into the surrounding neighborhoods for off-street and
on-street parking. (Page 37,  Appendix TRA.2)

4.15.3 Project Transportation Characteristics. (Pg. 41.5-79 et seq.):

Pg. 4.15-80: Further reduction of parking at Ballpark from 3,500 to 2,000 will force more vehicle
traffic to park in neighborhoods, overwhelming on-street and off-street parking in Chinatown,
West Oakland, Old Oakland, and Jack London. Providing 2,000 parking spaces for 35,000
attendees when there is no adjacent BART station as currently provided at the Coliseum will
destroy the Port, Chinatown, and the adjacent neighborhoods. The Coliseum currently has 9,100
parking spaces and an adjacent BART station. The project is expected to generate 32,000
vehicle trips.

See Appendix TRA, page 33-34: Anticipated mode of travel for Howard terminal ballpark is 75%
vehicle on weekday evenings, 76% on weekday days, 80% on weekends. Vehicle Trips per
attendee is 93% on weekday evenings, 94% on weekday days, 97% on weekends.

Pg. 4.15-128-130 – Broadway Corridor: The creation of the “Ballpark Opening” Improvement calls for
removing one motor vehicle lane in each direction on Broadway between 2nd and 11th Street. This will
force traffic onto Webster, Franklin and other streets west of Broadway, creating gridlock, air
quality impacts, etc. for Chinatown. This is unacceptable. A mitigation of this traffic congestion
problem for Chinatown would be to reconvert Webster Street from a one-way street to a two-way
street between 12th Street and 6th Street.  Unfortunately, the failure of the Draft EIR to address
the impact of the Project on Chinatown traffic and congestion has resulted in the failure to
provide adequate mitigation measures for these impacts.

Removal of the separate westbound right-turn lane from 6th street at Broadway cannot be done
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without full implementation of the Oakland Alameda Access-Project.  The Project needs to
contribute its fair share fee for the project, which is not fully funded.

Bus-only lanes with transit priority do not connect the 12th Street BART station to Chinatown
since riders already walk to Chinatown only a block away.

Pg. 4.15-130 – Table 4.15-20: The conclusion in section “Drivers-autos and Trucks” that “Local
Drivers are not expected to divert to other streets but would continue to use Broadway to
access Downtown, Chinatown, and Jack London” is unsupported and is contrary to common
sense as well as routing algorithms used by drivers, such as Google Maps. Drivers attempting
to access the Webster Tube from Broadway will be diverted to Webster Street into the heart of
Chinatown, creating gridlock.

Pg. 4.15-133 – Collision Analysis: There is no “Howard Terminal – Collision History analysis
included Appendix TRA. This must be provided for review along with the Draft EIR.

Pg. 4.15-134 to 136: The eleven intersections do not include any Chinatown intersections, where
Oakland’s highest number of Pedestrian-involved Accidents occur. See Oakland Alameda Access
Project Draft EIR pg. 2-52.

Pg. 4.15-136, Transportation Management – AB 734, pg. 14.5-192: There is no analysis as to how
the TMP will reduce vehicle trips by 20 percent. The analysis is wishful thinking that does not
justify Table 4.15-39.  The conclusion is based on a future draft TMP to be submitted to the City
for review and approval. There is no reasonable basis to conclude that any of the items listed as
priorities in the TMP (which have not been defined with specificity –see page 4.15-193) will
accomplish the 20 percent reduction in vehicle trips required by AB 734. The analysis shows
that the trip reduction estimate can be as low as 6% (see Table 15, page 37-38 of 46, Peter
Vellmann and Nicole Ferrera Memorandum, December 1, 2020, appendix TRA.2). The strategies
are also based on forcing traffic and vehicle trips to the surrounding areas (e.g., by limiting
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parking at the ballpark and forcing attendees to park in Chinatown, West Oakland, and the
surrounding neighborhoods; by creating bus-only lanes on Broadway, forcing traffic to Webster
Street and Franklin Street and Chinatown.) The intent of AB 734 was an actual reduction of
vehicle trips, not pushing the vehicle problem into adjacent neighborhoods.

Pg. 4.15-142: Mitigation measures shown on table 4.15-23 are speculative and not shown to meet
the 20 percent reduction in vehicle trips. Estimated Reduction can be as low as 6%. The
Strategy and Measures that do no more than force traffic into the surrounding neighborhoods or
create unmitigated congestion in the adjacent neighborhoods should be prohibited and
rejected.

Pg. 4.15-162, Trip Generation – Ballpark: Automobile Trip Generation for Ballpark – 32,000 vehicle
trips. Even with the alleged 20% reduction, there will be 26,000 vehicle trips. How will visitors
park 20,000 vehicles with only 2000 parking spaces?

Pg. 4.15.167-168, Tables 4.15-29, 30, 31: Even if all on-street and off-street parking within 1 mile
of the ballpark (12,979 parking spaces) are used only for the ballpark and no one else, there
would not be sufficient parking spaces to accommodate the ballpark. See Table 4.15-8, page
4.15-36. (Only 7,603 off-street and on-street parking spaces are available.)

Pg. 4.15-193: The Draft EIR admits that “the TMP relies in part on strategies that have not been defined
with specificity and would require continued monitoring and adjustment. . .” There is no
demonstration that acceptable results can be achieved by any of the suggestions in the TMP.
There is no reasonable basis to conclude that the impacts will be adequately mitigated by
“monitoring” or any of the TMP suggestions or future programs.  Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b
is an impermissible deferral and inadequate.

Pg. 4.15-200: Removal of the westbound right-turn lane from 6th street at Broadway, i.e. the
Broadway off-ramp, would cause backup of I-880 traffic and traffic going to Chinatown and the
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Webster tube to City of Alameda. This is an off-ramp and appears to be beyond the powers
conferred by law on the City of Oakland.

Pg. 4.15-243, 248: There is no overriding consideration that would justify allowing the Project to
impose the significant impacts identified in Impact TRANS-6 and Impact TRANS-6.CU.

16. Utilities and Service
Systems

17. Effects Found Not
Significant

5. Project Variants

1. Peaker Power Plant
Variant

Sec. 5.1.2, Pg. 5: The Peaker Power Plant Variant involves the planned conversion of the existing
Peaker Power Plant to a battery energy storage system. What are the potential impacts/risks of
proximity to a battery storage site?

2. Aerial Gondola Variant Sec. 5.2.1 Description “The Aerial Gondola Variant includes the proposed Project as well as a new
aerial gondola above and along Washington Street, extending from 10th Street in downtown Oakland to
Jack London Square (location 2 in Figure 5-1). The gondola would be a transit option for people going
to the Project site on a daily basis and for events.” Request for the DEIR to include a more
compelling description for the need to build a gondola, versus investing in existing
infrastructure that exists at ground level. Though the aerial gondola may result in extremely
limited traffic mitigation, it generally localizes the economic growth only to the vicinity of
stations, and does not contribute to area-wide shared economic growth. Additionally, clarify if
the gondola will be accessible by the general public or only event attendees. Clarify if the
gondola will be available for the general public to ride at all times or only at certain times.

Sec 5.2.2, Study Area and Setting Pg 5-73: “The southern gondola station would be at the foot of
Washington Street, approximately two blocks west of the Project site boundary; and the northern
station, the Convention Center Station, would be 10 blocks north of Embarcadero West, the northern
boundary of the Project site. Therefore, the study area for this variant is extended to include this
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10-block corridor along Washington Street, as shown in Figure 5-20.” The DEIR study area of the
gondola impacts are limited to one-half the block east and west of the gondola proposal. The
inherent imposing nature of a large infrastructure such as a gondola should consider at a
minimum 3-4 blocks radius (¼ mile, a comfortable walking distance). Without a proper study
area, the impacts listed in this DEIR fail to acknowledge the inevitable impact on Chinatown
neighborhood, which is only 1 block away from the proposed location of the Gondola.

Sec 5.2.2, Pg 5-75 Historical Resources Setting: “This subsection describes the study area and setting
for the Aerial Gondola Variant, focusing on historic resources near or surrounding the location of this
variant. Notable new context considered with this variant is the Old Oakland API, with numerous
historic architectural resources and I-880, for example. The relevant characteristics of the expanded
scope implications of the expanded study area are discussed under each environmental topic below,
because it varies by topic.” The DEIR states that the study area focuses on ‘historic resources
near or surrounding the location’ and that expanded scope implications ‘vary by topic’. The
logic used to conclude the study area boundary and impacted historic resources is vague. In
line with the comment above, the Project should consider including Chinatown and notable
landmarks such as the Pacific Renaissance Plaza as relevant surrounding historic resources.

Sec 5.2.3, Pg 5-81 Aesthetics, Shadow, and Wind: “Views of these scenic resources would be available
to the public while traveling on the gondola. Therefore, this variant, in combination with the proposed
Project, would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or substantially damage scenic
resources.” Clarify if the gondola will be free or will require a price to ride. Clarify if the gondola
will be available for the general public to ride at all times or only at certain times. The Project
would not have adverse effects on scenic vistas as long as it would be accessible by all,
available at low to no cost, and no restrictions for the general public to ride alongside event
attendees. Our general experience with these fixed, limited function transportation projects is
that they are inflexible and expensive, and serve relatively few people. The BART Oakland
Airport Connector is an example of this. The ridership is very limited, it is expensive, and it does
not benefit any of the surrounding community by allowing interim stops to increase the
attractiveness to other riders. We do not want to take people off the street level. We want them
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to walk through our neighborhoods and contribute eyes on the street to improve all of our
safety. Supporting programs such as Chinatown’s existing Community Ambassador Program
would be a much better use of resources to make safe passage to the ballpark.

Sec 5.2.3, Visual Character/Visual Quality (Non-CEQA), Pg 5-82: “Development of the gondola would
change the area’s character by adding a new vertical and horizontal feature overhead, contrasting with
the low- to mid-rise commercial character of the area. The gondola stations would become prominent
features of the visual landscape at both ends of the gondola alignment,” and Figure 5-21 and Figure
5-22. The visual quality of the gondola feature is not in line with the area’s neighborhood
character, and will also likely negatively impact the quality and nature of the existing public
realm. Introducing a direct mode of travel from the downtown area directly to the ballpark will
reduce foot traffic at the ground level. This will inevitably have a negative impact on the
businesses in the surrounding area, including Chinatown and Old Oakland.

3. Impacts of the Project
plus Both Variants

4. Maritime Reservation
Scenario

5. References

6. Alternatives

1. Factors Considered in
Selection of Alternatives

Impact TRANS-6 and Impact TRANS-3.CU: Posey and Webster Tube and 980 and 880 Freeway
entrance and exit congestion directly impacts Oakland Chinatown. Therefore, in considering
improving existing streets, sidewalks, bicycle facilities through and near the project site to
maximize pedestrian and non-motorized mobility and minimize physical barriers and division
with nearby neighborhoods, Chinatown must also be considered in the analysis of alternatives 3
and 4.

Sec 6.1.1 – Project Objectives: There is no objective that speaks to building upon and respecting
the history/maritime industry of the project site. This is a critical consideration if the project
intends to transform the waterfront from its original use to a new mixed-use neighborhood.
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Indicate how the proposed project intends to accomplish this (strong recommendation to
maintain existing cranes, express through materiality and character of architectural spaces,
etc.).

Sec 6.1.1, Pg. 6-2 Project Objectives #2: “Provide sufficiently dense, complementary mixed-use
development with a range of flexible uses, including residential, office/commercial, retail, and
entertainment, to create a vibrant local and regional visitor-serving waterfront destination that is active
year round...” Project Objectives seem to amplify the proposed project as a regional/visitor
serving destination; there is a lack of specific language around creating a local neighborhood
that will serve existing surrounding neighborhoods.

Sec 6.1.1, Pg. 6-3 Project Objectives #6: “Construct high-quality housing…” Plan needs detail about
new housing affordability requirements to accommodate current Oakland residents, and avoid
gentrification.

2. Alternatives Selected for
Consideration

Sec 6.2.3, Alternative 3 – Proposed Project with Grade Separation Alternative, Pg 6-25: “In addition to
the same approvals required from the City, the Port, and other agencies for the proposed Project,
Alternative 3 would also require additional approvals by those entities, as well as other organizations,
agencies, and private parties.” Include language that assures a future coordinated transportation
plan that will prioritize safe and alternative routes for pedestrians and bicyclists, and considers
anticipated growth of this area.

Sec 6.2.3 Transportation and Circulation, Pg 6-33: There are impacts on the connectivity on the Bay
Trail Brush Street - off-site Bay Trail improvements. The DEIR should propose an alternative
route that maintains design specifications and considers pedestrian experience and visual
character. Safe intersection design should be part of the TIS, with major crossings at Market and
Brush at 3rd Streets with the entry points to grade separation meeting the existing Bay Trail.

Sec 6.2.4, Alternative 4 – The Reduced Project Alternative, Pg 6-34: “However, only the ballpark and
the hotel(s) would be taller than 100 feet tall and both the amount of construction and the intensity of
use of the site would be less than with the proposed Project.” Clarify the logic for 100’ max height
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and reduction to 700 dwelling units. The DEIR should consider a Reduced Project Alternative
that incorporates a more reasonable level of density (more housing) and height (between 100’
and 600’ maximum heights, that would remain economically feasible).

Sec 6.2.4, Alternative 4 – Reduced Project Alternative, Pg 6-35: “Alternative 4 would provide the same
amount of open space as the proposed Project, and parking would be provided within parking
structures, on street, and within mixed-use buildings, as envisioned with buildout of the proposed
Project. With significantly less residential units in this scenario, less open space would be
needed. Consider investing and providing more space for other uses (e.g., commercial space
that could include cultural or educational space for local community organizations, PDR or
other industrial uses that would be appropriate given existing context).

Sec 6.2.4, Alternative 4 – Reduced Project Alternative, Pg 6-36: “This would make the site less visible
from many viewpoints than the proposed Project.” All rendering views in DEIR are either located
within project site or an aerial view, and do not give a sense of how buildings will relate with
surrounding context or impact key view corridors. Requesting additional views to understand
how Proposed Project, Maritime Reservation Scenario, and Alternatives would look and feel, as
well as impact views from surrounding neighborhoods (Chinatown, Jack London, Downtown
Oakland, Alameda) and key view corridors (880 and 980 Freeways, Market St, MLK Jr Way,
Adeline St, Embarcadero West).

Sec 6.2.4 Alternative 4 – The Reduced Project Alternative, Figure 6.5: Concern for tower creating
shade on made promenade park open space in the morning hours. Consider another location
for high rise in this scenario.

3. Comparative Analysis

4. Alternatives Considered
but Not Analyzed in
Detail in the EIR

5. Environmentally
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Superior Alternative

6. References

7. Impact Overview and Growth
Inducement

1. Significant and
Unavoidable
Environmental Impacts

7.1, Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts – Pg.7-1 et. seq.: The Project will create
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated, many of which are not described in the Draft EIR
but are outlined above. The Wind Hazards, Air Quality, and Transportation Circulation impacts
are discussed above. There are no overriding considerations that would justify creating gridlock
in the adjacent neighborhoods and destroying the viability of the Port of Oakland and its future
expansion. The comments regarding Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 are therefore incorporated herein
as though fully set out.

2. Significant Irreversible
Environmental Effects

7.2.3, Changes in Land Use or Impacts that Commit Future Generations – Pg. 7-7: The change in
land use of Howard Terminal will harm the Port of Oakland which is currently using the terminal
for maritime support uses, including truck parking. There are no identified replacement facilities
for the truck parking, which is essential for the Port operations and the ability of the Port of
Oakland to expand its facilities as the demand for Port operations continue.  Trade with Asia
continues to expand and the projected demand for services at the Port of Oakland has been
projected by many studies. The Port of Oakland has few or no options for expansion because of
the current land uses surrounding the Port.

The project creates a major conflict with the continued viability of the existing Commercial/Industrial use
of the Port of Oakland Operations. Building 3,000 residential units, 35,000 persons capacity ballpark,
and 1.5 million square feet of commercial use and 270,000 square feet of retail uses (hotels,
restaurants, conference facilities, etc.) adjacent to the Port of Oakland will severely restrict the ability of
the Port of Oakland to continue and grow as a viable Port Operations serving the West Coast and the
nation.  Building residential housing and other non-industrial uses adjacent to the Port will create
numerous environmental conflicts impacting ongoing operations and future expansion. The numerous,
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well-paid blue collar jobs, which are quickly becoming extinct, will be lost forever. Oakland Chinatown is
still trying to understand how those Port impacts will spill over into our neighborhood. Will a decrease
in Port business affect our businesses? What alternatives are available for those Port activities
and their connections to Chinatown?

3. Growth-Inducing
Impacts and Urban
Decay

7.3.1, Growth Inducement – Pg. 7-7- to 7-9: The Project will irreparably impact the direct and/or
indirect growth potential of the Port of Oakland and Chinatown, and the other surrounding
neighborhoods such as Old Oakland, Downtown, and Jack London Square. By creating gridlock
for local traffic and the regional roadways that are already congested, the Project will impact
local businesses.

Commercial neighborhoods such as Chinatown, already struggling to survive, will struggle to
compete with similar businesses in other neighborhoods which are more easily accessed in the
Bay Area. The gridlock created by the ballpark congestion on game days will choke-off the
Chinatown customer base. The City of Oakland will be required to substantially subsidize local
businesses and/or implement other alternatives in order for them to survive.

4. References

8. Report Preparers

1. Lead Agency

2. Responsible Agency

3. EIR Consultants

Appendices

1. Public Resources Code

2. Notice of Preparation
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3. Oakland Major
Development Projects
List (March 2019)

4. Aesthetics, Shadow and
Wind Supporting
Information

5. Air Quality Supporting
Information

6. Biological Resources
Supporting Information

7. Cultural Resources
Supporting Information

8. Energy Supporting
Information

9. Geotechnical Conditions
Report

10. HYD (Part 1): Civil
Infrastructure Technical
Report

10. HYD (Part 2)

10. HYD (Part 3)

11. Noise Supporting
Information See Comments in Chapter 4.

12. Construction Noise
Reduction Plan

13. Transportation
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Supporting Information
(Part 1): Draft
Transportation
Management Plan
(TMP)

13. Transportation
Supporting Information
(Part 2): Existing Plus
Full Buildout
Non‐Ballpark
Development Plus
Midday Game Results

Other
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