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This memo discusses assumptions in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and the Air Quality Technical 
Report (Appendix AIR) regarding accelerated build-out of the proposed Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District 
Project (the Project) and the start date of construction.  Both assumptions result in an analysis that is 
“conservative,” meaning that it likely overstates environmental impacts of the project. This approach was taken to 
ensure that, even if these environmental impacts were potentially overestimated, environmental impacts would 
not be greater than that disclosed in the Draft EIR and would be mitigated appropriately.  The Project schedule 
changes will not result in new significant impacts beyond those disclosed in the EIR.       

The Draft EIR Project Description describes development of the Project in two phases (Draft EIR Figure 3-6).  The 
first phase would include the ballpark and a mix of other uses on a portion of the Project site, generally east of 
Market Street.  The second phase would include the balance of proposed uses and the remainder of the site unless 
the Port of Oakland exercises its option to take back up to 10 acres for expansion of the Inner Harbor Turning Basin. 
The development program by phase is included in Draft EIR Table 3-1 and would not change if the site size is 
reduced to accommodate expansion of the turning basin.   

The pace of development in both phases would be dependent on market demand, absorption, financial feasibility, 
and construction practicalities.  As a result, construction is likely to occur over a long period, and could occur in 
sub-phases.   

Draft EIR Analysis:  Accelerated Construction over an Eight-Year Period  

While the actual pace of development is dependent on market conditions and other factors and may potentially 
extend over a long period, the Draft EIR’s analysis assumes that the Project, if approved, would build-out over eight 
calendar years.  This assumption results in a conservative analysis because it compresses construction activities, 
accounting for more construction workers on site and more construction equipment in use at one time than is 
actually likely to occur, resulting in greater impacts for some resource topics.  

For example, if construction activities were to be spread out over a longer period than analyzed in the Draft EIR, 
average daily or maximum annual air pollutant emissions could be less than those estimated in the Draft EIR 
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because even though the total quantity of emissions through the entire construction period would remain the same, 
the average daily and annual construction equipment hours would decline. As another example, total toxic air 
contaminant (TAC) emissions, including diesel exhaust in the form of diesel particulate matter (DPM), from 
construction would be similar with an extended construction schedule, but TAC exposure would be reduced for 
susceptible sensitive receptor age groups (such as the 0 to 2 age group) because the intensity of TAC emissions and 
annual exposures would decrease, similar to criteria pollutants.  In other words, the Draft EIR analyzes a relatively 
large amount of construction taking place during a relatively intensive and overlapping schedule, and if construction 
were to be extended and less intensive, actual exposure to project-related TACs and resulting health risks would not 
be greater than and could be less than those estimated in the Draft EIR.  

In addition, the Draft EIR analysis’s accelerated construction assumption does not account for the fact that 
technologies and emission factors, driven by legislative and regulatory mandates, are projected to improve and that 
“cleaner” equipment for both construction and operation of the Project (e.g. emergency generators and on-road 
vehicles) will be available for use and likely required after the eight-year period analyzed in the Draft EIR.1  This 
would reduce criteria pollutant emissions, TAC emissions, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in later years of 
construction.  Table 4.7-3 in the Draft EIR provides declining electricity generation and on-road vehicle emission 
factors for GHG emissions as an illustration of this point.  Table 9 in the Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix 
AIR) provides declining on-road construction vehicle emission factors as further illustration. 

Other resource topics analyzed in the Draft EIR, such as construction-related noise impacts, would similarly see 
lesser impacts with a longer construction period than with the shorter period assumed in the Draft EIR’s analysis.  
Again this is because fewer people and less equipment would be working on site at one time, generating less 
intensive noise, with an extended construction period.  Other potential impacts would be no less or more intense 
with an extended construction period (e.g. operational noise, vehicle miles traveled) and/or would simply require 
implementation of identified mitigation measures over a longer period (e.g. biological resources, archaeological 
resources).    

Draft EIR Analysis:  Construction Start and End Dates 

In addition to assuming that construction would occur over an eight-year period, the Air Quality Technical Report 
(Appendix AIR) assumes an earlier start date than currently anticipated.  Specifically, the technical report assumes 
that Phase 1 construction would begin in 2020, rather than in 2022 as currently anticipated, and would be completed 
in 2025, when construction of Phase 2 would begin. Build-out is also assumed to be completed earlier (in 2027 
rather than 2029 or later).  The analysis also assumes that the buildings constructed in each phase of the construction 
program (i.e., Phase 1 or Phase 2) would be occupied and fully operational as of the date assumed for completion of 
construction (e.g. the analysis assumes that all Phase 1 buildings would be fully operational in 2025). 

These assumptions are conservative, resulting in a potential overstatement of potential impacts because construction 
is likely to take longer than assumed and occupancy and operation of the land uses would likely ramp up over a 
longer period of time, resulting in reduced impacts from project operations during certain years.  Specifically, build-
out of the site is unlikely to be fully constructed and 100% operational within eight years of the start of construction.  

                                                      
1  The EMFAC2017 model predicts declining emission rates for on-road vehicles, including heavy-duty construction trucks and vendor 

vehicles, as vehicle fuel efficiency improves, as alternative vehicles (such as natural gas and electric trucks) become more available, 
and as other fleet emissions standards tighten over time (see https://arb.ca.gov/emfac/ for more information).  The OFFROAD2011 
and CalEEMod models show similar trends as off-road equipment becomes more fuel-efficient and less emissions-intensive over time 
(see https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/mobile-source-emissions-inventory/road-documentation/msei-documentation-road for 
more information). These models were used in the analysis. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/mobile-source-emissions-inventory/road-documentation/msei-documentation-road
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Instead, the site would likely be partially operational in year eight (2027) and fully operational in later years, 
depending on market demand and other factors.  In addition, overlapping construction and operational air pollutant 
emissions are likely overestimated in the Draft EIR because if construction takes longer than the eight-year schedule 
analyzed, the emissions intensity would be reduced, and if operations are phased in more gradually over time, the 
combined operational and construction emissions would also be less intensive during interim years. 

These assumptions are also conservative because as noted above, the construction schedule does not account for 
emissions-reducing technologies or regulations that will become applicable after 2027, leading to lower emission 
factors and less emissions for actual project construction and operations.  For example, if the project isn’t fully 
operational until 2029 or later, then electricity and vehicle emission factors would be lower than what was analyzed 
in the DEIR for full buildout in 2027, resulting in reduced operational air quality and greenhouse gas emissions 
impacts than those reported in the technical analysis and the Draft EIR. 

Because the potential impacts that would occur with a later start date would not be greater than and would likely be 
lessen than that disclosed in the Draft EIR, the technical study has not been updated to reflect start of construction in 
2022 rather than 2020, which would likely reduce concentrations of project-related air pollutant emissions, health 
risks associated with exposure to project-related toxic air contaminants, and GHG emissions reported in the Draft 
EIR.  However, to avoid unnecessary confusion, the analysis presented in the Draft EIR uses numerically 
sequenced years (e.g. Year 1, Year 2, Year 3, etc.) to refer to the start and end of construction and other aspects of 
the project schedule assumed in the technical analysis presented in Appendix AIR.  The Appendix continues to 
utilize the years used in the analysis (e.g. construction commencing in 2020 and concluding in 2027).   
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